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Jakamistalous on nopeasti kasvava globaali trendi. Sen mahdollisuudet haja-asutusalueilla 

voivat olla suuret alueiden lisääntyvien haasteiden myötä. Jakamistalouden mahdollisuudet 

voivat myös kehittää ja edistää maaseudun yrittäjyyttä ja siten maaseudun elinvoimaa. Tässä 

diplomityössä tutkittiin innovaatioiden tarvetta ja edistymistä sekä jakamistalouden 

mahdollisuuksia haja-asutusalueella. Työssä tutustuttiin Suomen ja Euroopan maaseutuun sekä 

maaseudun haasteisiin ja sosioekonomiseen tilanteeseen. Jakamistalouden käsitettä ja 

kehittymistä sekä mahdollisuuksia haja-asutusalueella selvitettiin. Työssä hyödynnettiin sekä 

laadullista että määrällistä tutkimusmetodia. 

 

Työn empiirinen osa sisälsi puolistrukturoidun kyselyn, joka tehtiin Kaakkois-Suomessa 

asuville. Kyselyssä selvitettiin yrittäjien tai yrittäjyydestä kiinnostuneiden henkilöiden 

sosioekonomista taustaa, ideoiden ja innovaatioiden etenemistä sekä kiinnostusta 

jakamistalouteen. Tuloksista selvisi, että innovaatioiden etenemiseen aika on usein ratkaiseva 

tekijä. Lisäksi vastaajat ajattelivat, että lisäkoulutukselle olisi tarvetta. Erityisesti työhön tai 

yrittäjyyteen liittyvät jakamistalouden ratkaisut kiinnostavat. Digitalisaation eteneminen haja-

asutusalueilla voisi edesauttaa sekä koulutuksen saatavuutta että jakamistalouden ratkaisujen 

hyödyntämistä.  
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The sharing economy is a rapidly growing global trend. Its possibilities in rural areas could be 

great as challenges increase in these areas. The sharing economy could also develop and advance 

entrepreneurship in rural areas and therefore increase the vitality of these areas. In this thesis, 

the need and progression of innovations and the possibilities of the sharing economy in rural 

areas were studied. Finnish and European rural areas as well as the challenges and socio-

economic situation were looked into. The concept and development of the sharing economy and 

its possibilities in rural areas were examined. The thesis utilized qualitative and quantitative 

methods. 

 

Empirical part of this thesis included a semi-structured questionnaire, which was made to 

entrepreneurs or people interested in entrepreneurship living in the South-eastern Finland. In the 

questionnaire, e.g. socio-economic background, the progression of ideas and innovations, and 

interest in the sharing economy were examined. The results showed that time is a significant 

factor in the progression of ideas and innovations. In addition, the respondents thought that they 

need education to advance their ideas. Sharing economy solutions that relate to work or 

entrepreneurship are of particular interest. Progression of digitalization in rural areas could assist 

the availability of education and the utilization of sharing economy solutions. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Consumption of goods and services is one of the biggest factors causing environmental 

problems. The problems result from consumption and the production of the products and 

services consumed. For instance, production causes harmful emissions and changes in land use. 

Therefore, the use of natural resources need to be reduced and used more effectively. (Ilmasto-

opas a.) Additionally, crucial decreases in emissions must be made in order to slow down 

climate change. The average temperature in Finland rises faster than the global average as 

Finland is located so north. It is estimated that if the current emission reduction agreements are 

fulfilled, Finland’s average temperature would still increase 6 °C from the average temperature 

of pre-industrial time. Additionally, Northern Finland warms more than Southern Finland. 

Climate change also increases extreme weather conditions. In Finland, heatwaves, storms, 

droughts, and floods increase. Furthermore, climate change increases e.g. insect damages in 

forests, issues with the functionality of electricity grid, risks in cultivation, and risks in health. 

Hence, the expenses from climate change are significant. (Laine et al. 2018.) 

Challenges for entrepreneurship in rural areas have caused e.g. reduction of demand and the 

lack of continuators after retirement. One significant force has been reduction in population and 

an age structure that centres on older age groups. This has caused many entrepreneurs to move 

their businesses to larger population centres where their businesses are more profitable. 

(Rantanen et al. 2016, 11.) 

Innovative solutions are needed from entrepreneurs, private people, communities, and 

government as rural areas face a new kind of demand. Global demand towards rural areas grows 

because of current megatrends, like climate change, and energy and food crisis. Rural areas have 

many tangible and intangible resources, such as silence, loose settlement, clean nature, and 

natural resources. Additionally, renewable energy and its utilization in the rural areas are 

important. These all are important in green economy and when creating intangible wellbeing 

services. (Sitra 2012, 3.) 



9 

 

 

In the 21st century, sharing products and services has become important and valued. Use of 

natural resources and energy consumption decreases as resources are constantly used effectively 

and new items are made less, and therefore standard of living can stay the same while natural 

resources and energy are saved (Cook et al. 2014, 13). It is possible to reduce emissions by up 

to 50% with the sharing economy and circular economy solutions in certain fields. Additionally, 

they promote sustainable use of natural resources, increase wellbeing, further the development 

of society, and promote competitiveness. (ME 2017, 1.) The sharing economy already appears 

strongly in different ways in rural areas. For example, it has been common for decades that 

machines for agriculture are co-owned with other farmers (Savela 2015). Additionally, e.g. 

transportation solutions that utilize sharing economy solutions increase their popularity (Furman 

et al. 2018). The sharing economy is also economically viable (Harmaala et al. 2017, 54). 

South-Eastern Finland faces challenges in reduction and ageing of population. Problems with 

the meeting of labour and work as well as issues with skills have recently shown clearer. In 

addition, new innovations and enterprises are needed as well as increasing of vitality. (Nieminen 

(ed.) 2018, 113, 125-126.) The subject of this thesis emerged from combining the need of 

innovations in South-Eastern Finland and the growth and possibilities of the sharing economy. 

1.1 Objectives 

The purpose of this thesis is to study innovations and the potential of the sharing economy for 

increasing the vitality of rural areas. Research questions of this thesis are the following: 

1. Why new business innovations and ideas are needed in rural areas of Finland? 

2. Why innovations are not progressing? 

3. What are the possibilities of the sharing economy in rural areas? 

The first goal of this thesis is to study socio-economic situation especially in rural areas of 

Finland. The second goal is to examine innovation progresses. The third goal is to find out 



10 

 

 

interests towards the sharing economy. The fourth goal is to connect the need of new business 

ideas and the sharing economy. 

1.2 Research design 

The thesis includes a theoretical part and an empirical part. It utilizes both qualitative and 

quantitative methods. Qualitative approach is used for reviewing a specific theoretic view 

(Alasuutari 1994, 30-31). For example, people’s socio-economic backgrounds and views on the 

sharing economy are studied. In addition, observations are discussed from both theoretical and 

empirical part. Quantitative approach is used for example to find out statistical generalizations, 

and statistics are used to find out qualitative observations (Alasuutari 1994, 28, 34). The thesis 

utilizes inductive approach as generalizations are made and literature is used to compare the 

findings (Creswell 2014). Methodology is further looked into in chapter 4.1. 

First, a literature review is made which is followed by a case study. The literature review starts 

with an examination concentrating on rural areas in Europe and especially in Finland. South-

Eastern Finland is examined more closely, too. Entrepreneurship in rural areas is examined and 

socio-economic situation is studied with statistics. Further, progression of innovations is 

studied. The sharing economy is examined focusing on the interest and awareness towards the 

sharing economy and on the development of it. Additionally, the possibilities of sharing 

economy solutions in rural areas are examined, too. 

The empirical part contains a case study. The case study concentrates on rural areas of South-

Eastern Finland, including regions of South Karelia, Southern Savonia, and Kymenlaakso. It 

includes a semi-structured questionnaire that is done as a part of Courage and vitality from 

innovations to rural areas -project (referred as REIMA - rohkeutta ja elinvoimaa innovaatioista 

maaseudulle). The purpose of REIMA-project is to encourage and contribute the development 

of modern innovation culture with education and expertise. It is a cooperative project of four 

regional developers. The questionnaire is performed by interviewing nine clients of the project 

about their possible ideas and innovations and about their aspects towards the sharing economy. 



11 

 

 

The clients are e.g. residents, entrepreneurs, enterprises, and people aiming to be entrepreneurs 

in rural areas in different sectors in South-Eastern Finland. The cases are analysed quantitatively 

and qualitatively. 
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2 RURAL AREAS 

2.1 Rural areas in Europe 

European countries differ highly geographically. EU-28 (the European Union) countries are 

covered over one third in forests. In Finland, the share is as high as 68% which is the highest 

share in EU-28 countries. For comparison, the shares of forest area are 12% in the United 

Kingdom and 5.2% in Malta. Cropland covers over one fifth of EU-28 countries. The highest 

share is in Denmark as 51% is covered in cropland. The lowest is in Sweden with the share of 

4.2%. In Finland, the share is also relatively low, 5.9%. Only 3.3% of the area of EU-28 

countries are covered in water area. In Finland and Netherlands, 10% of the area is covered in 

water area. Whereas, over 15 countries’ area is covered with less than 2% of water area. About 

4.2% of the area of EU-28 countries is covered in infrastructure. In Finland, the share is only 

about 1.6% being the second lowest. The highest share is clearly in Malta being about 24%. The 

data is from 2015. (Eurostat 2017.) 

As said, the share of rural and urban areas differs highly in different parts and countries of 

Europe. Urban-rural types in Europe are presented in figure 1. As can be seen, northern countries 

include more remote areas. Additionally, central Europe includes a lot of urban areas. In EU-28 

countries, about 27.5% of the population lived in rural areas in 2015 (Eurostat 2018b). 

Additionally, population living in urban areas is growing (Nabielek et al. 2016, 12). An area is 

classified as rural area if more than 50% of people live in rural grid cells (Eurostat 2015b). Rural 

grid cells are areas of 1 km2 with a density of less than 300 inhabitants per km2 and less than 

5 000 inhabitants altogether (Eurostat). 
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Figure 1. Urban-rural types in different parts of Europe (ESPON 2010, 49). 

About 28% of 30-34-year-old people had a tertiary education in EU-28 countries in rural areas 

in 2015. In Finland, the amount was about 34%. In almost every country in EU the share of high 

educated people was the lowest in rural areas. (Eurostat 2018b.) Tertiary education includes 

short-cycle tertiary education, bachelor’s or equivalent level, master’s or equivalent level, and 

doctoral or equivalent level education (Eurostat 2018a). About 17% of 18-24-year-old people 

were unemployed and not in education or training in rural areas in 2015. In Finland, the amount 
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was a little higher, about 19%. On average, in Finland and in EU-28 countries more people who 

were neither in employment nor in education lived in rural areas than in urban areas. For 

example, in cities in Finland the amount was about 12%. However, the average employment 

rate in 2015 of people aged 20-64 was almost the same in rural and urban areas in EU-28 

countries (~70%) and in Finland (~73%). (Eurostat 2018b.) 

In EU-28 countries, 86.6 million people (17%) had a risk of poverty, 40.4 million (8%) had 

severe material deprivation, and 39.7 million (8%) had very low work intensity in 2015. In rural 

areas, the share of a risk of poverty was higher, about 20%. The risk of poverty or social 

exclusion was higher in rural areas in eastern, Baltic and southern member countries in 2015. 

Whereas in many western and northern member countries the risk was often higher in cities. In 

Finland, the risk was almost the same in rural and urban areas and was about 17%. The average 

risk in rural areas in EU-28 area was about 26%. (Eurostat 2018b.) 

In 2015, the average share of people over 16 years living in rural areas who reported unmet 

needs for healthcare in previous twelve months was about 4.1% in EU-28 countries. Unmet 

needs were expense, distance to travel, or the length of waiting list. In Finland, the share was 

about 4.7%. The share in EU was higher in rural areas than in urban areas, but in Finland the 

share was lower in rural areas. (Eurostat 2018b.) Access to internet in rural areas is poorer than 

in urban areas in almost every country in the European Union. The average share of access to 

internet on a daily basis in rural areas in EU-28 countries was about 62% in 2016. In Finland, 

the share was higher, about 78%. (Eurostat 2018b.) 

2.2 Rural areas in Finland 

Finnish countryside differs highly from Southern and Western Europe. There are no non-

habitable areas, such as deserts and mountain ranges but include a lot of forestry area. In 

addition, residential areas are usually small and individual. (Aho & Rahkonen 2014, 5.) Forests 

in Finland are boreal forests, but they differ in different parts of Finland. In the Northern Finland 

the forests are mostly coniferous forests but in the northernmost Finland they are alpine birch 
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forests. Elsewhere, also deciduous forests are possible or common. Growing seasons vary 

between 100 to 180 days in a year. (Uusitalo 2008, 144.) Winters are quite dark and polar nights 

last for almost two months in the Northernmost Finland whereas Southern Finland’s darkest day 

has under six hours of sun above the horizon (Finnish meteorological institute b). The amount 

of snow in winters is the lowest in the Southern and Western Finland by the Baltic Sea whereas 

in the Central and South-Eastern Finland snow depth is higher. Snow depth is the highest and 

stays on the ground the longest in the Northern Finland and North-Eastern Finland. (Finnish 

meteorological institute a.) As said before, 10% of Finland’s area is covered in water (Eurostat 

2017). However, the water systems are relatively shallow because ice age polished the ground 

flat (Ilmasto-opas b). About 62% of Finland has been under the Baltic Sea. Only the Northern 

and Eastern Finland has not been under water as well as some higher areas in Central Finland. 

(Uusitalo 2008, 142.) These all state that living in different parts of Finland has differences. 

Rural areas of Finland have been divided into four types of areas by Finnish Environment 

Institute: local centres in rural areas, rural areas close to urban areas, rural heartland areas, and 

sparsely populated rural areas. Urban areas are divided into inner urban area, outer urban area, 

and peri-urban area. (SYKE 2014b.) The classification is done with a series of geographic data 

(Helminen et al. 2014, 8). The classification is based on area and urban structure and land use 

(Helminen et al. 2013, 5). Different urban and rural areas in Finland can be seen in figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Urban-rural classification in Finland (SYKE 2014b). 

Rural areas close to urban areas are physically and functionally near urban areas. They surround 

urban areas and include population centres, rural areas similar to rural heartland areas, and 

sparsely populated areas. Typical for this kind of area is high share of people working in cities. 

(Helminen et al. 2014, 11.) Agriculture and other entrepreneurs have a diverse market near their 

business. Rural areas close to urban areas in general locate in the Southern and Western Finland. 

It covers approximately 10.8% of the area of Finland and in 2012 the share of Finnish residents 

living in rural areas close to urban areas was 7%. (YTR 2014, 18.) 
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Local centres in rural areas are population centres that locate outside of areas classified as urban 

areas. These areas fulfil at least three of the following characteristics: (1) average population of 

the past three years is over 5 000, (2) density of population is over 400 people/km2, (3) the 

amount of workplaces is over 2 000, and (4) area efficiency in an area of at least 1 km2 is at least 

0.1 (area efficiency of 0.1 corresponds to a dense small-house area). Local centres in rural areas 

are rather big urban areas located outside of city areas. They include, for example, city-like 

population centres and bigger villages. Typical for this kind of area is a dense centre and its role 

as the centre of the rural area surrounding it. (Helminen et al. 2014, 9, 11.) The number of local 

centres in rural areas in Finland is 41 and in 2012 the share of Finnish residents living in local 

centres in rural areas was 6% (YTR 2014, 17). 

Rural heartland areas are strong in primary production or have a diverse economic structure. 

They are relatively densely populated areas and include small population centres and villages. 

Land use in this kind of area is intensive. (Helminen et al. 2014, 12; SYKE 2014b.) The primary 

production relates to for example pig farming, fur farming, crop under glass, and poultry 

farming. In 2012, 12% of Finnish residents lived in rural heartland areas. The number of 

residents is decreasing moderately as immigration brings new residents to rural heartland areas. 

15.9% of the total area of Finland is classified as rural heartland area. (YTR 2014, 18.) 

Sparsely populated rural areas have an economic structure that is locally one-sided. They are 

relatively sparsely inhabited, located far from big centres, and clear urban areas are rare. 

(Helminen et al. 2014, 11-12; SYKE 2014b.) Majority of sparsely populated rural areas locate 

in the Eastern and Northern Finland. 68% of the area of Finland is sparsely populated rural area 

and in 2012 6% of Finnish residents lived there. (YTR 2014, 18.) Though, in 2015 only 5.3% 

of Finnish citizens lived there. The average age of people living in sparsely populated rural area 

is higher than the average age of people living in Finland. For example, the share of people over 

65 years cover 30% of people living in the area whereas in the whole Finland they cover only 

20,5%. Additionally, the average age is increasing. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 13, 15.) Primary 

production is quite high in this kind of area compared to Finland in total. Usually inhabitants’ 

livelihood comes from several different origins. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 25.) Many tourism and 
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travelling locations as well as a considerable amount of recreational dwellings are located in 

sparsely populated rural areas (YTR 2014, 18). For example, the share of seasonal inhabitants 

is 48% whereas in Finland in total the share is only 9.9%. Additionally, the amount of 

recreational inhabitants is increasing. Increase in recreational inhabitants increases the 

production of services. On the other side, the number of permanent inhabitants is decreasing. 

(Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 15.) 

2.2.1 Rural areas in South-Eastern Finland 

South-Eastern Finland includes three regions: South Karelia, Southern Savonia, and 

Kymenlaakso. South Karelia is positioned relatively south of Finland at the eastern border of 

Finland. Southern Savonia is located north from South Karelia and Kymenlaakso west from 

South Karelia. The area of South Karelia is about 6 900 km2, the area of Southern Savonia is 

about 19 100 km2, and the area of Kymenlaakso is about 7 500 km2 (Maanmittauslaitos 2019). 

The characteristics of South-Eastern Finland are tax free and invoice sales as well as specialized 

fields of business. The closeness of Russia and four international border crossings provides a 

huge potential in development of retail trade and tourism services. Developing transportation 

network attracts new invests in business, too. (ELY centre for Southeast Finland 2014.) South-

Eastern Finland has a lot of forestry and industry. In Kymenlaakso, some challenges are 

decreasing population and ageing. A big challenge is to increase the vitality and getting new 

enterprises and innovations to the region. Finding skilled people is a key factor when extending 

businesses. In South Karelia, future challenges relate to the development of population, increase 

of skills, and location. Although the region is easily accessible, it is not clearly connected to 

centres of growth. New enterprises and residents are wanted to the region for new innovations. 

In both South Karelia and Southern Savonia, Lake Saimaa could offer a lot of possibilities in 

tourism. In Southern Savonia, reconciliation of increased demand of wood, tourism, and the 

conservation of nature and water is a new challenge in the area. There have not been big 

structural changes in the region. Biggest challenges in the region relate to internationalization, 
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meeting of supply and demand of labour, and decrease in population, and ageing. (Nieminen 

(ed.) 2018, 113, 125, 138.) 

Figures of the regions with urban-rural classification are presented below in figures 3, 4, and 5. 

 

Figure 3. Urban-rural classification in the region of South Karelia, Finland (SYKE 2014a (modified)). 

Three major area types in South Karelia are sparsely populated rural areas, rural heartland areas, 

and rural areas close to urban areas. The densest population is along Lake Saimaa. There are 

nine municipalities in South-Karelia: Imatra, Lappeenranta, Lemi, Luumäki, Parikkala, 

Rautjärvi, Ruokolahti, Savitaipale, and Taipalsaari. Population of South Karelia was about 

131 000 and there were about 7 000 entrepreneurs in 2016 (Statistics Finland 2018a, 2018b). 

In the municipalities of Lemi, Luumäki, Parikkala, Ruokolahti, and Savitaipale the share of 

primary production in employment is 12.1-<25.3%. In the rest four municipalities the share is 
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1.7-<12.1%, except in Imatra where it is only 0.1-<1.7%. The share of processing in 

employment is 1.6-<11.5% in Ruokolahti and 23.9-<38.3% in Imatra and Rautjärvi. In the rest 

six municipalities the share is 11.5-<23.9%. In Taipalsaari the share of services in employment 

is 74.2-91.5%, and 48.1-<60.2% in Luumäki and Rautjärvi. The share is 60.2-<74.2% in the rest 

six municipalities. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 27.) 

 

Figure 4. Urban-rural classification in the region of Southern Savonia, Finland (SYKE 2014a (modified)). 

The major part of Southern Savonia is sparsely populated rural area. There are some rural 

heartland areas and only one local centre in rural area. Rural areas close to urban areas are 

mainly located near cities of Mikkeli and Savonlinna. There are 14 municipalities in Southern 

Savonia: Enonkoski, Heinävesi, Hirvensalmi, Joroinen, Juva, Kangasniemi, Mikkeli, 

Mäntyharju, Pertunmaa, Pieksämäki, Puumala, Rantasalmi, Savonlinna, and Sulkava. 

Population of Southern Savonia was 149 000 and there were about 11 000 entrepreneurs in 2016 

(Statistics Finland 2018a, 2018b). 
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The share of primary production in employment is 25.3-53.3% in Joroinen and Rantasalmi. The 

share is 1.7-<12.1% in Mikkeli, Pieksämäki, and Savonlinna. In the rest nine municipalities the 

share of primary production is 12.1-<25.3%. In Enonkoski, the share of processing in 

employment is 1.6-<11.5%. The share is 23.9-<38.3% in Hirvensalmi, Kangasniemi, and 

Mäntyharju. The share is 11.5-<23.9% in the rest ten municipalities. The share of services in 

employment is 74.2-91.5% in Mikkeli and 60.2-<74.2% in Enonkoski, Heinävesi, Pieksämäki, 

Savonlinna, and Sulkava. In the rest eight municipalities, the share is 48.1-<60.2%. (Lukkari 

(ed.) 2017, 27.) 

 

Figure 5. Urban-rural classification in the region of Kymenlaakso, Finland (SYKE 2014a (modified)). 
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Kymenlaakso locates next to the Gulf of Finland, Baltic Sea. Rural areas close to urban areas is 

a relatively widespread area in Kymenlaakso. However, rural heartland areas and sparsely 

populated rural areas cover quite large areas, too. There is only one local centre in rural area in 

Kymenlaakso. There are seven municipalities in Kymenlaakso: Hamina, Iitti, Kotka, Kouvola, 

Miehikkälä, Pyhtää, and Virolahti. Population of Kymenlaakso was 178 000 and there were 

about 9 000 entrepreneurs in 2016 (Statistics Finland 2018a, 2018b). 

The share of primary production in employment is 25.5-53.3% in Virolahti and 0.1-<1.7% in 

Kotka. The share is 1.7-<12.1% in the rest five municipalities. The share of processing in 

employment is 1.6-<11.5% in Miehikkälä and Virolahti and 23.9-<38.3% in Iitti. The share is 

11.5-<23.9% in the rest municipalities. The share of services is 74.2-91.5 in Hamina, Kotka, 

and Virolahti. The share is 48.1-<60.2% in Iitti, and 60.2-<74.2 in the rest three municipalities. 

(Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 27.) 

2.2.2 Entrepreneurship 

Entrepreneurship is a characteristic way to make a living in rural areas. Two of five enterprises 

locate in rural areas. Entrepreneurship in rural areas is smaller sized but there are more enterprise 

places than in cities per resident. (YTR 2014, 44.) For example, the share of microenterprises in 

cities was about 22% in 2014 whereas the share in sparsely populated rural areas was about 

44%. Microenterprises are enterprises with less than ten workers. On the contrary, the share of 

large enterprises in cities was about 39%, whereas in sparsely populated rural areas was about 

7%. (Kurvinen et al. 2018, 24, 27.) Part-time enterprise is typical for sparsely populated rural 

areas. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 25.) 

Business activity has become more service based in rural areas and as the same time the number 

of workplaces in agriculture and forestry has decreased. The further from urban areas the more 

workplaces in primary production are there, and primary production has still a significant role 

in heartland and sparsely populated rural areas. The increasing demand in organic and local food 

increases to enliven primary production. (YTR 2014, 45.) The number of farms has decreased. 
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However, at the same time the size of farms has grown, and the productivity has increased. The 

cost-effectiveness has weakened as production prices have decreased and the market with 

Russia has diminished. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 29; YTR 2014, 45.) The number of workplaces in 

service sector in sparsely populated rural areas, especially in Lapland, is significant. The local 

markets are small and the customers are usually from outside the area. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 25.) 

Forestry is an important business activity in rural areas. In addition to traditional forest industry 

and wood products, new products and services based on forests and wood are increasing. These 

include for example nature tourism and other commercializing of intangible assets. (YTR 2014, 

45-46.) Large forestry companies are changing their modes of operation and are aiming to new 

areas. This forces many foresters to make their living as independent entrepreneurs. (Rantanen 

et al. 2016, 13.) 

Current possibilities can be effectively utilized with innovative action and smart specialization. 

However, actors in rural areas are small and few, which causes challenges. Working network 

and local skills bring about possibilities and therefore are to be invested in. Rural areas have 

better opportunities nowadays as information technology has speeded up and extended 

communication and given the opportunity to new kind of businesses. Thus, enterprises have a 

better chance to get to broader markets. (YTR 2014, 20.) 

Entrepreneurs face challenges in demand as permanent population reduces or demand is 

seasonal. In the near future, many service-based businesses close down as people retire and 

continuators are few. Usually these kind of businesses are important for permanent and seasonal 

residents. Many people have suitable skills for entrepreneurship in their area but have a lack in 

common networking that harms the fulfilment of businesses. Marketing of enterprises need to 

develop so that products can be found easily in modern devices. (Rantanen 2016, 13.) 

2.2.3 Challenges 

Population has decreased in heartland rural areas, local centres in rural areas, and especially in 

sparsely populated rural areas in years 2000-2012 (YTR 2014, 20). In rural areas close to urban 
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areas the population is increasing (Sireni et al. 2017, 126). The reasons for change in population 

are migration and natural change in population (YTR 2014, 20). Especially problems in 

employment make young people move away from rural areas (Rantanen et al. 2016, 13). The 

age dependency ratio is better in cities than in rural areas as in cities there are less unemployed, 

dependant, and people outside of labour per employed and people of working age. (YTR 2014, 

20-21.) There are more men especially in sparsely populated rural areas and more women in 

cities. The biggest difference is in the ages from 18 to 29 years. This influences the development 

of areas. (Sireni et al. 2017, 126; YTR 2014, 21.) The share of elderly people, over 64 years, is 

higher in sparsely populated rural area, local centres in rural areas, and heartland rural area than 

the average in Finland (Sireni et al. 2017, 126). Living in rural areas is not seen as an ecological 

way of living because of long distances, lacking municipal engineering, and poor environmental 

services. However, nature, the possibility of self-sufficiency, and simplicity are seen ecological. 

(Hienonen 2011, 26.) This might have an influence on some people when thinking about moving 

to the countryside. 

Public transport in sparsely populated rural area has decreased or even stopped, although it is 

quite crucial as public transport is a precondition in increasing viability in the area. In many 

sparsely populated areas, taxis or private cars are the only way to travel. Sparsely populated 

rural areas have a lot of roads that are left to less or no maintenance. Additionally, owners of 

private roads are ageing, and it might be difficult in some areas to find workers who have the 

right equipment for ploughing and levelling private roads. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 31.) The need 

for transportation increases as supply of basic services decreases. However, as the number of 

residents decreases in thinly populated areas, the cost-effectiveness of public transportation 

weakens. New solutions for transportation are needed. For example, local partnerships and the 

combination of public and private transportation sectors could be utilized. Though, there are 

challenges with legislation, attitudes, and lack of willingness for experimenting. (YTR 2014, 

38-39.) 

Change in the structure of municipalities also affects the structure of services. Municipalities 

are connected to each other to secure vitality and performance. Because of this, distances grow 
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physically and mentally. Cooperation between municipalities, local enterprises, organizations, 

actors in civil society, and local residents is important. The change in the structure of services 

includes changes in the level of service, accessibility, finance, producer quarters, and the ways 

to organize services. Services are located further. As public transportation reduces it is more 

difficult to get access to services. The situation of reduced public transportation especially 

concerns young and elderly people who don’t have a car in use. As social and health services 

and basic teaching are reduced in rural areas and centralized, travel times increase and customer 

orientation and familiarity gets worse. However, in many cases the quality of services has gotten 

better through centralization. For example, the amount of services and expertise has increased. 

(YTR 2014, 22.) 

The highest rate of unemployment is in sparsely populated rural area. It is common for rural 

areas that people live there but work elsewhere. The share of people working in the same 

municipality as they live has decreased significantly. Additionally, commuting has increased, 

and remote work gives new possibilities. (YTR 2014, 24.) Education, especially upper 

secondary, is an essential factor that affects skills, availability of labour, and the vitality of an 

area. As local schools are closed and education is centred, the accessibility of the area is 

weakened and the differences between areas become big. However, remote education is 

available for upper secondary school education and vocational education. Therefore, 

digitalisation increases the availability of education in rural areas. It makes education 

independent from place and time. In addition, the supply of education increases. However, 

remote education has its challenges. The most common problems relate to internet access. For 

instance, there are outages and disturbances in the network, uncertainties in wireless network, 

and rural areas do not have proper broadband. (Kurvinen et al. 2018, 54-62.) 

100 Mbit/s broadband is available to every other and optic fibre to about every third household 

in Finland. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 33.) Rural areas in general get an access on broadband later 

than city areas. It has been studied that there is a connection between fixed broadband and 

households’ average income and economy. Furthermore, it may have a lowering impact on 

unemployment and poverty rates. However, impact of broadband varies between different fields 
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of business and has the highest impact on the employment in financing, insurance, and 

professional, scientific and technical services. Nonetheless, there have been findings that 

broadband affects positively on agriculture and forestry businesses, too. (Pyykönen & Lehtonen 

2016, 18-19.) Additionally, in practice, access to wireless internet is not properly working 

everywhere in rural areas (Hienonen 2011, 26). Availability on fixed network in different 

municipalities in Finland can be seen in figure 6. 

 

Figure 6. The availability of optical fibre (left) and 100 Mbit/s broadband (right) by municipalities in Finland in 

2015 (Pyykönen & Lehtonen 2016, 12 (modified)). 

As can be seen, optical fibre is rarer than broadband. Furthermore, availability for optical fibre 

and broadband is under 20% in a significant number of municipalities. Additionally, people use 

internet in rural areas less for electronic errands. In 2013, the average share in Finland was 80%, 

whereas in sparsely populated rural areas it was 65%, in rural heartland areas 71%, in rural areas 
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close to urban areas 78%, and in local centres in rural areas the share was 72% (Kaikkonen et 

al. 2014). 

Figures 7 and 8 show how age and education are correlated to financial situation in different 

rural areas. Education was divided into three groups based on the years of education (Saarsalmi 

2017, 191). 

 

Figure 7. The share of people having difficulties in covering household expenses in rural areas of urban-rural 

classification areas in Finland in 2013, age-based analysis (based on Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

Figure 7 shows that young to middle aged adults have the most difficulties in covering 

household expenses as over third of them have difficulties. People over 55 years have 

significantly less difficulties. The situation is the same in every rural area. The fact that younger 

people have more difficulties might be because they might have a mortgage while older people 

have paid it already. Additionally, young people might have a smaller salary. For comparison, 

in urban areas, the average share was 30.5% (Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

The situation between men and women differs in different parts of rural areas. In local centres 

in rural areas, men had less difficulties in covering household expenses. Whereas in rural areas 

close to urban areas and rural heartland areas women had less difficulties. In sparsely populated 
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rural areas the situation was approximately the same. (Kaikkonen et al. 2014.) In Finland, there 

were about 190 000 unemployed men and about 140 000 unemployed women in 2013 (Statistics 

Finland 2019). This might have a great effect on the fact that more men have difficulties in 

covering household expenses in some areas than women. Additionally, in different urban areas 

more or same number of women had difficulties compared to men (Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

 

Figure 8. The share of people having difficulties in covering household expenses in rural areas of urban-rural 

classification areas in Finland in 2013, education-based analysis (based on Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

As can be seen in figure 8, people with lower education have significantly more difficulties in 

covering household expenses. The shares of each group are similar in each rural area. 

Unemployment rate for upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education was about 

14%, for short-cycle tertiary education and bachelor’s or equivalent education was about 8%, 

and for master’s or equivalent and doctoral or equivalent education was about 6% in 2013 

(Statistics Finland 2019). Hence, in addition to the fact that higher education usually means 

higher salary and therefore makes it easier to cover household expenses, higher educated people 

are less unemployed. This might explain figure 8 partially. Figures 9 and 10 show how many 

people have been affected by poor transportation in Finland in 2013 by age and education. 
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Figure 9. The share of people affected by poor transportation in rural areas of urban-rural classification areas in 

Finland in 2013, age-based analysis (based on Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

Figure 9 shows that people in rural areas are affected by poor transportation. It is not dependent 

on the age of people and affects all people approximately the same in the same kind of area. The 

figure also shows that the further in the countryside the poorer transportation services are. The 

area with the poorest transportation is the sparsely populated rural area where about 49% of 

residents think that the poor transportation affects their life negatively. For comparison, the 

average share of people affected by poor transportation in inner and outer urban areas was about 

14% (Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 
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Figure 10. The share of people affected by poor transportation in rural areas of urban-rural classification areas in 

Finland in 2013, education-based analysis (based on Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

Figure 10 shows that education does not have a major effect when considering transportation. 

In rural areas close to urban areas and rural heartland areas, higher educated people were slightly 

more affected by poor transportation than lower educated people. This could be for example 

because of higher educated people might commute to bigger cities, as many big companies have 

their offices in bigger cities, while lower educated people might work more nearby home. 

Additionally, women were more affected by poor transportation than men in all rural areas 

(Kaikkonen et al. 2014). 

2.2.4 Future prospects 

In Finland, it is estimated that economy recovers to a long-term growth in the beginning of 

2020’s. However, the growth rate before the financial crisis cannot be achieved anymore which 

shows also as a decrease in demand of exports. In the 2020’s, the amount of labour and working-

age population will decrease which reduces work input and slows growth in several fields of 

business. Limited labour loosens a little in the end of 2020’s, but the growth on the amount of 

working population will remain slower than in the last decades. The majority of the demand of 
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end products will be covered as domestic products. Additionally, the structure of demand will 

change as there will be more service-based fields. (Honkatukia et al. 2014, 121.) 

There can be found a rising trend of urbanization in Europe (Kotzeva (ed.) 2016, 8). In Finland, 

from 1990 to 2014 the amount of people living in different urban areas has risen linearly from 

just over 60% to just under 70%. Urbanization is seen inevitable as Finland is behind in 

urbanisation compared to Europe. (Tiihonen 2016.) The share of people living in urban areas in 

Europe in 2015 was almost 75% (Kotzeva (ed.) 2016, 9).  

In the future, rural areas cannot rely only on agriculture or on industry that is based on natural 

resources. New solutions need to bring wellbeing to rural areas, a functioning and ecological 

infrastructure, and include sustainable use of natural resources. (Hienonen 2011, 8, 25.) 

However, natural resources and bioenergy will bring many possibilities to sparsely populated 

rural areas (YTR 2014, 18). Additionally, workplaces will differ from workplaces nowadays 

due to robotics and digitalisation. However, internet was the least used for electronic services 

in sparsely populated rural areas in 2013 even though people living in this kind of area need 

electronic services the most. (Lukkari (ed.) 2017, 25, 34.) Recreational housing is believed to 

maintain its popularity in the future (Sireni et al. 2017, 126). 

Rural areas are seen as a significant part of Finland’s competitiveness by policy-makers.  (Sireni 

et al. 2017, 124.) Potentiality of rural areas connect to bioeconomy, green economy, and 

intangible wellbeing. Green economy requires a systematic change that includes e.g. energy and 

material efficiency, decentralized renewable energy system, and new innovations. (Sitra 2012, 

3.) Bioeconomy opens up new possibilities especially for rural areas (MEE 2016, 21). A new 

field of business is green care that includes nature and wellbeing. Although many business 

models that include nature’s intangible resources are quite new, their demand is rising because 

of urbanization. Productization of nature’s and rural area’s intangible values requires a broader 

cooperation and open-mindedness between different actors. (Sitra 2012, 18.) 
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Future rural areas provide new kind of working, studying, and living possibilities for people 

who choose rural areas for living. Future rural areas work as inspirational spaces where there is 

freedom to develop new things based on technology and creativity. In the future, there can be 

seen different ways of living and different aged people from multiple cultures who strengthen 

the importance of rural areas to the society. (Hienonen 2011, 8.) 
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3 THE SHARING ECONOMY 

3.1 Innovations 

Innovations remodel markets by bringing new products and methods. They differ from 

inventions by bringing new dynamics to economy and have a connection to the increasing 

dynamism of markets. (Rautkorpi et al. 2014, 7.) New innovations, products, and services 

increasingly develop as a result of cooperation of several global actors. For example, enterprises, 

universities, and research institutes do not have all the knowledge. This encourages cooperation. 

The need for exceeding field and area cooperation has increased and the relevance of national 

clusters has decreased. This highlights systematic approach, cooperation, and openness in the 

process of the development of new innovations. (Kaihovaara et al. 2016, 1-2.) Because societies 

develop at an accelerating rate, new innovations have to be made with more testing and 

correction (Sitra 2012, 6). 

Innovation ecosystems are compact, dynamic, and self-steering networks. They differ from 

normal networks and clusters because they include more openness, interaction, and mutual 

dependency. Innovation ecosystems include e.g. enterprises, research institutes, the public 

sector, consumers, and other actors. For instance, the public sector directs innovation processes 

towards significant sociological problems. (Kaihovaara et al. 2016, 1.) 

In Finland, from 1960 to the 21st century the share of new Finnish innovations in the perspective 

of markets has dropped from almost 100% to about 25%. The other part includes foreign 

innovations. The amount of innovations has increased significantly from 1960 to 2007. 

(Valovirta et al. 2009, 22, 30.) The amount and share of innovations in different subregions of 

Finland can be seen in figure 12. 
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Figure 11. The amount and share of innovations in the subregions of Finland from 2000 to 2007 (Valovirta et al. 

2009, 29, 35 (modified)). 

Big city areas, especially the metropolitan area, produce the majority of innovations 

quantitatively. Especially in the 1990’s and 2000’s more and more innovations are produced in 

areas located outside of big centres. In many subregions, development activity shows as several 
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innovations rather than a separate innovation. University towns have a conclusive significance 

on the production of new innovations in the area. (Valovirta et al. 2009, 30, 35.) 

Common problems in innovation activity in rural areas and smaller industry localities in Finland 

are for example low skills for innovation, weak entrepreneurship services, traditional-oriented 

field of business, and weak research and development infrastructure. Problems in innovation 

policy concentrate on different things in smaller areas than in bigger centres. Usually in smaller 

areas the focus is on strengthening and improving regional economy. One way to this is the 

change in the attitudes of small and medium sized enterprises towards innovations. Additionally, 

placement of new innovative enterprises should be invested in to strengthen possible clusters. 

The change from traditional industrial policy to innovation policy has been a very difficult step 

for smaller urban areas and rural areas. However, a typical weakness has been that traditional 

industry policy has been disguised as innovation policy while the activity remains the same. 

Innovations in rural areas are simple and include less variety in skills than in cities. (Suutari et 

al. 2009, 10, 21-25.) 

Nowadays, the trend of new innovations are sustainable innovations, which are responsible, 

ethical, and ecological. Sustainable innovations should promote both nature’s and human’s 

conservation. However, there is a conflict between sustainable innovations and market 

economy. (Rautkorpi et al. 2014, 7.) As people have become more aware of sustainability and 

about e.g. climate change, the more they are interested in sustainable choices and, further, in 

providing and consuming different sharing solutions. This has led to the concept of the sharing 

economy. 

3.2 Basic concept 

Basic ideas of the sharing economy are the concept of making it possible to share assets that 

have a potential for sharing but the potential is not utilized, transition from ownership to right 

to use, and peer-to-peer operation and production. Shared assets can be for example vehicles, 

apartments, and hobby equipment. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 23; Hautamäki et al. 2017, 23.) In the 
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sharing economy, people borrow, change, rent, and recycle things with each other. Additionally, 

the sharing economy includes production of items, ideas, and skills among people. (Cook et al. 

2014, 13.) One of the newest trends is sharing skills in the web (Hautamäki et al. 2017, 23). The 

sharing economy is based on a temporary right to use instead of ownership. It utilizes developing 

technology and social media, such as digital sharing platforms, and is mainly using information 

network for interacting. Principles of the sharing economy are efficient use of resources, 

crowdsourcing, and communality. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 23; VTT.) 

The sharing economy increases the efficiency of society. For example, it takes into use 

unutilized resources and speeds up markets and exchange. (Hautamäki et al. 2017, 23.) The 

sharing economy strengthens the change from a manufacturing society to a post-industrial 

society (Cook et al. 2014, 13). The sharing economy brings an important increase in living 

quality especially when depression is in hand. It can smooth the rise from depression by 

increasing livelihood or by utilizing resources and skills that would not otherwise be used. New 

types of markets for used items lengthen the life cycle of products and provide income. 

(Hautamäki et al. 2017, 23-24.) 

The sharing economy is a new phenomenon and it has spread to new fields and a greater area to 

a global business. However, the basic idea of it is relatively old. For example, housing 

cooperatives have had shared laundry rooms, saunas, and tools. Additionally, it has been 

common to borrow tools from neighbours in smaller localities. Gyms, libraries, and music 

services are also based on sharing. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 44.) The sharing economy therefore 

combines everlasting communal modes of operation and ways of communication that modern 

technology provides (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 13). 

3.3 Development 

The sharing economy has developed in the United States. The core area can be held as San 

Francisco, California. The sharing economy is seen to have started in 2008 in the result of the 

financial crisis. Financial crisis pressurized people to give up on hyper consumption and resulted 
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as that people could not afford a car. This led to services that let people to use a car when needed. 

First, sharing economy services were created as start-ups and the sharing economy started to 

spread to everyone’s attention through two start-up enterprises from San Francisco: Airbnb and 

Uber. The sharing economy was first profiled as action from young city-dwellers and supporters 

of ecological way of living. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 34, 41-42; Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 14.) 

The sharing economy became an international phenomenon in 2010. The first paper publications 

about the sharing economy or joint consumption were in 2012 in Finland. However, the first 

scientific publication about joint use cars was already in the 1970’s. (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 

40-42.) Four matters can be seen to be in the core of the sharing economy: digitalization, 

communality, ecology, and urbanization. 

The sharing economy is one of the outcomes how digitalisation changes the society and its 

structure (Harmaala et al. 2017, 21). The sharing economy has broken through as sharing was 

made possible in a larger scale in the result of developing network technology. This formed 

social and economic systems that enabled the sharing of resources and skills in a way and scale 

that was not possible before. (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 13-14.) Changes always include the 

struggle between the new and the old. Hence, sharing economy solutions disturb traditional 

businesses and is also seen to wipe out fields of business such as fields in transportation and 

accommodation. Digitalisation has also led to the situation that service based businesses grow 

relatively quicker than other businesses. This extends to the sharing economy, too. (Harmaala 

et al. 2017, 21.) Trade in the internet, social media, smartphones, and the applications available 

for them have made the sharing economy grow fast (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 15, 48). In 

addition, millennials have a significant role in the development of sharing economy markets as 

they have grown to the digital world (Harmaala et al. 2017, 32). 

Communality is seen as a social characteristic of the sharing economy. Making something good 

is linked to it. In order for private people to participate as more active consumers, experience in 

communality is important. Social media has a big part in communality and that it is valued. 

Ecological cause is a primary motive for many private people and also for enterprises to 
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participate in the sharing economy. In addition to prevent climate change, saving resources is 

one of the ecological reasons to participate in the sharing economy. (Harmaala et al 2017, 21-

22.) Therefore, change in consumption behaviour has had a great impact on the sharing economy 

(Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 13-24). For example, the financial crisis in 2008 has led especially the 

South European countries to invent new kind of consuming and living ways to save resources. 

Additionally, communality has been emphasized as cooperation is needed. (Harmaala et al. 

2017, 21-22.) 

The new sharing economy is an urban phenomenon (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 49). Urbanization 

is seen important for the sharing economy as the services need to have a certain amount of users. 

For example, sharing economy services are usually developed for a city and are more 

administered by city-level than state-level. Furthermore, many services benefit or need a 

compact area to work, e.g. local enterprises. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 22.) 

Total value of transactions from sharing economy solutions in Europe is estimated to have 

almost tripled during years 2013 to 2015. In Great Britain, the transactions have almost 

quadrupled. In Finland, it is estimated that transactions would catch up the head start of Europe’s 

markets, and that transactions would even double yearly. (PwC 2017, 24-25.) It is estimated that 

the value of the sharing economy in Finland would grow to 1.3 billion euros by 2020 (Harmaala 

et al. 2017, 34). In the area of the European Union in 2014, sharing economy was estimated to 

have produced about 3.6 billion euros in the five top sectors: accommodation, logistics, 

housekeeping services, expert services, and financing (Koramo et al. 2017, 21). However, in 

another estimate it was estimated that the sharing economy produced about 28 billion euros in 

2015, doubling yearly. China and the United States are in the frontline of the sharing economy. 

For example, value of the sharing economy was 500 billion dollars in 2016 in China. (Harmaala 

et al. 2017, 34.) There cannot be seen any special restrictions in the development of the sharing 

economy. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 34.) 
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3.4 Awareness 

Digital platforms for the sharing economy are not that commonly known in Europe. In a survey 

research (Eurobarometer) conducted by the European Commission, only about half used or were 

aware of digital platforms in the European Union in 2016 when every EU country was included. 

Included sectors were accommodation and space renting, car sharing, crowdfunding, vocational 

services, and housekeeping services. Additionally, in Finland over 60% were not aware of these 

kind of platforms for sharing economy. Furthermore, only about 8% of Finnish people have 

used a sharing economy platform at least once, whereas the amount in EU-28 countries is almost 

20%. (PwC 2017, 10.) 

However, in a newer research made by Andreotti et al., only 10% of Europeans were not aware 

of sharing economy services in Europe when twelve countries were surveyed: Denmark, France, 

Germany, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland, and UK. 

19% of people had used sharing services and 9% had provided something on digital sharing 

platforms. 63% were aware of sharing economy services but had not used them. The most 

consumers of sharing services were in France and the United Kingdom, where 25% and 28% 

used sharing economy services. Young people, 18-34-year-old, used and provided sharing 

economy services the most. For example, about 27% of people aged 18-34 consumed and about 

15% provided sharing economy services. As the age increased the less consumed or provided 

sharing economy services. Using sharing economy services is not significantly more common 

for women (19%) than for men (18%). Whereas, providing is more common among men (11%) 

than among women (7%). Higher educated people consumed and provided more sharing 

economy services than lower educated. For example, the shares of consumption and providing 

of services were 36% and 18% for doctorate or higher educated people, 26% and 10.2% for 

bachelor educated people, and 8% and 5% for lower secondary educated people. Furthermore, 

clearly higher share of lower educated people was not aware of sharing economy services than 

higher educated people. (Andreotti et al. 2017, 4-9.) However, rising age, higher income and 

higher education have an effect that sharing economy services are not utilized when more 

comfortable alternatives can be afforded (Andreotti et al 2017, 96). 
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In Finland, the number of users of sharing economy services that have a digital platform was 

approximately 250 000 in 2016. The number of providers of services was around 30 000. 

Services included were accommodation and space renting, car sharing, crowdfunding, 

vocational services, and housekeeping services. (PwC 2017, 17-18.) 

3.5 Possibilities 

Change in behaviour and values and the development of technology make many sharing 

economy solutions possible. For example, ownership is not seen as important anymore and 

environmental aspects are more important in making a decision. (Arponen et al. 2014, 50.) 

Additionally, not owning and only a little amount of possession has become a trend. Ownership 

of things that are left useless for most of the time is found unnecessary by a growing amount of 

people. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 23, 42.) The sharing economy is seen as attractive, fun, and a 

cheaper alternative. However, financial reasons are the main reasons for utilizing sharing 

economy solutions. Whereas for providers of sharing services, financial reasons are not that 

dominant than for consumers, and providers are also interested in societal or social benefits. 

(Andreotti 2017, 96.) In Finland, weak economy, unemployment, and industrial growth 

slowdown may heighten the spread of the sharing economy as it could provide compensatory 

operation models. In addition, Finland has a strong tradition in cooperation associations and 

communal work. This is a good cultural starting point for the sharing economy. (Lahti & 

Selosmaa 2013, 52, 55.) 

Internet is a common platform for the sharing economy (Cook et al. 2014, 13). As technology 

has developed, finding services and products is easier than before and payment methods have 

become more effective. Additionally, transparency and reviews increase the trust towards 

sharing economy businesses. (Arponen et al. 2014, 50.) In the internet, people unknown to each 

other are brought together. This supports communal living and helps people’s mental wellbeing. 

(Cook et al. 2014, 13.) 
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The sharing economy is a growing phenomenon that has many possibilities for consumers and 

entrepreneurs (Nylund 2018, 12). A consumer is not anymore an end user or a client but a 

participant in the production of services as e.g. a developer or a moderator of a platform, a 

marketer, a peer-to-peer operator, or a start-up entrepreneur. When the sharing economy 

becomes business, the role of the enterprise is to be a supplier. For example, an enterprise 

provides a platform where consumers can find each other and share or borrow resources. New 

businesses based on the sharing economy can be divided into three groups: product as a service, 

recycling markets, and communal way of living. Enterprises can buy services from private 

people that work unprofessionally or from unofficial communities. However, the sharing 

economy means new demands for enterprises. They have to adopt new features and develop old 

ones in their businesses e.g. ethics, communality, and crowdsourcing. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 

32-33, 43-45.) Providers of sharing services are more or less professional. For example, some 

providers such as Uber drivers are dependent on the income of sharing services, whereas some 

providers do not rely on the income of their sharing service e.g. home-sharing. (Andreotti et al. 

2017, 96.) Additionally, sharing items and services can be a non-profit business model (Arponen 

et al. 2014, 55). 

There are many possibilities for the sharing economy. For example, spare space can be rented 

forward for example for a brief check in or as a space for special gathering. Airbnb, a service 

for putting apartments for rent, is one of the most successful businesses based on the sharing 

economy, for instance. Furthermore, sharing high priced items such as hobby equipment or 

cameras is possible, though the market is still small in Finland as it needs a special trust to rent 

items to unknown people. (Arponen et al. 2014, 48, 55.) A survey made for twelve European 

countries resulted as car sharing and home sharing services being clearly the most used and 

known sharing economy services. Car sharing, home sharing, food sharing, goods sharing, and 

finance sharing services were included in the survey. (Andreotti 2017, 12.) 

However, the sharing economy has problems in adapting into the society. Enactments influence 

the expansion of the sharing economy in many countries, and they can relate for example to 

taxes, fund-raising, rights of employees, and building (Cook et al. 2014, 13). For example, the 
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sharing economy is difficult to tax efficiently and comprehensively (Hautamäki et al. 2017, 24). 

In Europe, the main challenges are scattered legislative development, inadequacy of financing 

channels for small enterprises, cultural differences between countries, language barriers, and a 

scattered market area (Koramo et al. 2017, 21; Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 51). Unfortunate sides 

of the sharing economy might accumulate to e.g. occasional workers. People that are excluded 

from digitalisation are left out from the possibilities that new services would give. (Harmaala et 

al. 2017, 32.) Finally, for sharing economy to be widely spread out, payment systems must 

provide a feeling of trust, buyers and sellers should easily find each other, and logistics should 

be simple and easy (Arponen et al. 2014, 50). 

3.6 The sharing economy in rural areas 

The fact that responsibility and environmental consciousness has increased among people has 

positive effects on the transportation services provided by the sharing economy. Especially 

services that utilize digitalisation enable the development of transportation services. 

Transportation services based on the sharing economy create new kind of possibilities to 

develop movement in rural areas, especially in places where public transportation works poorly. 

Transportation is the second largest expense for households, but private cars are in use only 5% 

of the time. Additionally, the passenger number is approximately only 1.2 for a trip. Digital 

platforms enable to raise the utilization and use rate by ensuring an alternative way of 

transporting. It is seen that transportation services based on the sharing economy have a huge 

potential in supplementing public transportation in rural areas. Especially young people are open 

to new solutions. For example, they already use digital channels to arrange car pools. (Eckhardt 

et al. 2017, 4, 30, 45, 51.) The highest growth in Finland of sharing economy services is seen in 

the transportation sector. (Harmaala et al. 2017, 35.) In addition to cars, shared vehicles can be 

for example machinery in agriculture and forestry (VTT). In table 1, results of a study 

concerning attractiveness of car sharing solutions made by Finnish Transport Infrastructure 

Agency are presented. 
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Table 1. Interest in different car sharing options in rural municipalities in Finland (Liikennevirasto 2018, 44-45). 

Peer to peer Would / might use [%] 

Use of acquaintance’s or neighbour’s car for a compensation 3 / 28 

Use of other private people’s car for a compensation 1 / 23 

Giving own car for sharing for compensation 5 / 17 

Business to consumer Would / might use [%] 

Shared car for housing cooperation or neighbourhood (reservation, 

also longer distances) 
7 / 35 

Location based model, hour or day prices (return to the same 

place) 
7 / 34 

Floating model, hour prices (cars in different places, return freely) 7 / 36 

Shared car for house cooperation or neighbourhood (limited time) 9 / 27 

Floating model, minute prices 6 / 26 

 

Table 1 shows that more people are interested in using business to consumer (B2C) car sharing 

than peer to peer (P2P) car sharing. Additionally, people are more interested in using other 

people’s cars than sharing their own car. However, in rural areas the more suitable solution 

would be P2P solutions because of low density of population (Liikennevirasto 2018, 57). 

Cooperative associations came to Finland in the end of the 19th century. Finland is kept as the 

strongest cooperative association country in the world. (Lahti & Selosmaa 2013, 54.) 

Cooperative associations are seen as Finnish ownership, locality, cooperation, and equality of 

owners. Especially farmers consider cooperative associations positively. In the last ten years the 

share of farmers that are affirmative on cooperative associations has increased by 14%-unit in 

ten years from 2008. For example, interest towards grain cooperative associations has increased. 

Attitude towards cooperative associations has increased significantly in the metropolitan area, 

too. (Maaseudun tulevaisuus 2018.) Multisectoral cooperative associations could produce 

services lower-priced than separately working enterprises. This would also increase social and 

ecological sustainability. For example, there are already cooperative associations where e.g. 

maintenance or care services providing cooperative associations deliver groceries, too. 

(Rantanen et al. 2016, 13.)  
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4 CASE STUDY: INNOVATIONS AND THE SHARING ECONOMY IN 

SOUTH-EASTERN FINLAND 

4.1 Methodology 

Qualitative and quantitative research methods can be utilized in the same study (Alasuutari 

1994, 23), which is done in this thesis. Both methods are discussed in the following chapters. In 

addition, the thesis utilizes inductive approach. In inductive approach, literature is more of an 

aid than directs the study in a certain direction and also is used for comparing findings of the 

qualitative study (Creswell 2014). In this thesis, data is collected and studied. Theory is 

developed from the findings from data collected. Additionally, literature is compared to the 

collected data. 

4.1.1 Qualitative approach 

In qualitative research method, a common aim is to find out the researched people’s perspective 

and view on the studied phenomenon. Common collecting methods for material are interviews 

and observation. (Kiviniemi 2001, 68.) The material is observed as a whole in qualitative 

method. Argumentations cannot be built on the differences of individuals in relation to different 

“variables” and on the differences of the statistical connection to other variables. All matters 

that are included in the question that is studied must be studied in a way that there is no conflicts 

between the matters and the interpretation. Observations are connected by searching for shared 

characteristics, common denominators, or by forming a rule that applies to the material without 

exception. Shortly, a phenomenon is searched that applies to the whole material and even one 

exception overrides the rule. Statistical probabilities are not valid in qualitative research. A 

common limitation is that the number of individuals for data is limited. (Alasuutari 1994, 28-

31.) 

A semi-structured questionnaire was used to gather data relating to socio-economic information, 

ideas or innovations respondents might have, and interests towards the sharing economy. The 
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semi-structured questionnaire was done by interviewing but had the same questions in the form. 

This made it possible to ask follow-up questions to find more comprehensive answers. In 

qualitative analysis, rules that apply to the whole material were studied e.g. views that all 

interviewees relate to. The interviewees were studied as cases to see them as a whole. Qualitative 

approach was used because there were only nine interviews made. 

4.1.2 Quantitative approach 

Quantitative analyses are more unambiguous than qualitative analyses (Mäkelä 1995, 45). In 

quantitative research method, the focus is on the statistical view and regularity. Arguments are 

made by means of numbers and the systematic and statistical connections between them. The 

starting point in argumentation is finding the differences between research units in relation of 

different variables. Statistical regularities that link different values of variables together are 

studied. Contrary to qualitative method, in quantitative method exceptions from the common 

rule are allowed. Former studies related to the findings are referred to for further interpretation. 

It is common that variable viewpoint and statistical evidence is applied in qualitative research. 

For example, statistical view can be used to find out rules in qualitative method by simplifying 

the material. (Alasuutari 1994, 23-29, 34-35.) 

Quantitative approach was used to support the qualitative approach. The data from the 

questionnaire was moved to a spreadsheet and cross tables were made to analyse the answers 

better. The answers were mostly reviewed by age and gender as there were few answers. 

Therefore, they could provide information as they included only two categories both. Also clear 

rules were looked into from the answers. 

4.2 Data 

This report utilizes a semi-structured questionnaire that is done as a part of REIMA-project. The 

questionnaire includes questions for example about people’s basic information such as age and 

education, questions about economic situation and business ideas, and questions about the 
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interest in sharing economy solutions. First nine interviews are included in this report. They are 

all reviewed as cases but also statistically reviewed. Questions in the questionnaire translated to 

English can be found in Appendix I. 

The questionnaires were fulfilled by members of REIMA-project by interviewing clients of the 

project. The clients are e.g. residents, entrepreneurs, enterprises, and people aiming to be 

entrepreneurs in rural areas in South-Eastern Finland. The interviewed clients were people 

wanting to be part of the project for exceeding their idea or innovation, or for creating an idea 

by receiving information and by educating themselves. 

Age and education classifications are based on the classifications in Statistics Finland. Age 

groups are 15-24, 25-44, 45-64, and over 65+ years old (Statistics Finland a). However, there 

was an error in the questionnaire that age group 45-64 was put as 45-65. Education groups used 

are primary education and lower secondary education, upper secondary education, post-

secondary non-tertiary education, short-cycle tertiary education, bachelor’s or equivalent 

education, master’s or equivalent education, and doctoral or equivalent education (Statistics 

Finland b). The questionnaire includes several questions that include multiple answers. The 

answer choices were chosen to represent possibly typical answers. Concerning ideas and 

innovations, questions are related e.g. to economic situation, the progression of ideas, and skills. 

Concerning the sharing economy, questions are related to the awareness of the term and interest 

towards different solutions. The solutions chosen were co-owning, renting, cooperative 

association, and transportation services based on the sharing economy. Co-owning and renting 

were chosen as they are quite easy and common ways on practicing sharing economy. 

Cooperative associations are increasingly more interested in and provide solutions for many 

fields of business. Transportation services were chosen because the distances are long and public 

transportation is lacking in the rural areas. 
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5 RESULTS 

This thesis includes nine cases based on the answers gained from interviews. The cases are 

partly described below in chapter 5.1 and statistically viewed in chapter 5.2. 

5.1 Case review 

All nine respondents are included in two age groups: 25-44 and 45-65 year olds. Interviews 

include four men and five women, and both genders represent both of these age groups. 

Respondents are educated from upper secondary to master’s or equivalent education. They live 

in six different municipalities, and in two different regions: Kymenlaakso and South Karelia. 

Case 1 

Case 1 is a 45-65-year-old man. He has the highest education of the cases, which is master’s or 

equivalent education.  In this case, new ideas are created because of the interest in raising income 

level, rather than a force from changed markets or clients’ changed demands. His idea has not 

been introduced and commercial potential has not been evaluated. However, the idea has just 

been created which explains that it has not yet progressed. He is familiar with the concept of 

sharing economy and has bad experience with it with a summer cottage. However, he is 

interested in sharing economy solutions such as co-owning (boats, machines), renting 

(machines), and being involved in a cooperative association (energy, marketing). 

Case 2 

Case 2 is a 25-44-year-old man. He has an upper secondary education. One motivation for 

creating new ideas is poor economic situation. However, the demand is growing as market 

situation has changed. His idea has not yet progressed as it has just been created. Additionally, 

rush season, time, and working space challenges have limited the progress, too. Furthermore, 
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possible risks have also affected the progression. The term “sharing economy” is not known and 

he has no interest in sharing economy solutions. 

Case 3 

Case 3 is a 45-65-year-old woman. Her highest education level is post-secondary non-tertiary 

education. Poor economic situation has forced her to develop new ideas, and also a new job 

returning to Finland has led to creating new ideas. She hasn’t been forced to give up any source 

of income in the last ten years. Her idea has been introduced to a trade promoter, but commercial 

potential has not been evaluated. She is familiar of the term of sharing economy and has had 

experiences with village community’s sauna that worked OK. She is interested in the following 

sharing economy solutions: co-owning (machines, working space), renting (machines, free time 

equipment), cooperative services (marketing), and mobility as a service. 

Case 4 

Case 4 is a 25-44-year-old woman. She has bachelor’s or equivalent education. Already fitting 

value chain and skills have led to creating new ideas. She hasn’t been forced to develop new 

ideas, nor to give up a source of income because of changed market situation or clients’ 

demands. Her idea has been created nine years ago but has not progressed because of 

bureaucracy, financing, and time. However, the idea has been introduced to a local city-owned 

company for development of livelihood, Leader group, and Helsinki-Uusimaa Regional 

Council. However, the idea has not been systematically productized, nor commercial potential 

been evaluated. The term “sharing economy” is familiar. She has experience on cooperative use 

and communal work, and is interested in circular economy and sharing platforms. Additionally, 

she is interested in co-owning (unutilized spaces, machines), renting (machines), and 

cooperative associations. 
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Case 5 

Case 5 is a 25-44-year-old woman. She has post-secondary non-tertiary education. She has 

moved and has a desire to do something own, which have led to creating new ideas. She has 

been forced to give up a source of income because of changed market situation, too little time, 

and limited resources. Her idea has been created nine years ago and it has been productized 

and/or commercial potential has been evaluated. Furthermore, the idea has been introduced to 

other entrepreneurs and in different events. The term “sharing economy” is not familiar but she 

has some experience in sharing economy. She is interested in sharing economy solutions, such 

as co-owning (machines, working space), renting, and cooperative associations (care). 

Case 6 

Case 6 is a 25-44-year-old woman. She has post-secondary non-tertiary education. Poor 

economic situation, raising income level, and a change in agriculture and profitability have led 

in creating new ideas. She has been forced to give up a source of income in the last ten years 

because of changed market situation. The idea has been created three years ago and it has 

progressed. It has been productized and/or commercial potential has been evaluated. 

Additionally, competitions in Finland have introduced it to a bigger audience. The term “sharing 

economy” is familiar to her. She has good experiences in sharing economy and is interested in 

co-owning (machines, working space) and renting (machines, working space). 

Case 7 

Case 7 is a 45-65-year-old man. He has a short-cycle tertiary education. Poor economic situation 

and raising income level have led to create new ideas. He has been forced to give up a source of 

income in the last ten years because of clients’ changed demands. His idea has been created in 

the 1990’s and it has been a continual development of the product. The product has been 

introduced to trade promoter, Foundation for inventions, patent agent, and financier. It has 

proceeded to a commercial product. He is familiar with the term of sharing economy, and has 

had experience with agricultural machinery and appliance, and renting of his own product. He 
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is interested towards sharing economy: co-owning (machines), renting (machines), and 

cooperative associations. 

Case 8 

Case 8 is a 25-44-year old woman. She has bachelor’s or equivalent education. The poor 

economic situation and ready infrastructure have led to creating new ideas. Additionally, she 

has been forced to give up a source of income in the last ten years because of changed market 

situation and clients’ changed demands. Insufficient IT skills have limited and slowed down her 

enterprise’s activity. Her idea was created in the 1990’s and it has progressed. In addition, it has 

been productized and/or its commercial potential has been evaluated. The idea has been 

introduced to trade promoter and financier. She is familiar with the term of sharing economy 

and is interested in its solutions, too. She has experience in sharing economy with agricultural 

machinery and appliances, and is interested in co-owning (machines, other), renting (machines, 

working space), and cooperative associations (marketing, joint purchase). 

Case 9 

Case 9 is a 25-44-year-old man. He has upper secondary education. The economic situation 

forces him to create ideas. Raising income level and values have led to creating ideas, too. He 

has not been forced to give up a source of income in the last ten years because of changed market 

situation or clients’ changed demands. Insufficient IT skills have limited and slowed down his 

enterprise’s activity. Therefore, he thinks he needs more guidance in IT skills but also in 

marketing and entrepreneurship. His idea started seven years ago. The idea has been introduced 

to trade promoter but it has not been productized nor evaluated its commercial potential. It has 

not progressed because of limited IT skills, financing, resources, marketing skills, risks, and 

time. The term “sharing economy” is familiar and he has OK experience with “maamiesseura” 

and drier. He is interested in other sharing economy solutions, too: co-owning (machines, 

working space), renting (machines, working space), and cooperative associations (care, energy, 

production, and joint purchase). 
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5.2 Statistical review 

Economic situation for different gender and age groups is presented in figure 13. Economic 

situation for different educated people is presented in figure 14. 

 

Figure 12. Current economic situation based on age and gender. 

Figure 13 shows that there is no big difference between gender and age groups. However, clearly 

higher share of people (6) have a poor economic situation. In both age groups, the shares of 

having a good or poor economic situation is the same: three of 25-44 and 45-65-year-old 

respondents have a good economic situation, whereas six respondents have a poor economic 

situation. Higher share of men have a poor economic situation than women; three of four of men 

have a poor economic situation while three of five women have a poor economic situation. 
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Figure 13. Current economic situation based on highest level of education. 

As can be seen in figure 14, the higher the education the more likely economic situation is good. 

For example, the respondent with a master’s of equivalent education has a good economic 

situation whereas respondents with upper secondary education have a poor economic situation. 

Other purposes than poor economic situation that have led to creating new ideas are presented 

in figure 15. 

 

Figure 14. Purposes other than poor economic situation that have led people to create new ideas. 
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People are mostly interested in creating new ideas for raising income level as figure 15 shows. 

Especially men are interested in raising income level. The other purposes for creating new ideas 

are e.g. change in agriculture, suitable value chain, and moving. For education, only respondents 

with the highest education of upper secondary education and both of them have chosen values 

as one purpose. 

Four respondents have been forced to give up a source of income because of changed market 

situation in the last ten years. However, none of the 45-65-year-old respondents have had to give 

up a source of income because of it. Furthermore, only two respondents have been forced to 

give up a source of income because of clients’ changed demands. 

Most of the respondents (7) think that they need education in marketing. Two respondents think 

that they need education in entrepreneurship, two in IT skills, and two in other, including e.g. 

economy and productization. None of the 45-65-year-old respondents think that they need 

education in entrepreneurship. Additionally, only men with the highest education of upper 

secondary think that they need this kind of education. However, over half of the respondents 

have had (additional) education that supports their idea. 

Insufficient IT skills have limited or slowed down only two respondents’ enterprise’s activity. 

The same respondents have chosen both limited and slowed down. There were no 45-65-year-

old respondents who thought that insufficient IT skills have limited or slowed down enterprise’s 

activity. The year when idea was created is presented in figure 16. 
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Figure 15. The year when idea was created (categorized). 

As presented in figure 16, most of the ideas have been created before 2014. Additionally, two 

of the ideas have been created in the 1990’s and both of them have proceeded. An idea created 

in 2016 has proceeded, too. The reasons for not progressing are presented in figure 17. 

 

Figure 16. Reasons why the idea has not progressed. 

Clearly the most common reason for not progressing is time, as can be seen in figure 17, as four 

respondents think so. Other more common reasons are financing and risks. Younger people have 

more reasons for not progressing than older people but on the other hand majority of respondents 

were in the younger age group. Furthermore, men have more reasons than women. 
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Seven respondents have represented their idea to somebody. One third have represented their 

idea to a trade promoter, two to a financier, one to foundation for inventions and patent agent, 

and four to other, including e.g. other entrepreneurs and competitions. Figure 18 shows how 

many respondents have estimated the commercial potential of their idea or productized it. 

 

Figure 17. How many respondents have estimated the commercial potential of their idea and/or have productized 

it, based on age and gender. 

As can be seen in figure 18, approximately the same amount of respondents have estimated their 

idea’s commercial potential or have productized it than people that have not. Higher share of 

women have estimated or productized their ideas than men. Between age groups there cannot 

be seen any noteworthy difference. However, the difference between municipalities is 

significant. For example, in Kouvola, Lappeenranta, and Parikkala, there has been no 

productization or estimation, whereas in Lemi, Luumäki, and Ruokolahti everyone has 

productized or estimated the potential of their ideas. 

Most of the respondents are familiar with the term “sharing economy”. Only two of two 25-44-

year-old respondents representing both genders were not familiar. Their highest education is 

upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education. Everyone except one respondent is 

interested in sharing economy solutions. The only one who is not interested is a 25-44-year-old 

man with upper secondary education who is not familiar with the term. Interest towards different 

sharing economy solutions is presented in figure 19. 
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Figure 18. Respondents’ interest towards different sharing economy solutions, based on age and gender. 

As figure 19 presents, respondents are mostly interested in co-owning and renting, but also 

highly interested in cooperative associations. Only one has interest towards transportation 

services. Seven respondents are interested in co-owning a machine, four interested in a working 

space, one interested in a boat, and two interested in other. There is no significant difference 

between age groups and genders. As in co-owning, eight respondents are interested in renting 

solutions. Seven are interested in renting a machine, three interested in a working space, and 

two interested in other. However, none of the 45-65-year-old respondents are interested in 

renting a working space. Only respondents in Kouvola and Luumäki are interested in renting a 

working space. Seven respondents are interested in either renting or co-owning a machine. Four 

respondents are interested in co-owning a working space and three are interested in renting a 

working space. 

5.3 Qualitative analysis 

From the results of questionnaire, it is more common that men have a poor economic situation. 

Furthermore, a little connection between education and economic situation is found in the results 

that higher education results in having a better economic situation. There could not be seen any 
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Interest towards sharing economy solutions

Man

Woman

25-44

45-65



57 

 

 

level than women as only one woman and all four men are interested in it. One reason for this 

is that three men have a poor economic situation and, therefore, need to raise income level. Yet, 

three of women have a poor economic situation, too. 

Many of the ideas have been created before 2014, but less than half of them have progressed to 

productization or commercial potential been estimated. The most common reason for not 

progressing is time. Only two respondents think that insufficient IT skills have limited their 

enterprise’s activity. They all are 25-44 years old. Four of the respondents have estimated 

commercial potential or productized but almost all (seven) have represented their idea to 

somebody e.g. trade promoter, financier, and other entrepreneurs. There is a clear difference 

between municipalities in the matter of estimating commercial potential or productizing. Four 

respondents who have estimated potential or productized live in Lemi, Luumäki, and 

Ruokolahti. Two of the four respondents have created their idea already in the 1990’s which at 

least partly explains why their ideas have advanced. The two other ideas have been created in 

2010 and 2016. Both of these are service based innovations and therefore do not need to find a 

place in a value chain apart of finding suppliers and/or market niche. Additionally, three of the 

four respondents have introduced their idea to more than one outside actor type. The remainder 

five respondents, living in Lappeenranta, Kouvola, and Parikkala, have not advanced to 

productization or estimation of commercial potential. These respondents think that they need 

education in e.g. marketing, entrepreneurship, IT skills, and/or other, whereas respondents that 

have advanced think that they need education only in marketing. Nonetheless, every respondent 

thought that they need education in something. 

Most of the respondents are interested in sharing economy solutions. Only one respondent is not 

interested, and he is not aware of the term either. Both respondents that are not aware of the 

term do not have a tertiary education. In addition, both unaware respondents are younger people 

aged 25-44 years. All of the respondents that are interested in the sharing economy are interested 

in sharing economy solutions that concern working and entrepreneurship. Additionally, 

respondents are not interested in starting a new enterprise relating to the sharing economy but 

are interested in the solutions it could provide. For example, co-owning or renting a machine is 
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the most popular among respondents. Additionally, co-owning or renting a working space is 

also very interesting. Six respondents are interested in cooperative associations. Marketing, care, 

and joint purchase cooperative associations have at least two respondents who are interested in 

them. None of the respondents are interested in sharing cars or cottages. The only one who is 

interested in transportation services is in the field of tourism. 

It has been noticed in the REIMA-project that many ideas or innovations are in the starting 

point, not structured, or not systematically developed. The reasons have been that there is no 

information or just have been abandoned. The timeline from an idea to an innovation is long or 

is discontinued. Additionally, it has been noticed that there are many innovations and ideas but 

they are hard to find out. 
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6 DISCUSSION 

New innovations are needed in the rural areas. Reduction in demand has led to the situation that 

businesses are moving to cities or at least closer to city areas as it is more profitable there to run 

a business. Therefore, if one wants to stay in the rural areas to run a business, new innovations 

have to be made to respond to the changing trends. New demand resulting from megatrends 

such as climate change, energy and food crisis, and digitalisation creates a need for new ideas 

and innovations that support the new trends. For example, people want more environmentally 

friendly products, want to reduce consumption of resources, and use digital appliances for 

finding products and services. This creates a need for new marketing methods to make 

enterprises easier to be found. Demand might be seasonal, especially in Lapland. Therefore, 

innovations are needed to create demand for other seasons as well. 

Unemployment is higher in rural areas than in cities. Additionally, more men than women are 

unemployed. As the questionnaire showed, it is more common that men have a poor economic 

situation than women. The same can be seen slightly in Kaikkonen et al.’s (2014) study where 

men have more difficulties in covering household expenses in rural areas close to urban areas 

and rural heartland areas. This could be one reason why more men are interested in raising 

income level than women. Kaikkonen et al.’s (2014) study also supports the finding that higher 

educated people have a better economic situation. 

New innovations could raise the income level and create new workplaces in the rural areas. 

Hence, innovations could reduce unemployment. Over half of the respondents have had to give 

up a source of income in the last ten years. This might have been one reason for developing new 

ideas or wanting to raise income level. As age-structure is changing to a structure that centres 

on elderly people, new solutions are needed. For example, solutions that make people’s lives 

easier in rural areas are needed as decreasing basic services are located far and population is 

scattered. Hence, solutions that make daily life easier for different people could enliven the rural 

areas. However, more people in urban areas than in rural areas reported unmet needs for 

healthcare while the distances are shorter and supply is more comprehensive in urban areas. 
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The path from an idea to productization is sometimes very long. The lack of time is a significant 

factor restricting the progression. It should be more studied in what people would need the time 

for: education, self-study, finding financing, finding information, etc. As people have many 

ideas that have not advanced, they should be supported in. However, it might be rather difficult 

to find out the ideas as people may have given up on an idea, do not have the time for the process, 

do not believe in it, or think that it would not be profitable, and therefore do not want to bring 

out the idea. However, it was found in the results that it is very common that ideas are 

represented to someone although the idea might be quite new. 

Every respondent thought that they need education in something. Education in marketing, 

entrepreneurship, IT skills, and other would help with their enterprises or ideas. This would 

further their skills and careers. Additionally, more continuous education could help people in 

rural areas to advance their businesses and keep their skills fresh. Many people in rural areas 

have skills for entrepreneurship but lack in common networking. However, digitalisation might 

help with networking in the future. For example, people in rural areas have lower skills for 

innovation. Furthermore, digitalisation could improve the possibilities for improving skills and 

education. Currently there are less upper secondary and vocational schools in rural areas than in 

urban areas and the supply of different education is more limited as services are more and more 

centred in larger cities. Locally the situation differs highly. Digitalisation could for example 

increase the supply and quality of remote education. 

However, digitalisation needs a sufficient and working network. Network connection is usually 

worse in rural areas and high speed broadband is rare. People in rural areas use internet for 

electronic errands less than in cities. This could state that the IT skills in rural areas are worse 

or the connection is not sufficient enough. Almost every respondent had sufficient IT skills. 

Although younger people typically have better IT skills (Malin 2015), it depends highly on what 

kind of skills are needed in the field of business practiced. Additionally, some people might 

outsource their enterprise’s IT matters or do not think that they need to use digital platforms in 

a too complex way or at all. Furthermore, internet is less used in rural areas than in urban areas. 

The lack of good internet access in rural areas and the lack of using internet could be barriers 
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with entrepreneurs in advancing their idea. Internet is needed for getting information for ideas 

and innovations. It is also needed to find out information on value chains as it is essential to find 

a place in a value chain for a new product. For example, the new product could be just a small 

but crucial part in a value chain that must be found to advance the innovation. Additionally, the 

new product could start a new value chain which needs networking. 

As trends such as being ecological and not owning are advancing, more and more people are 

interested in sharing. Sharing is already familiar in the rural areas. For instance, some methods 

of the sharing economy have been common for ages, such as sharing machines and resources 

with neighbours. However, now digitalisation makes it possible to share resources easier and 

effectively. Therefore, the sharing economy could have a high interest in rural areas. As age 

structure changes, the sharing economy could provide solutions for basic wellbeing and making 

life easier. For example, transportation services could help people to get to the basic services. 

Also, care cooperation associations could enable a wider supply of different services for elderly 

more nearby. Cooperative associations are already quite common in Finland. Respondents are 

interested in them, too. 

The term “sharing economy” is quite common in rural areas. However, it is not known from the 

study made that what the respondents think that the term includes. The study strengthens 

Andreotti et al.’s (2017) study that the lower the education the fewer people are familiar with 

the term. However, there is a little conflict with Andreotti et al.’s study where young people are 

more aware of the sharing economy. Respondents are especially interested in solutions that 

concern entrepreneurship by co-owning or renting. Interest towards co-owning or renting might 

be common because they are rather traditional methods in rural areas. In addition, they are quite 

easy solutions and save money as e.g. agricultural machines are expensive and are not used that 

often. 

Sharing a car and a home are the most common ways of participating in the sharing economy. 

Yet, none of the respondents are interested in sharing cars or cottages. For instance, the 

transportation services are important for tourism services to get the clients to the accommodation 
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or give the clients a ride to somewhere they want to visit. Sharing a car or giving transportation 

services could be solutions for many problems in rural areas. 40-50% of people living in rural 

areas think that public transportation is poor, with exception in people living in local centres in 

rural areas where the situation is better. In addition, generally sharing economy solutions that 

are related to transportation are relatively interesting. People in rural areas are more interested 

in business to consumer than peer to peer transportation solutions. Thus, transportation sharing 

services could become more common in rural areas. 

The fact that internet use is not that common or there is not that good internet access in rural 

areas might be a restriction in using sharing economy platforms. Further, insufficient IT skills 

may be a barrier in some occasions, too. However, as internet access improves in rural areas 

more possibilities are there for the sharing economy. The sharing economy grows quickly and 

is becoming more and more known, and there cannot really be seen restrictions in the growth. 

It is more common for young people to have economically worse situation than older people. In 

addition, young people are more interested in the sharing economy. Hence, the sharing economy 

could give solutions for young people to save money. Furthermore, the sharing economy can 

provide income without having a profession relating to it. 

For the sharing economy to be more used some challenges have to be looked into. As the sharing 

economy is a relatively new phenomenon, enactments are in a conflict with it. For instance, tax 

system is not compatible for some sharing economy solutions and therefore solutions cannot be 

taxed properly. Financing channels are inadequate for small enterprises which slows down the 

growing of professional sharing economy enterprises. People might also be disbelieving in the 

sharing economy that it could provide a living or a part of it. Hence, more information and 

research on the sharing economy is needed and needed to be shared. 

Strong statistical generalizations cannot be made as the sampling of the questionnaire was small. 

However, some qualitative observations could be made. The findings of the questionnaire 

cannot be fully generalized to the whole Finland. Finland differs geographically strongly in 
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south-north axis but also in west-east axis. In addition, population is located mostly in Southern 

Finland. Therefore, innovation process and development differs. 

The respondents are clients of REIMA-project. Hence, people answering to the questionnaire 

have an idea or innovation they would like to further or want to create an idea which means that 

either they are forced to create ideas or are interested in doing something different. Additionally, 

the participants are not randomly selected people in rural areas but are clients of the project. 

Therefore, the study cannot be repeated by selecting random people living in the rural areas. 

The questions asked provided a comprehensive set of answers in different points of view. 

However, renting a car was asked in the questionnaire but not co-owning a car. It would have 

been interesting to see what the opinions on it would have been. 

Interviewing respondents was a good way to analyse the matter of research. For example, further 

questions could be made to ensure a valid answer and unclear terms could be explained. 

However, there were more than one person who interviewed respondents. This decreases the 

reliability of the study. For instance, interviewers might weight different matters in the 

questionnaire. The matters might have been also told differently by the interviewer which could 

result interviewees telling different matters in the situation. Yet, interviewees might understand 

some concepts differently, too, such as the sharing economy. In addition, the questionnaire was 

used for another purpose, too. This may result as that some matters were not that thoroughly 

discussed that are important parts of this thesis. Furthermore, an interview might be 

misrepresentative as the interviewee might want to show the better part of themselves and 

therefore the real situation is not studied. In addition, the interview situation might get people 

more inspired than they really are. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

Rural areas in Finland are changing. People are moving away and the age-structure is becoming 

higher aged oriented. These, for instance, make new innovations needed. As basic services 

become rarer, new innovations could bring alternatives to rural areas. The new alternatives 

among other innovations could increase the employment that is worse in rural areas than in cities 

in addition to raise income level and, therefore, could enliven rural areas. 

Innovations need to proceed, too. Time is a significant concern on the progression of innovations 

and many innovations have been left to wait because of the lack of it. In addition, the availability 

of information is important. Digitalisation brings new possibilities to the rural areas. It can 

provide information and education. For example, every respondent in the questionnaire thought 

that they needed education in something. However, network has to be improved in the rural 

areas for the potential to be fully utilized. 

As new innovations are needed, the sharing economy could provide many solutions in the rural 

areas. The study showed that everyone who were interested in the sharing economy, were 

interested in solutions from which their work would benefit from. Although the sharing 

economy is an urban phenomenon and a quite new one, the solutions can be applied to the rural 

areas, too. For instance, sharing has been common in rural areas already, but now with 

digitalisation it could grow even bigger. In addition, e.g. change in consumption behaviour and 

ecological causes further its development, too. 

To make comprehensive generalizations further research is needed. The data was sparse which 

did not make it possible to study all perspectives that the questionnaire could have offered. In 

addition, a comprehensive statistical review could be made with a larger set of results. More 

points of view could provide a more extensive study, too. Further study about needed education 

could be informative so that a more inclusive education supply could be provided in different 

areas. The sharing economy could be studied further in the perspective of ways to advance 

entrepreneurship and provide information on which solutions could suite rural areas the most. 
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8 SUMMARY 

The purpose of this thesis was to analyse if the sharing economy could increase the vitality of 

rural areas of Finland. Rural areas need new economical ways to make life easier while basic 

services become rarer. In addition, the sharing economy is a new phenomenon that grows rapidly 

and could provide a variety of solutions. Qualitative and quantitative methods were used. 

Qualitative method ensured a semi-structured questionnaire whereas quantitative method made 

it possible to view the results in a statistical way. In the empirical part, interviews were made to 

people interested in entrepreneurship to find out the interest in some sharing economy solutions. 

In addition, economic situation and the progression of ideas and innovations were examined. 

Results showed that education and information are needed more in rural areas to assist the 

progress of ideas and innovations. In addition, time was seen as a crucial factor in the 

progression. The sharing economy term is known among people and especially sharing economy 

solutions that relate to work or enterprise are of interest. Digitalization could provide a channel 

for education and information but also for sharing economy platforms. Further research on the 

subject would give more comprehensive answers. Additionally, sharing economy solutions that 

would fit rural areas, should be studied further. 
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