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Abstract  

Sharing economy, collaborative consumption, is phenomenal nowadays all over the 

world, which redefines the new generation social status by the access perspective over 

ownership. Systematic research on sharing and sharing economy among academia 

occur just recently. And it needs to be filled the research gap to make clearer the 

mechanisms of sharing behaviors with participants’ attitude, motivations, and 

personalities. 

The goal of this research is aiming at to study how and how much it is different under 

different sharing scenarios (say, pure gift giving, reciprocity, and market exchange) a 

consumer’s attitude affect his/her behavior, and to measure the relationship between 

the participation and the motivation behind. Through the background setting as three 

different bike-sharing scenarios, a quantitative approach was conducted with a 

questionnaire sample of 273 participants collected from various platforms. And then I 

examined the difference in participants’ attitudes and behaviors when engage different 

sharing scenarios, as well as the interaction between those factors. 

The results show that the effects led by different sharing scenarios are not significant 

though, a factor, the cultural difference among sharing economy participants, is 

significant. It reveals a possible way for future studies. 

Key Words: Sharing, Sharing Economy, Bike-sharing, Attitude, Intention, Sharing 

Scenario, Motivation, Materialism,  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1-1: Research Motives And Backgrounds 

Sharing is a phenomenon as old as humankind (Belk), and its essence has never 

changed but the forms vary along with human history. In the past decades, 

accompanied by the awareness of environmental protection, not only realized the 

scientists the consumption leading to long term depletion and therefore appealed the 

importance of sustainability, but also the societies figure out the necessity of a long 

term strategy instead of the pursuance of nonstop economic growth by consumption 

stimulation. Sharing eventually catches the eyes of social scientists. Meanwhile, the 

development of ICT (internet communication technology) brings the possibilities of 

numerous sharing business models. A huge number of enthusiastic citizens are 

encouraged to participate in sharing economy. Led by Belk’s studies, the discussion 

and the research on sharing became the new mainstream of study. Some scholars 

advocate that sharing economy is the pathway to sustainability, while some others 

believe sharing or collaborative consumption would be an alternative to buying. 

Overall, it becomes the new norm that resource-access-perspective rather than 

ownership-perspective forms one’s social status in this new era. 

However, it wasn't always the same from the very beginning the enthusiasm among 

academic and social focus toward sharing. Socialists and economists did not take 

sharing into serious discussion for a long time because sharing was taken as a 

participant of intermediate products. Sharing is difficult to be quantitative measured 
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and has no value-adding effect to the macro economy in some forms. Nor can the 

value of sharing be counted into GDP in order to avoid double counting by the 

definition of national income accounting (Kuznets, S. (1934)). Some more reasons 

lead to the lack of academic research such as sharing sometimes is usually treated as 

either gift giving or commodity exchange (e.g. Becker, J. U., & Clement, M. (2006)), 

sharing is more characterized by inner-home activities, and sharing is sometimes 

taken for granted (Belk, 2009). In other words, the classical economics typically 

encourage the impulse by resource consumption and materialism rather than resource 

saving and sharing. This tendency was not a problem until the new era began. And the 

vacancy needs to be filled by continued systematical research, wherein one of the 

most urgently needed should be the study of how a participant’s attitude differed 

under a specific sharing scenarios and how it is influenced by different motivations. 

The oldest bike-sharing practice can be traced back to 1965s in the Amsterdam, while 

in the last decade blooms in both the prevalence and popularity worldwide have 

emerged. In 2007, Paris launched Europe’s largest scheme, with over 20,000 bicycles. 

Ofo and Mobike have each raised over US$1billion on capital market and lead 

hundreds of business followers with millions of participants to construct the bike-

sharing phenomena in China. Many previous studies have revealed that bike-sharing 

is a strong substitute for car driving especially in short distance. The benefits of bike-

sharing consist of flexible mobility, emission reductions, physical activity benefits, 

reduced congestion and fuel use, individual financial savings and support for 

multimodal transport connections (Shaheen, S., Guzman, S., & Zhang, H. (2010)), 

and numerous successful practical implications in nations and cities all over the world. 

Those benefits make bike-sharing one of the most representative business models in 

sharing economy. Although most are short-term rental applications, some bike-
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sharing programs take reciprocity or gift giving sharing scenarios.  

In this article, I seek to analyze the relationship between the motivations and the 

personalities of sharing economy participants under the categorization of sharing 

defined by Belk: pure gift giving, reciprocity, and market exchange. I look forward to 

not only will it be possible to draw closer the gap of research, but also this thesis 

could provide a possible guidance to businesses segmenting target customers when 

making market strategies in sharing economy. 

Chapter 2 Review of Related Literature and Studies 

In this chapter, I seek to construct theoretical backgrounds and to set the following 

hypothesis. Three sessions listed below constitute this chapter:  

1. The definition and the categorization of sharing and sharing economy  

2. The business status of sharing business models and bike-sharing 

3. The motivations and materialism to attitudes and intentions 

2-1: Sharing and Sharing Economy 

Definition  

Sharing is an inherent human behavior growing and evaluating its forms alongside the 

evolution of the human societies. The oldest and most natural form of sharing can be 

traced back to the sharing of the uterus by a mother to her baby, or the food sharing 

by hunters in ancient hunter and gathering societies. (Belk, 2009) Through the 

assistance of information and communication technology (ICT), various forms of 

sharing become possible and popular among industries and consumers (Botsman, R., 

& Rogers, R. ,2011; Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Wang & Zhang, 2012.) In which the 
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most common mode is the access over ownership exchange (Hamari, Sjöklint and 

Ukkonen, 2015). “Sharing Economy” nowadays becomes a trendy idea being 

discussed broadly by media and utilized by enterprises (Owyang, J., Samuel, A., & 

Grenville, A., 2014). Not only sharing economy’s market size is fast growing, but also 

it becomes the new mainstream of buying (Owyang, J., Samuel, A., & Grenville, A., 

2014). Because sharing rather than owning in many cases implies lower commodity 

consumption, less wastage, asset reusing, and energy saving, some scholars believe 

sharing economy can be one of the pathways to sustainability (Heinrichs, H., 2013). 

Ownership is no longer the ultimate expression of consumer desire (Chen, 2008; 

Marx, 2011). All in all, the formation of one’s social status by “you are what you own” 

turns into the new “you are what you access” page led by sharing economy (Belk, 

2014). 

However, there also exist numerous controversial debates against sharing economy. 

For instance, the fierce criticism came from the former USA chief labor department, 

Mr. Robert Reich, which he said the sharing economy is nothing but a new slavery 

(2015). His ideas was mainly against the topics on Uber though, it might also be 

another reflection of the unclearness on the sharing economy definition. Since there 

are not only consumers who participate into sharing economy, service providers 

resource donators, sharing community participants should also be included into our 

discussion. In addition, we should not only taking into consideration the short term 

rental sharing model, but also the models of peer-to-peer gift giving and sharing 

communities of reciprocity. 

As an alternative to privately owning being emphasized in both market exchange and 

gift giving, sharing actually includes voluntary lending, pooling and resource 
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allocation, and use of public property being authorized (Belk, 2007). The Economist 

describes sharing economy as “On the internet, everything is for hire (Zervas, G., 

Proserpio, D., & Byers, J. W., 2014).” While Jeremiah, Alexandra, and Andrew think 

sharing is new buying. Bardhi and Eckhardt define access-based consumption when 

talking bout the cases of car sharing as transactions in which no transfer of ownership 

takes place (Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. 2012). It comes later one of the most 

common definition refers to a hybrid market model, in between owning and gift 

giving, of peer-to-peer exchange (Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen, 2015). Therefore, 

this research will follow the sharing economy definition composed with (Albinsson 

and Perera, 2012; Belk, 2010; Botsman, R., & Rogers, R., 2011): “The peer-to-peer-

based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services, 

coordinated through community-based online services.” 

Categorization 

Fiske first categorized four psychological models to form human social life (Fiske, 

Alan Page, 1991). There are communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching, 

and market pricing. On top of Fiske’s summary, Belk constructed the first 

categorization of sharing (Belk, 2010), where he treated sharing as a point standing on 

the continuous line in-between pure gift giving and market exchange. His idea was to 

differentiate sharing from the conventional understanding that it was included in gift 

giving or market exchange scenarios. This categorization is definitely a starting point 

to the following studies. Based on that we clearly distinguish sharing and sharing 

economy out of other human behaviors. However, Belk’s categorization makes the 

non-reciprocity as one of the necessary essences of sharing. Reciprocity is treated as a 

feature of market exchange, which does not belong to sharing or gift giving.  
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However, it is easy to find numerous various sharing applications all around the globe, 

where each of them posits on a different location on the continuous line between pure 

gift giving and market exchange. Fro example, Couch Surfing belongs to gift giving 

sharing, a used cloth swap-party is reciprocal, and models like Airbnb or BlaBlaCar 

are market pricing sharing. Belk’s categorization therefore fits not perfectly the 

situation in my research. As a result, I should take the categorization by Hamari, 

Sjöklint and Ukkonen (2015) into consideration. In their research, a mapping on 254 

collaborative consumption (CC) services on Internet was conducted. In that research 

they took a two-step approach on categorization. The first step is to differentiate CC 

into to access over or to transfer the ownership of goods. The second step was to 

classify renting and lending in the category of access over ownership, and to clarify 

swapping; donating and purchasing used goods in the category of transfer of 

ownership. Similar to the case of bike-sharing, most CC services are short term 

renting though, there are many other sharing implications on the line between pure 

gift giving and market exchange. We therefore can say it is obviously not proper to 

exclude a case from sharing merely because it is somewhat reciprocal. Moreover, this 

categorization from Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen does not violate the principles 

built by Belk and Fiske that the classification guideline is still on the continuous line 

between pure gift giving and market pricing. To summarize, I will take the simplified 

definition form Fiske and Belk with the principles constructed by Hamari, Sjöklint 

and Ukkonen’s research (2015). In this research the sharing scenarios will be 

classified to pure gift giving, market exchange, and reciprocity. In this research the 

reciprocity will be designed as a one to one purely fair reciprocal situation in order to 

simplify the perceived of fairness and to make easy for comparison with the other two 

scenarios. 
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Research Gap and Setting Hypothesis  

A research blank exists in sharing economy field alone this direction that if 

participant’s attitude would be different under different sharing scenarios. By far I 

have clarified the definition and categories of sharing economy scenarios. Those three 

scenarios are the circumstances surrounding when consumers engage in sharing 

economy. Although there are many previous studies around how motivations form 

and trigger consumer attitudes (e.g. Mazis, M. B., Ahtola, O. T., & Klippel, R. E. 

1975; Maison, D., Greenwald, A. G., & Bruin, R. H., 2004), and how consumer 

behavior derive or influenced by consumer attitudes (e.g. Feldman, J. M., & Lynch, J. 

G., 1988; Vermeir, I., & Verbeke, W., 2006), all those previous researches were 

conducted under a predefined solo-scenario. There is no study yet to examine if the 

consequence will keep the same when all these procedures conducted under different 

sharing mechanisms.  

I suspect that people tend to participate more in gift giving rather than market 

exchange sharing due to the cost difference. On the contrary, I suspect that the attitude 

of a market-exchange sharing participant is more positive than those of a reciprocal 

sharing participant due to the concern of fairness. Not only in the view of real world 

observations, but there are numerous psychological studies show the similar result 

(e.g. Arkes, H. R., & Blumer, C., 1985; Shoup, D. C., 2005). Researches on 

motivations to pro-environmental behaviors also show that economic motivation is 

the most significant (Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen 2015). On top of above, this 

article will try to fill the existing research blank by asking questions and testing the 

following hypotheses. 
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Q1a. Is the intention of a gift-giving sharing participant higher than the intention of a 

market exchange sharing participant? 

H1a. Sharing mechanism differs participants’ intentions to participate. 

Q1b. Are market exchange sharing participants get better attitudes toward sharing? 

H1b: Participants’ attitudes toward sharing are different under different sharing 

scenarios. 

Note: A summary table of the literature review to show the research blank is shown in 

the appendix. 

2-2: Bike-Sharing 

I choose bike-sharing to design the research scenarios in this article for several 

reasons: First, bike-sharing is nowadays one of the most well known and broadly 

accepted sharing business model worldwide. From Amsterdam to Beijing, from 

campus wide small-scale implementations to international projects, there are over 535 

public bike-sharing programs operated in over 50 countries on five continents 

including 712 cities (Larsen, Janet; 2013). Bike-sharing gains far-ranging enthusiasm 

among participants. Second, bike-sharing arouses the least controversy than other 

sharing business practices. Unlike Airbnb of the room- sharing or Uber of car-sharing 

incurred legal disputes in many countries, bike-sharing implementations are mostly 

acceptable with each local society. Finally, bike- sharing is widely recognized to be 

pro-environmental, sustainable, energy saving. Like the discovery by Fishman, 

Washington, and Haworth (2013), the majority of bike-sharing participants are 

substituting from sustainable modes of transport rather than the car. This features 
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could be driven by either intrinsic or extrinsic motivations or both, which will be 

discussed in more details in this article. 

Definition and Categorization  

Bike-sharing is a service in which bicycles are made available for shared use to 

individuals on a short term basis and is a mature implementation of sharing economy. 

The first practical application emerged in 1965 in Amsterdam. Now bike-sharing 

programs are available in over 50 countries including over 700 cities with 

approximate 1 million bicycles cities (Larsen, 2013). Bike-sharing allows each bike to 

be used by different users. In most cases bike-sharing is treated as an extension of 

short term bike rental programs though, some pure gift giving programs, such as 

public bike donation or in-campus free bike projects, and some reciprocal programs 

such as swipe bikes projects thrive. Almost all kinds of bike-sharing projects take 

advantage on ICT that smartphone mapping for bike availability pushes up the usage 

of each project. Benefits of bike-sharing summarized by Shaheen et al. (2010) are 

flexible mobility, emission reductions, physical activity benefits, reduced congestion 

and fuel use, individual financial savings and support for multimodal transport 

connections. 

There are two general categories dividing bike-sharing applications. Local community 

groups or non-profit organizations mostly organize “Community Bike programs”; 

while government agencies, sometimes in a public–private partnership, operate 

"Smart Bike programs"(DeMaio, P. J., 2003; Shaheen, S., Guzman, S., & Zhang, H., 

2010). Smart bike programs can be divided into two sub-categories, dock based bike-

sharing and dockless bike-sharing (DeMaio, P., 2009). Dockless bike-sharing requires 

more bicycles in total while dock based bike-sharing becomes more popular and is 
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implemented in more cities. All bike-sharing programs provide free or affordable 

short distance transportation through bikes that are also seen as a solution to the “last 

mile” problem and connect users to public transit networks (DeMaio, P., 2009). 

People who participate in bike-sharing have various reasons. In some countries such 

as China, urban citizens who use their own bikes would concern more about theft or 

vandalism, parking or storage, and maintenance requirements would prefer more to 

participate in bike-sharing (Shaheen, S., Zhang, H., Martin, E., & Guzman, S., 2011). 

On the other hand, with limits on the number of places where bicycles can be rented 

or returned, the service resembles public transit and has therefore been criticized as 

less convenient than a privately owned bicycle used door-to-door. Government-run 

bike-sharing programs can also prove costly to the public unless subsidized by 

commercial interests, typically in the form of advertising on docks or the bicycles 

themselves. (Shaheen, S., Guzman, S., & Zhang, H., 2010). 

Status Quo and Case Examples 

White Bike, emerged in Amsterdam in 1965, is the very first the bike-sharing 

program in the world. From then on, more and more players join the market. The 

world largest outdoor advertising company, Clear Channel, built the first IT-based 

bike-sharing system in 1998 in Rennes, France. In 2005, the first large-scale 

municipal third generation system called Vélo’v was launched in Lyon, French. In 

2009. Public Bike System Company (PBSC) is formed in Montreal and North 

America’s first major IT-based bike sharing program was launched. As of May 2011, 

the Wuhan and Hangzhou Public Bicycle bike-share systems in China were the largest 

in the world, with around 90,000 and 60,000 bicycles respectively. 
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The development of bike-sharing business models is continually flourishing, in which 

each of the sharing scenarios has successfully operated examples. Below list 

successful examples for each sharing scenarios. 

1. Gift giving bike-sharing  

Almost every gift giving bike-sharing practice sets either geographical or participants 

identity restrictions for risk-control. These programs often rely highly on donation or 

charity programs. In-campus sharing programs appear in many universities are the 

easy to see and most sustainable gift giving bike-sharing practice. 

Webster University's Bike Share Program —  

“By refurbishing our campus's abandoned and other donated bicycles, we can build a 

program that is free or low-cost for students, faculty, staff, and alumni. Our program 

promotes campus and environmental health, as well as continuing our strong 

positive relationship with the community around us,” said by the Webster University's 

Bike Share Program website. 

The university's bike-sharing program is supported by campus found and donation to 

maintain ongoing maintenance and daily operations. Such a gift giving bike-sharing 

program is only open to users on campus to lower the risk of thief or destruction. 

These characteristics can be seen on most of the gift giving bike-sharing programs. 

2. Reciprocal bike-sharing 

Reciprocal bike-sharing programs mostly adopt membership policies. Peer-to-peer 

bike-sharing and sharing communities organized by nonprofit or municipal projects 

are the two main forms in this category.  



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

12 

 

Citi-Bike in New York  

From 2016 in Oxford, Cycle.land is one of the most well known peer-to-peer bike-

sharing applications, where people treat it as the Zipcar of bike-sharing. Cycle.land’s 

unique platform well solves, or as it does, bypasses, one of the biggest issues often 

occurs in peer-to-peer bike-sharing, the issue of fairness. Since not every bike to be 

shared value the same, sharing participants would concern about the imbalances from 

deal to deal. In Cycle.land, a member can choose whether to share their bike to 

somebody or to use a bike being shared by another member. All charge is free and all 

information is transparent to both sides. As it was said on their website: “Cycle.land is 

a peer-to-peer bike-sharing platform, that aims to make bikes easily available and 

affordable for everyone... Cycle.land makes effective use of existing resources rather 

than creating more bikes.” 

3. Market exchange bike-sharing 

Market exchange is the most widely adopted mechanism for nowadays bike-sharing 

in the world (Shaheen, S., Guzman, S., & Zhang, H., 2010). As it was discussed 

before, most market exchange bike-sharing programs are Smart Bike programs where 

they can be divided into dock based and dockless two subcategories.  

Bike-sharing programs in China:  

The Wuhan and Hangzhou Public Bicycle bike-share systems in China were the 

largest in the world as of May 2011, with around 90,000 and 60,000 bicycles 

respectively. 13 of the world's 15 biggest public bike share programs are in China. 

China had a combined fleet of 650,000 public bikes by 2013.  In March 2017, Beijing 

appeared over 200,000 dockless shared bikes from various companies in the market. 
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Among them, Ofo & MoBike thrive and attract huge investments in the capital market. 

Their bikes are accessible via smartphone applications and cost $0.16 per hour plus a 

refundable damage deposit of $50.  

2-3: Motivations 

It thrives the consumers’ enthusiasm to participate in various novel sharing platforms 

or business models. Statistical reports reveal that the participation of the new-sharing 

could double in 12 months, where consumers are mainly motivated by societal drivers, 

economic drivers, and technological drivers (Owyang, J., Samuel, A., & Grenville, A., 

2014). Participation in sharing economy usually contains the implication as a pro-

environmental behavior, which on some levels triggers off intrinsic-image 

motivations (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Belk, 2010; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; 

Prothero et al., 2011; Sacks, 2011). Meanwhile, the participation in sharing economy 

usually accompanies with economic benefits brought by the reduction of consumption 

expenditures and the increase in life satisfaction. 

Numerous studies and experiments have been dedicated to discovering the essence 

and relationships between motivations and human behaviors. The studies have not 

only shed light on the developmental and educational practices (Ryan, R. M., & Deci, 

E. L., 2000), but also gave broad implications on many aspects of our everyday 

business practices such as marketing ideas, pricing strategy and charity promotion 

plans (Bénabou, R., Tirole, J., 2006; Brécard, D., Hlaimi, B., Lucas, S., Perraudeau, 

Y., & Salladarré, F., 2009 ).  

Intrinsic versus Extrinsic Motivation  

It is generally believed that the motivations can be roughly divided into two 

categories: intrinsic, extrinsic and that people’s behavior is a reflection of a mix of the 
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two motivation types ( Bénabou, R., & Tirole, J., 2006 ). Intrinsic motivation, defined 

by ( Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000), is the “inherent tendency to seek out novelty 

and challenges, to extend and exercise one’s capabilities, to explore and to 

learn.”(Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000). It is usually seen as “inherently interesting 

or enjoyable” (Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000). In other words, it is for the purpose 

of self-satisfaction which drives one to perform a certain activity, reasons behind 

varies from one’s attitudes, verbal commitment to the individual sense of 

responsibility (Kollmuss, A., & Agyeman, J., 2002). It is also important to note that 

intrinsic motivation show different effects as the activities change, thus it lies on one 

hand within individuals, but on the other hand also exists in the relation to the 

activities performed (Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000).  

However, in reality, it is logical to draw the conclusion that we engage in numerous 

activities not really due to intrinsic motivations, e.g. a not so interesting task. 

Therefore extrinsic motivation is defined as to achieve a certain separable outcome 

(Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000). Economists tend to argue that our actions are 

mainly driven by extrinsic motivations, and the underlying reasons vary from 

experiencing external regulations, such behaviors are to satisfy an external result or 

reward, to interject regulation, which describes the psychological pressure exercised 

on people’s behaviors in order to avoid feeling guilty (Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 

2000). This has also been proved by other studies which focused on self-benefit 

versus other-benefit appeals, pointing out one possible reason for going self-benefit 

appeal (to act pro-socially in order to maximize individual utility) is that the 

motivation helps to solve the psychological conflict people have within (White, K., & 

Peloza, J., 2009). Despite the fact that extrinsic motivation incorporates the above 

qualities, it’s important not to overlook the fact that a growing amount of evidence 
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has enhanced the development on such topic — that our pro-social behaviors can be 

well driven by many aspects. For instance, descriptive norms is one of the ways which 

emphasizes the links between individual’s behaviors to those of friends, family, 

society and surroundings and thus can motivate one to behave pro-socially because of 

it (Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L., 2000; Goldstein, N. J., Cialdini, R. B., & Griskevicius, 

V., 2008).  

Intrinsic Motivations – Awareness of Sustainability and Enjoyment 

Sharing economy can be one of the pathways to sustainability (Heinrichs, 2013) and 

can also be treated as a highly ecological, pro-environmental behavior (Prothero et al., 

2011; Sacks, 2011). Development of sharing platforms encourages a sustainable 

marketplace (Phipps et al., 2013), which “optimizes the environmental, social, and 

economic consequences of consumption in order to meet the needs of both current 

and future generations” (Luchs et al., 2011, p. 2). The awareness of sustainability is 

conceptualized as an intrinsic motivation (Lakhani & Wolf, 2005; Nov et al., 2010), 

because it is normally linked to ideology and norms (Lindenberg, 2001). Information 

sharing such as crowdsourcing and open source software development are driven 

mainly by altruistic motives such as information freedom and openness (Nov, 2007; 

Oreg and Nov, 2008). Meanwhile, the attitudes of sharing economy participants may 

be shaped by ideology and socioeconomic concerns (Hennig- Thurau et al., 2007) 

Therefore I believe the awareness of sustainability, therefore, could foster participants’ 

attitude and intention when engaging sharing economy.  

The following hypotheses are set to figure out if the awareness of sustainability 

influence sharing economy participants’ attitude toward sharing an intention to 

participate. 
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H2a: Awareness of sustainability positively influences participants’ intentions to 

participate in sharing economy 

H2b: Awareness of sustainability positively influences participants’ attitudes toward 

sharing in sharing economy  

 

Enjoyment, or the autotelic nature, of the activity, is one basic measurement of 

intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Lindenberg, 2001). For example, the 

contribution of  open-source project software developers is motivated by enjoyment 

and the feeling of competence (Lakhani & Wolf, 2005; Nov, 2007; Roberts et al., 

2006; Wasko & Faraj, 2000; see also Ryan & Deci 2000), meanwhile the usage and 

using experience of participants is motivated by perceived ease of use (Davis, 1989; 

Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989). Enjoyment, therefore, is an influential factor to 

both users and content providers in sharing related activities, such as information 

sharing on the Internet (Nov, 2007; Nov et al., 2010), and information system use 

(Van der Heijden, 2004). Enjoyment is the most influential factor, followed by the 

number of peers and usefulness, in a research on the continued use of social 

networking applications (Lin & Lu, 2011). Therefore enjoyment should be included 

into my conceptual model as the second intrinsic motivation followed by hypotheses. 

 

H3a:  Enjoyment positively influences participants’ intentions to participate in 

sharing economy 

H3b: Enjoyment positively influences participants’ attitudes toward sharing in 

sharing economy. 
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Extrinsic Motivations - Image and Perceived Economic Benefit  

In contrast to the previously mentioned descriptive norm, image motivation is also 

known as signaling motivation and refers to “an individual’s tendency to be motivated 

partly by others’ perceptions. Image motivation, therefore, captures the rule of 

opinion in utility, i.e., the desire to be liked and respected by others and by one’s self” 

(Ariely, D., Bracha, A., & Meier, S., 2009 ). The reason of the name “signaling 

motivation” is the signal the individual gives by its action, e.g. a consumer signals his 

own type by his consumption (Friedrichsen, J., 2013). As a result of the high 

complexity of image motivation, research on this topic wasn’t able to deliver robust 

results in the past. This leads to researchers seeing the so-called “social motivation” 

only as another factor contributing to the motivation, but not with such an impact as 

intrinsic or extrinsic motivations (Klintman, M., 2013). Individuals want to be 

appreciated by society and therefore seek alignment with society’s norms. One 

example would be altruistic behavior — perceived as good by society — driving 

individuals to act in a pro-social way (Ariely, D. et al, 2009; Tonin, M., Vlassopoulos, 

M., 2013). To include image motivation into my model, I set up the following 

hypotheses. 

H4a:  Image motivation positively influences participants’ intentions to participate in 

sharing economy 

H4b: Image motivation positively influences participants’ attitudes toward sharing in 

sharing economy. 

 

Sharing economy is generally regarded as both ecological and economical (Belk, 

2010; Lamberton and Rose, 2012; Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen, 2015). Hence, the 
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rational utility maximizing behavior of a participant, which to lowers the cost and to 

enlarge the reward in sharing good and service, should take into my conceptual 

modeling consideration. This utility maximizing behavior or thinking influences both 

positively and negatively on the different aspect in sharing economy (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005). 

Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen’s research(2015) figure out the significant influence 

brought by perceived economic benefits to participants’ intention to participate in 

sharing economy. While Hars and Ou’s (2001) study found that the potential future 

rewards, such as economic benefits, strongly motivate open source development. 

Moreover, sharing rather than buying can be a way to help to save economic 

resources that encourage more participation (Belk, 2007; Luchs etal., 2011) Therefore 

perceived economic benefits should also be included into my conceptual model as the 

second intrinsic motivation followed by hypotheses. 

H5a:  Perceived economic benefits positively influences participants’ intentions to 

participate in sharing economy 

H5b: Perceived economic benefits positively influences participants’ attitudes toward 

sharing in sharing economy. 

Personality - Materialism  

A study published by PWC reveals that the relative lack of materialism among the 

young generation fuels the explosion of sharing economy, which means, in other 

words, young people, tend to share more rather than own. (Vaughan and Hawksworth, 

2014). Materialism is in contrast to idealism, neutral monism, and spiritualism for 

singular explanations of the phenomenal reality. Individuals differ in their preferences 

of how many assets they would like to own and how much emphasis they think it is 
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related to their self-recognition and happiness. Alex Stephany asserts that sharing 

economy abates materialism (The Business of Sharing, 2015). No matter in which 

direction, materialism seems to have a negative relationship with participants’ attitude 

or intention in sharing economy. Materialism, therefore, should also be taken into 

consideration of the conceptual modeling, where materialism will be measured in 

three different scales.  

Materialism (Success) - The degree a person believes that the number and quality of a 

person's possessions are indicators of success in life. 

Materialism (Centrality) - The scale is to measure the extent to which a person 

believes that buying and owning things are important in his/her life. 

Materialism (Happiness) - The scale assesses the degree to which a person believes 

that the number and quality of a person's possessions are necessary to achieve 

happiness in life.  

H6a:  A participant’s personality of materialism negatively influences his/her 

intentions to participate in sharing economy. 

H6b: A participant’s personality of materialism negatively influences his/her attitude 

toward sharing in sharing economy. 

Chapter 3 Research Methodology  

3-1: Questionnaire Methodology  

The objective of the study is to develop a better understanding of factors that could 

affect customer intention to participating in sharing economy activities and the impact 
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from different sharing scenarios to those factors. The conceptual model of this study 

is based on and expanded from the research of Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen (2015). 

I separately use the motivations construct, the materialisms construct, and sharing 

scenarios constructs to develop a model to explore customer attitude and intention to 

participate. The model is shown in Figure 1., 2. ,and 3. 

 

A questionnaire is developed to evaluate the mutual-relationships between of sharing 

scenarios with participants’ attitudes, sharing intentions, of motivation scales, and 

personality of materialisms. I use multi-item scales to test the constructs in the model. 

Each construct is designed by adapting and modifying existing scales to accommodate 

the research construct. The questionnaire includes six sections. The first section is to 

collect participants’ intention to participate was adapted from Lu et al. (2010). The 

second section, the measurement scale of motivations and materialism of participants, 

is adapted from the Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen (2015). Third, for norm activation, 

I adapted from the social-relation conceptual model via the social network from Chu 

and Kim (2011). Fourth, the cognitive-dissonance scale was adapted from Jillian C. 

Sweeney(2000). Fifth, the subjective attitudinal ambivalence, the perceived cost, the 



‧
國

立
政 治

大

學
‧

N
a

t io
na l  Chengch i  U

niv

ers
i t

y

 

21 

 

future participate and the past participate experience were designed by Priester, J. R., 

& Petty, R. E. (2001). And the finally are the personality and the demographic 

information. All survey items are evaluated by seven-point interval scales, ranging 

from 1 “strong disagree” to 7 “strong agree”. A small-scale pretest of the 

questionnaire was conducted with three experts in the field of electronic commerce 

using their expertise to ensure the questionnaire’s correctness, ease of understanding, 

and contextual relevance. Moreover, a pilot test with 10 graduate students was 

conducted to confirm the measurement properties of the final items. 

3-2: Scenario Design  

To find out the affection of different sharing scenarios to participants’ intentions and 

attitudes, a two-steps bike-sharing scenarios is designed as follow. 

Step 1. Bike-sharing introduction 

Scenario introduction: 

Imagine you are flying to Milan, Italy, for a long weekend. There are various public 

transportations you can utilize for the city tour though; a bike-sharing platform 

www.sharebike.com catches your eyes. Since you know it provides their service both 

in the city you live and Milan, you think it could be a possible solution. Therefore you 

decide to register as a member of the website to see if you can find a suitable bike. 
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After you inserted your destination city or share the real-time location with the app, 

the app suggests you all available bikes on its map.  

Step 2. Sharing scenarios 

By the introduction of the bike-sharing background, an automatically filtered 

mechanism will randomly drive questionnaire participants to respective bike-sharing 

scenarios as follow. 

Step 2.1 the gift giving bike-sharing scenario 

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. All bikes are shared for free 

therefore you don’t have to pay anything. 
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Step 2.2 the reciprocal bike scenario 

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. All bikes are shared for free 

therefore you don’t have to pay anything. As you don’t need to pay for the bikes, it is 

part of the deal that you offer a bike to be shared with the bike-sharing community 

based on the length of time you were shared by others.  

 

Step 2.3 the market-exchange bike-sharing scenario 
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Germany
3%

China
3%

Canada
1%

Belgium
1%

Others
5%

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. You have to pay for a charge 

based on the length of time of the usage.  

 

3-3: Survey Administration 

In order to test the relationship between sharing scenario factors, motivations and 

participant intentions and attitudes, an online questionnaire was conducted via the 

QuestBack platform and disseminated via social network platforms such as Facebook 

and WhatsApp Group. I also collected an amount of participants via Amazon 

Mechanical Turk. The data was collected using the online questionnaire tool 

QuestBack from June to July 2017. The web-based survey yielded a total of 278 

complete and valid responses for subsequent data analysis. The fundamental 

assumption of sample homogeneity is supported by previous studies for samples 

collected from different areas. However, I found some interesting inconsistency that 

will be discussed in the conclusion and limitation session. 
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<Table 1> Sample Nationality Distribution  

Scenario Distribution Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid Scenario 1 93 33,5 

Scenario 2 94 33,8 

Scenario 3 91 32,7 

Total 278 100 

<Table 2> Sample Scenario Distribution 

And the sample distribution of respective scenarios is perfectly uniformed. It means 

the filter by the QuestBack platform did a good job. 

3-4: Data Analysis 

A two-step approach of measurement model and the structural model was employed 

to analyze the data as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). The aim of the 

two-step approach is to establish the reliability and validity of the measures before 

assessing the structural relationship of the model. To test the hypotheses postulated in 

this study, I adapted the variance-based SEM, such as partial least squares (PLS) 

because the method is appropriate for model prediction and theory development (Hair, 

Ringle, and Sarstedt, 2011). As the objective of this study is to figure out the 

 Nationality Frequency Percent 

Valid India 139 50 

USA 55 19,8 

Taiwan 46 16,5 

Germany 9 3,2 

China 8 2,9 

Canada 4 1,4 

Belgium 3 1,1 

British 2 0,7 

Filipino 2 0,7 

French 2 0,7 

Romania 2 0,7 

Russian 2 0,7 

Bahraini 1 0,4 

Greek 1 0,4 

Nepal 1 0,4 

Swiss 1 0,4 

Total 278 100 
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influences of the motivations, materialism, and personality on user intention to 

participate through different sharing scenarios, using the PLS method is appropriate.  

Measurement models 

Before testing the hypothesized relationships, I evaluated the adequacy of the 

measurement model based on the criteria of reliability, convergent validity, and 

discriminant validity. As for the reliability test, I used composite reliability and 

Cronbach’s α to examine the internal consistency (shown in Table 4), and the values 

were all above 0.7, indicating that the scale had good reliability (Nunnally et al. 1967; 

Fornell and Larcker, 1981). 

Reliability Test 

Construct No. of Items Cronbach’s α 

Intention to Participate 3 0.919 

Attitude toward sharing 7 0.938 

Motivation Sustainability 3 0.74 

Motivation Economic Benefit 4 0.836 

Motivation Image 3 0.912 

Motivation Enjoyment 4 0.885 

Materialism Success 6 0.730 

Materialism Centrality 7 0.756 

Materialism Happiness 5 0.818 

CD Emotional 6 0.714 

CD Wisdom of Purchase 3 0.919 

CD Concern over Deal 2 0.915 

Peerceived Cost 3 0.851 

P Life Satisfication 5 0.917 

P Agreessiveness  6 0.819 

<Table 3> Reliability Test 

 

As for the validity test, I took advantage on the KMO and Bartlett’s Test. The KMO 

value of our questionnaire is 0.928, which means the design of my questionnaire is 

good for the following exploratory factor analyses. The following test of validity is to 

calculate the total variance explained. The result is shown in the Table of Validity 
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Test (Part) in the appendix where it shows that there are 16 aspects extracted from the 

total 91 questions. And the accumulated variance is 72.145%. Both of the results 

show the questionnaire satisfies the criteria of validity. 

 

 

KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .928 

Bartlett's Test of 

Sphericity 

Approx. Chi-Square 21.940.105 

df 4095 

Sig. .000 

<Table 4> Vadility Test 

 

 

Immediately after the reality and validity tests are the descriptive statistic diagrams 

list below followed by the analyses and hypothesis testing. 
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More descriptive statics information of variables is shown in the <Table 5> in the 

appendix.  

Finally, the one-way ANOVA test results demonstrate that sample collected from 

different platforms can be treated as identical.  

ANOVA       

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Intention to 

participate  

Between Groups 3.524 2 1.762 .651 .522 

 Within Groups 743.765 275 2.705   

 Total 747.289 277    

Attitude toward 

sharing 

Between Groups 2.683 2 1.342 .705 .495 

 Within Groups 523.261 275 1.903   

Female, 
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Male, 
181
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 Total 525.944 277    

M_Sustainabilit

y 

Between Groups 11.122 2 5.561 2.708 .068 

 Within Groups 564.810 275 2.054   

 Total 575.933 277    

M_Economic Between Groups .631 2 .316 .184 .832 

 Within Groups 472.789 275 1.719   

 Total 473.420 277    

M_Image Between Groups 14.764 2 7.382 2.693 .069 

 Within Groups 753.870 275 2.741   

 Total 768.635 277    

M_Enjoyment Between Groups 5.791 2 2.895 1.492 .227 

<Table 5> ANOVA Test - Sampling Platform Homogeneity Test 

 

Finally, I checked the result of the manipulation test by conducting the one-way 

ANOVA test of the manipulation test questions compared with each sharing scenarios. 

 

ANOVA 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

v_13_1 Between Groups 194.292 2 97.146 26.320 .000 

Within Groups 1.015.021 275 3.691     

Total 1.209.313 277       

v_13_2 Between Groups 349.287 2 174.644 64.717 .000 

Within Groups 742.112 275 2.699     

Total 1.091.399 277       

v_13_3 Between Groups 191.112 2 95.556 27.876 .000 

Within Groups 942.661 275 3.428     

Total 1.133.773 277       

<Table 6> ANOVA Test - Manipulation Test 

 

It shows very strong evidence since that all p-values are 0. It proves that participants 

were answering the questionnaire with cautions. The data is valid. And I, therefore, 

am able to use the data to conduct the following analyses.  
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Chapter 4 Discussion and Research Finding 

Sharing Economy is becoming an increasingly popular business phenomenon (e.g., 

UBer, Airbnb, Couch Surfing) to connect businesses and organizations with their 

target demographics. However, not all implementations are effectively engaging with 

their audience. Considering these challenges, I can infer multiple implications from 

the research results for the strategic management of sharing economy.  

4-1: Testing the Correlation between Intention and Attitude 

Based on the hypothesis settings mentioned previously, I took the first look at the 

relationship between the “Intention to participate bike-sharing” and the “Attitude 

toward sharing”. A Chi-Square test is conducted as follows. 

 

Chi-Square Tests   

 Value df Asymptotic Significance (2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1071.483a 444 .000 

Likelihood Ratio 566.937 444 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

170.733 1 .000 

N of Valid Cases 278   

a 494 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is .01. 

<Table 7> Chi-Square Tests – Attitude & Intention 

 

The P-Value is 0 while the Pearson Chi-Square value is 1071.483. I have enough 

evidence to say that the two variables are strongly correlated. Here I prove again the 

strong relationship between the attitude toward sharing and the intention to participate 

as the model provided by Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen (2015). 

4-2: Hypothesis Testing 
 

As it was mentioned in the hypotheses, I am curious about if there are significant 
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differences among participants’ intentions, attitudes, motivations and preferences 

under respective sharing circumstances. A one-way ANOVA test was conducted and 

the result is shown below, in which the clustering factor is “Sharing Scenario”. 

 

Intention to participate I * Scenario Crosstabulation   

Count       

  Scenario    

  Gift giving Reciprocity Market Exchange Total 

Intention to participate I yes 73 70 72 215 

no 20 24 19 63 

Total  93 94 91 278 

<Table 8> Cross Table - Scenarios 

 

 

ANOVA       

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Intention to participate 

bike-sharing 

Between Groups 5.360 2 2.680 .993 .372 

 Within Groups 741.929 275 2.698   

 Total 747.289 277    

Attitude toward sharing Between Groups 3.848 2 1.924 1.013 .364 

 Within Groups 522.096 275 1.899   

 Total 525.944 277    

M_Sustainability Between Groups .211 2 .106 .050 .951 

 Within Groups 575.722 275 2.094   

 Total 575.933 277    

M_Economic Between Groups 2.159 2 1.079 .630 .533 

 Within Groups 471.261 275 1.714   

 Total 473.420 277    

M_Image Between Groups .668 2 .334 .120 .887 

 Within Groups 767.967 275 2.793   

 Total 768.635 277    

M_Enjoyment Between Groups 4.801 2 2.401 1.235 .293 

 Within Groups 534.720 275 1.944   

 Total 539.521 277    

<Table 9> ANOVA Tests – Scenarios with Intention, Attitudes & Motivations 

 

 
Descriptives 
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  N Mean Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Mean 

Minimum Maximum 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Intention to 

participate 

bike-sharing 

Gift giving 93 5,4462 1,52598 0,15824 5,132 5,7605 1 7 

Reciprocity 94 5,133 1,73232 0,17868 4,7782 5,4878 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 5,4011 1,66203 0,17423 5,055 5,7472 1 7 

Total 278 5,3255 1,6425 0,09851 5,1316 5,5195 1 7 

Attitude 

toward sharing 

Gift giving 93 5,1382 1,25612 0,13025 4,8796 5,3969 1,57 7 

Reciprocity 94 4,9559 1,50721 0,15546 4,6472 5,2646 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 5,2402 1,35675 0,14223 4,9576 5,5227 1 7 

Total 278 5,11 1,37794 0,08264 4,9473 5,2727 1 7 

M_Sustainabili

ty 

Gift giving 93 4,7993 1,37361 0,14244 4,5164 5,0822 1 7 

Reciprocity 94 4,7766 1,44958 0,14951 4,4797 5,0735 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 4,7326 1,51553 0,15887 4,417 5,0482 1 7 

Total 278 4,7698 1,44194 0,08648 4,5995 4,94 1 7 

M_Economic Gift giving 93 5,2634 1,27121 0,13182 5,0016 5,5252 1 7 

Reciprocity 94 5,2287 1,41974 0,14644 4,9379 5,5195 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 5,4313 1,22535 0,12845 5,1761 5,6865 1 7 

Total 278 5,3067 1,30732 0,07841 5,1523 5,461 1 7 

M_Image Gift giving 93 4,7527 1,5803 0,16387 4,4272 5,0781 1 7 

Reciprocity 94 4,656 1,74096 0,17957 4,2994 5,0126 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 4,7656 1,68764 0,17691 4,4141 5,117 1 7 

Total 278 4,7242 1,66579 0,09991 4,5275 4,9209 1 7 

M_Enjoyment Gift giving 93 5,3199 1,41006 0,14622 5,0295 5,6103 1 7 

Reciprocity 94 5,2234 1,46989 0,15161 4,9223 5,5245 1 7 

Market 

Exchange 

91 5,5385 1,29471 0,13572 5,2688 5,8081 1 7 

Total 278 5,3588 1,39561 0,0837 5,194 5,5236 1 7 

<Table 10> Descriptive Statistics Table – Scenario with Intention, Attitudes & 

Motivations 

 

These three tables above show that there is not enough evidence for me to reject the 

null hypothesis. It means there is no significant difference among each variable 

caused by respective sharing scenarios. To see the picture clearer, a paired t test is 

conducted as below. 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances 

  Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

Intention to participate bike-sharing 1.361 2 275 .258 
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Attitude toward sharing 1.037 2 275 .356 

M_Intrinsic .324 2 275 .723 

M_Extrinsic .554 2 275 .575 

M_Image .448 2 275 .639 

M_Enjoyment .453 2 275 .636 

<Table 11> Paired Tests – Homogeneity of Variances 

And it is followed by the ANOVA test. 

ANOVA 

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Intention to 

participate 

bike-sharing 

Between 

Groups 

5.360 2 2.680 .993 .372 

Within Groups 741.929 275 2.698     

Total 747.289 277       

Attitude 

toward 

sharing 

Between 

Groups 

3.848 2 1.924 1.013 .364 

Within Groups 522.096 275 1.899     

Total 525.944 277       

M_Intrinsic Between 

Groups 

.211 2 .106 .050 .951 

Within Groups 575.722 275 2.094     

Total 575.933 277       

M_Extrinsic Between 

Groups 

2.159 2 1.079 .630 .533 

Within Groups 471.261 275 1.714     

Total 473.420 277       

M_Image Between 

Groups 

.668 2 .334 .120 .887 

Within Groups 767.967 275 2.793     

Total 768.635 277       

M_Enjoyment Between 

Groups 

4.801 2 2.401 1.235 .293 

Within Groups 534.720 275 1.944     

Total 539.521 277       

<Table 12> Paired t-tests 

All tables above show the same result. There is not enough evidence to support our 

speculation that participant’s intentions, attitudes, or motivations would differ under 

respective sharing scenarios. Our previous alternative hypotheses, H1a and H1b, 

therefore have no evidence to be supported. In another word, there is no significant 

difference caused by gift giving, reciprocity, or market-exchange bike-sharing.  
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Moreover, we see not enough evidence to support the speculation that sharing 

scenario influence sharing attitudes. 

 

4-3: The Role of The Attitudes  

I took a look at the relationship among the motivations, the intention to participate 

bike-sharing, the attitude toward sharing, toward the intention to participate in bike-

sharing. Linear regression was utilized in this part that the variables had been 

summarized through Likert scale average method.  

 

Variables in the Equation 

  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 0 Constant -1.228 .143 73.414 1 .000 .293 

<Table 13> Regression Variables 

In the table above it shows the p-value is 0.000. I have enough evidence to say there is 

at least one variable influence significantly the intention. 

Model Summary 

Step -2 Log likelihood Cox & Snell R 

Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1 210.059a .270 .411 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 6 because parameter estimates changed 

by less than .001. 

<Table 14> Regression Summary 

The Cox & Snell R2 that equals to 0.27 > 0.1, which means it is proper to conduct the 

following regression. And the overall percentage correct of the regression is 81.7% 

that is shown in Table 15. 

Classification Tablea 
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Observed Predicted 

q_6_1 Percentage 

Correct 1 2 

Step 1 q_6_1 1 203 12 94,4 

2 39 24 38,1 

Overall Percentage     81,7 

a. The cut value is .500 

<Table 15> Explanatory Power 

Table 16 below shows the linear regression coefficient of variables to sharing 

intention.  

Coefficientsa      

Mod

el 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

  B Std. 

Error 

Beta   

1 (Constant) .580 .347  1.674 .095 

 M_Sustainabilit

y 

.081 .070 .071 1.161 .247 

 M_Economic .102 .063 .081 1.621 .106 

 M_Image .017 .063 .017 .268 .789 

 M_Enjoyment .232 .075 .197 3.104 .002** 

 Mt_Success .009 .081 .006 .111 .912 

 Mt_Centrality -.183 .084 -.119 -2.169 .031* 

 Mt_Happiness -.047 .093 -.030 -.505 .614 

 Scenario -.084 .072 -.042 -1.162 .246 

 Attitude toward 

sharing 

.721 .068 .605 10.644 .000**

* 

a Dependent Variable: Intention to participate bike-sharing   

<Table 16> Linear Regression – Intention  

 

By checking the P-Values, only the influence of the attitude toward sharing is strong 

and significant under a 95% significance level. Influence of the enjoyment motivation 

and the materialism (centrality) is significant but the powers are weak. The influence 

led by scenario is proven again not significant. 
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In this session, I took another linear regression to exam the relationship among 

motivations and materialism toward the sharing attitude. Table 9 below shows the 

result. 

 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. 

Error 

Beta 

1 (Constant) .554 .310   1.785 .075 

M_Sustainability .347 .059 .363 5.866 .000*** 

M_Exonomic .240 .055 .228 4.368 .000*** 

M_Image .033 .056 .040 .588 .557 

M_Enjoyment .275 .065 .278 4.222 .000*** 

Mt_Success -.089 .073 -.074 -1.215 .225 

Mt_Centrality .071 .076 .055 .935 .351 

Mt_Happiness .011 .083 .008 .126 .900 

Scenario .011 .065 .007 .170 .865 

a. Dependent Variable: Attitude toward sharing 

<Table 17> Regression – Attitude  

 

As it is shown in table 9, the awareness of sustainability, the economic benefit, and 

the enjoyment motivations are significant in this regression model. There is not 

enough evidence to support that materialism would lead to different participants’ 

attitudes.  

Summarized the hypothesis testing above, I thereby come up the following SEM 

analysis of research model. 
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4-4 Further Exploratory Study 
 

By far I have found the brief result of figuring out the factors that influence the 

attitudes and intention. The statistical analysis also denies all hypotheses about the 

impacts led by sharing scenarios.  I am, however, still curious about if there exist any 

other influential factors. By checking factors backward and forward, one after another, 

I finally put my eyes on the difference of participants’ nationalities. I would like to 

figure out whether the culture difference among participants will lead to a significant 

difference in their intention, attitude and motivation factors.  

ANOVA       

  Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

Intention to participate Between Groups 45.401 6 7.567 2.922 .009** 
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bike-sharing 

 Within Groups 701.887 271 2.590   

 Total 747.289 277    

Attitude toward sharing Between Groups 30.535 6 5.089 2.784 .012* 

 Within Groups 495.409 271 1.828   

 Total 525.944 277    

M_Intrinsic Between Groups 44.527 6 7.421 3.785 .001*** 

 Within Groups 531.406 271 1.961   

 Total 575.933 277    

M_Extrinsic Between Groups 19.805 6 3.301 1.972 .070 

 Within Groups 453.615 271 1.674   

 Total 473.420 277    

M_Image Between Groups 103.398 6 17.233 7.020 .000*** 

 Within Groups 665.237 271 2.455   

 Total 768.635 277    

M_Enjoyment Between Groups 44.452 6 7.409 4.056 .001*** 

 Within Groups 495.069 271 1.827   

 Total 539.521 277    

Mt_Success Between Groups 41.342 6 6.890 5.795 .000*** 

 Within Groups 322.222 271 1.189   

 Total 363.564 277    

Mt_Centrality Between Groups 51.434 6 8.572 8.744 .000*** 

 Within Groups 265.670 271 .980   

 Total 317.104 277    

Mt_Happiness Between Groups 40.626 6 6.771 6.881 .000*** 

 Within Groups 266.651 271 .984   

 Total 307.277 277    

CD_Emotional Between Groups 40.343 6 6.724 6.544 .000*** 

 Within Groups 278.428 271 1.027   

 Total 318.771 277    

CD_Wisdom Between Groups 108.314 6 18.052 6.943 .000*** 

 Within Groups 704.599 271 2.600   

 Total 812.913 277    

CD_Concern Between Groups 79.255 6 13.209 4.159 .001*** 

 Within Groups 860.799 271 3.176   

 Total 940.054 277    

P_LSatisfy Between Groups 60.319 6 10.053 5.499 .000*** 

 Within Groups 495.423 271 1.828   

 Total 555.742 277    

P_Aggressive Between Groups 26.726 6 4.454 4.146 .001*** 

 Within Groups 291.166 271 1.074   

 Total 317.892 277    

D_MoneyWorry Between Groups 24.306 6 4.051 3.546 .002*** 

 Within Groups 309.606 271 1.142   
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 Total 333.912 277    

<Table 18> ANOVA analysis of different sampling countries 

Surprisingly, I found a very significant impact caused by the difference between 

participants’ nationalities. The influence is so significant that almost every p-values in 

this ANOVA test are lower than 0.01. Since there is so far no previous research 

discussing the impact due to culture difference to participant’s attitude and behavior 

in sharing economy, this finding reveals a very inspirational direction to future studies. 

Chapter 5 Conclusion and implications 

5-1 The Conclusion 

Sharing is an inherent human behavior growing and evaluating its forms alongside the 

evolution of the human societies. Through the assistance of information and 

communication technology (ICT), various forms of sharing become possible and 

popular among industries and consumers (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Kaplan & 

Haenlein, 2010; Wang & Zhang, 2012.) Sharing Economy nowadays becomes a 

trendy idea being discussed broadly by media and utilized by enterprises (Jeremiah, 

Alexandra, and Andrew, 2014). Sharing economy, therefore, can be one of the 

pathways to sustainability (Heinrichs, 2013) and can also be treated as a pro-

environmental behavior. 

Based on the model built by Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen (2015), I extend the 

discussion to different sharing scenarios. I also extended the model with a 

categorization of sharing scenarios, which are the gift giving, reciprocity, and market 

exchange sharing. This research hopes to answer two questions: (1) if participants’ 

attitude and the motivations, which form the attitude, differed because of different 
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sharing scenarios? And (2) does the intention to participate in sharing economy differ 

under different sharing scenarios? 

With a bike-sharing setting as the background, by analyzing the data collected from 

several platforms, I examined the influences from participant’s attitude toward 

sharing, motivations, materialisms, and other factors to the intention to participate in 

sharing economy under different sharing scenarios. I found that there is no significant 

influence caused by the sharing scenarios no matter to the intention to participate, and 

the attitude toward sharing. Nor the motivations would be different under different 

sharing scenarios. In addition, through a further digging of the roots to the questions, I 

found the cultural difference could be a possible significant influence factor to those 

motivations, attitudes, and intention to sharing behaviors. However, how the culture 

difference leading to the variation is not discussed in this article. It relies on more 

future studies to approach, to dig out the insight of the final answers. 

5-2 Research Limitation 

Although I have tried best to design and perform this research, several limitations 

remain. Due to a lack of business resources, I separately explored selected content, 

respondents, and behavioral-intention measurement to survey the sharing behavior of 

participants. First, the scenario setting was designed to be bike-sharing as the basis of 

this study; however, there are many other different fields of sharing economy 

implementations  (e.g., room sharing, car sharing, cloth sharing, among others) 

available in the market. Thus, further research should examine and extend the scope 

of this study to other distinguished sharing mechanisms. Second, the respondents’ 

demographic information should be diverse; however, because of the sampling 

approach, the respondents are homogeneous. It is important to sample different types 
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of consumers (e.g., rich and poor, young and old, and content more cultural diversity). 

Hence, future research should compare different subject groups to enrich the 

application of sharing economy. For example, the cultural difference previous 

mentioned could be a possible direction. Third, I use consumer attitude and intention 

to participate to measure behavioral intention. Future research should use other 

measurement methods (e.g., big data analyses) to analyze and predict real consumer 

behavior, because there are varieties in the sharing results in the real world.  
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Author(s) Topic Sharing 

Definition 

Sharing 

Machanisms 

Sharing Economy 

Implication 

Consumer Attitude Consumer Behavior Attitude & Consumer Personality 

under Sharing Mechanisms 

2000 Wasko It is what one does: Why people participate and help 

others in electronic communities of particle. 

x   x   

2000 Ryan, Deci Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic 

motivation, social development, and we-being 

   x x  

2005 Wasko Why should I share? Examining social capital and 

knowledge contribution in electronic networks of 

practice. 

x  x    

2006 Chiu, Hsu, 

Wang 

Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual 

communities: An integration of social capital and social 

cognitive theories  

  x    

2007 Belk Why not share rather then own? (2007) x x     

2007 Kamal, Vinnie Exploring consumer attitude and behavior toward green 

practices in the lodging industry in India 

   x x  

2010 Belk Sharing (2010) x x     

2012 Fleura, Giana Access-Based Consumption: The Case of Car Sharing x  x x   

2013 Harald Sharing Economy: A potential new pathway to 

sustainability 

x      

2013 Arun From Zipcar to the sharing economy (2013) x  x    

2013 Tomio Airbnb And The Unstoppable Rise Of The Share 

Economy  

  x    

2014 Belk You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative 

consumption online 

x x     

2014 Jeremiah, 

Alexandra, 

Andrew 

Sharing is the new buying: How to win the collaborative 

economy 

x  x x   

2015 Hamari, Sjöklint 

and Ukkonen,  

The sharing economy: Why people participate in 

collaborative consumption 

  x x x  

2015 Mareike Collaborative consumption: determinants of satisfaction 

and the likelihood of using a sharing economy option 

again  

x  x    

2015 Laura, Tim, 

Tom 

The role of values in collaborative consumption: insights 

from a product-service system for lending and 

borrowing in the UK 

x  x    

2016 Shang Generating social resonance for purchase intention    x   

2017 Sun This article x x x x x x 

Appendix 1: Table of Research Blank 
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Appendix 2: Table of Validity Test (Part) 

Total Variance Explained 

Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 

Loadings 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

Total % of 

Variance 

Cumulative 

% 

1 27.701 30.440 30.440 27.701 30.440 30.440 

2 11.177 12.282 42.723 11.177 12.282 42.723 

3 4.556 5.006 47.729 4.556 5.006 47.729 

4 3.360 3.692 51.421 3.360 3.692 51.421 

5 2.706 2.974 54.395 2.706 2.974 54.395 

6 2.195 2.413 56.807 2.195 2.413 56.807 

7 2.066 2.271 59.078 2.066 2.271 59.078 

8 1.646 1.809 60.887 1.646 1.809 60.887 

9 1.605 1.764 62.651 1.605 1.764 62.651 

10 1.483 1.630 64.281 1.483 1.630 64.281 

11 1.335 1.467 65.748 1.335 1.467 65.748 

12 1.247 1.371 67.119 1.247 1.371 67.119 

13 1.205 1.324 68.443 1.205 1.324 68.443 

14 1.190 1.308 69.751 1.190 1.308 69.751 

15 1.143 1.256 71.007 1.143 1.256 71.007 

16 1.036 1.138 72.145 1.036 1.138 72.145 

17 .977 1.073 73.218       

18 .930 1.022 74.241       

19 .894 .983 75.224       

20 .852 .936 76.160       

21 .805 .885 77.044       

22 .787 .865 77.909       

23 .747 .821 78.730       

24 .725 .797 79.527       

25 .683 .751 80.277       

26 .680 .747 81.024       

27 .663 .729 81.753       

28 .619 .680 82.433       

29 .606 .666 83.099       

30 .590 .648 83.748       

31 .584 .642 84.389       

32 .564 .620 85.009       

33 .535 .588 85.597       
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Appendix 
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QuestionnaireQuestionnaire

11   Startseite   Startseite

Dear Participants,

Thank you very much for participating this survey, in which the whole study is anonymous. While answering the survey, don’t be

surprised if some questions sound repetitive. This has methodological reasons and is important for the analysis of the data. Thank

you for your understanding. By taking part in this research you make an important contribution!

If you have any further questions or suggestions, do not hesitate to contact us via robertsun888@gmail.com

We greatly appreciate your participation and your support.

Best regards

Sun Shih-hsuan (Robert)

 

22   Einleitungstext   Einleitungstext

Please read the following text carefully.

Imagine you are flying to Milan, Italy, for a long weekend. There are various public transportations you can utilize for the city tour

though, a bike-sharing platform www.sharebike.com catches your eyes. Since you know it provides their service both in the city you

live and Milan, you think it could be a possible solution. Therefore you decide to register as a member of the website to see if you can

find a suitable bike.

After you inserted your destination city or share the real-time location with the app, the app suggests you all available bike-sharings

on its map. 
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0 9 .0 8 .17,  6 *19  P MP r in t  ve rs io n

Pa g e  2  o f 10h t t p s :/ /w w2 .u n ip a rk .d e /ww w/p r in t _s u rve y.p h p ? s y id = 3 8 2 6 5 7&__m e n u _n o d e = p r in t

3.13.1   Scenario "Gift-Giving”   Scenario "Gift-Giving”

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. All bikes are shared for free and you don’t have to pay anything.

dollar_rec.png

4.14.1   Scenario “Reciprocity”:   Scenario “Reciprocity”:

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. All bikes are shared for free therefore you don’t have to pay anything. As you

don’t need to pay for the bikes, it is part of the deal that you offer a bike to be shared with the bike-sharing community based on the

length of time you were shared by others. 
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0 9 .0 8 .17,  6 *19  P MP r in t  ve rs io n

Pa g e  3  o f 10h t t p s :/ /w w2 .u n ip a rk .d e /ww w/p r in t _s u rve y.p h p ? s y id = 3 8 2 6 5 7&__m e n u _n o d e = p r in t

dollar_rec.png

5.15.1   Scenario “Market Exchange”   Scenario “Market Exchange”

The website shows you the available bikes on the map. You have to pay for a charge based on the length of time of the usage. 

 

dollar_m._ex.png
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0 9 .0 8 .17,  6 *19  P MP r in t  ve rs io n

P a g e  4  o f 10h t t p s :/ /w w2 .u n ip a rk .d e /ww w/p r in t _s u rve y.p h p ? s y id = 3 8 2 6 5 7&__m e n u _n o d e = p r in t

66   Intention to participate   Intention to participate

Please answer the following question by checking one of the boxes.

Would you want to use the service of www.sharebike.com?

Yes

No

If yes, why would you choose the service?

You will now be presented with a series of statements.

Please indicate in how far you agree or disagree with each of the statements.

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

The likelihood of me participating in the

www.sharebike.com service is high

I would consider participating in the

www.sharebike.com service

The probability that I would consider participating in

the www.sharebike.com service is low

77   Intention to participate   Intention to participate

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I have a high willingness to use things together with

others

Sharing consumer goods with others is a good

alternative to ownership

I prefer the alternative of sharing consumer goods to

buying them.

The probability that I share consumer goods with

others is high

I have a high willingness to participate in bike-

sharing

Sharing bikes with others is a good alternative to

ownership

In the future, I will participate in bike-sharing

activities

88   Motivation to participate   Motivation to participate

What are your reasons for participating in the www.sharebike.com service?

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

To donate a bike.

To support a good cause.

To engage in a more sustainable lifestyle by sharing

instead of buying.

 

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree
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To get free transportation.

To save money on new buying.

To get cheaper transportation.

To save time.

 

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

To express my lifestyle.

To show others that I care about sustainability.

To set a good example for others.

 

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

To gain new experiences.

To enjoy the convenience. 

To have fun.

To try different bikes.

99   Materialism   Materialism

You will now be presented with a series of statements.

Please indicate in how far you agree or disagree with each of the statements.

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and

clothes

Some of the most important achievements in life

include acquiring material possessions

I don't place much emphasis on the number of

material objects people own as a sign of success.

The things I own say a lot about how well I am doing

in life

I like to own things that impress people

I don't pay much attention to the material objects

other people own

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I usually buy only the things I need

I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are

concerned

The things I own aren't all that important to me

I enjoy spending money on things that aren't practical

Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure

I like a lot of luxury in my life

I put less emphasis on material things than most

people I know

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I have all the things I really need to enjoy life
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My life would be better if I owned certain things I

don't have

I wouldn't be any happier if I owned nicer things

I'd be happier if I could afford to buy more things

It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can't afford

to buy all the things I'd like

1010   Norm Activation Association   Norm Activation Association

Please shortly answer the following question.

When thinking of a bike-sharing scenario like this, the first words that come to my mind are:

1111   Norm Activation   Norm Activation

Seeing the following picture, 

the first words that come to my mind are:

1212   Norm Activation Likert Scale   Norm Activation Likert Scale

Please indicate in how far you agree with the following statements

Thinking of the person who would have shared with me his or her bike, I would consider him or her:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

an acquaintance

a business partner

A bike-sharing scenario like this fosters:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

social interactions

efficiency

Sharing a bike with someone in this manner would be:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

ecological

economical

enjoyable

convenient

Sharing a bike like this is rewarding:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

socially

financially
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Sharing a bike like this helps to move:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

sustainably

profitably

1313   Manipulation check   Manipulation check

Please indicate which of the following scenarios applies to the bike-sharing scenario you imagined to participate in.

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

Receiving a free ride without paying anything

Compensating for the ride by sharing my bike to

someone else

Paying a fee for the ride 

1414   Cognitive Dissonance   Cognitive Dissonance

After having made the decision to book the bike, I could imagine to:

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

feel uneasy

resent it

feel scared

be excited.

feel safe

feel happy

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

wonder if I have made the right choice

wonder if I have done the right thing by booking this

bike

wonder if I really needed this bike

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

wonder if I'd been fooled

wonder whether there was something wrong with the

deal that I got

1515   Subjective Attitudinal Ambivalence   Subjective Attitudinal Ambivalence

To what extent to you agree with the following statements?

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I feel conflicted about sharing a bike in this manner

I feel mixed about sharing a bike in this manner

I feel indecisive about sharing a bike in this manner

I feel confused about sharing a bike in this manner

1616   Perceived Costs   Perceived Costs

In how far do you agree with the following statements concerning the bike-sharing scenario?

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I think this it is a fair offer
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I think it is a good offer

I think this offer is based on adequate conditions

1717   Future Participation   Future Participation

In the future, I will...

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

participate in the sharing economy

borrow tools and appliances instead of buying them

join with others to share bikes, e.g., to ride a shared

bike to work

1818   Past Participation   Past Participation

Did you actively participate in the sharing economy (e.g. AirBnB, Couch Surfing, Uber etc.) in the past?

Please answer the following question by either checking yes or no.

yes

no

19.119.1   Filter if past participation yes   Filter if past participation yes

Were you a user, supplier or both?

User

Supplier

Both

Please state which sharing business model you participate in (e.g. bike sharing, car sharing, room sharing, food sharing etc.).

2020   Personality   Personality

How satisfied are you with your life?

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

In most ways, my life is close to my ideal.

The conditions of my life are excellent.

I am satisfied with my life.

So far, I have gotten the important things I want in

life.

If I could live my life over, I would change almost

nothing.

I am a person who is…

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

curious.

imaginative.

artistic.

wide interested.

excitable.

unconventional.

2121   Demography   Demography

You are almost done. To finish, please state:

Your age:

 years

Gender
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female

male

other

Nationality

How many years of formal education do you have so far?

Please type in integral numbers (years).

Occupation

What is your net monthly income?

< $500

$501 - $1000

$1001 - $1500

$1501 - $2000

> $2000

How often do you worry about money?

Strongly

disagree
     Strongly agree

I often worry about money

I never seem to have enough money to make ends

meet

I do not have to worry about financial issues

My financial situation is very good

2222   Willingness to donate   Willingness to donate

Thank you for participating in this study!

You will now have the chance to participate in a prize draw.

If you win, you can

 either receive a $20 Amazon voucher

          or

donate the $20 for charity. 

Please choose one option.

In the case of a win, I want to:

Receive the

voucher

Donate the

money

If you choose to donate, you can enter the name of an institution/organization etc. you want to donate the money to

2323   Email and Validation Code   Email and Validation Code

If you want to participate in the prize draw, please enter your email into the text box below. 

Your data will not be passed on to a third party and you will only be contacted if you win.
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To validate the completion of this survey and to receive your payment, please enter a code consisting of your initials and the date of birth into the text box

below. Be aware that you subsequently have to enter the same code into Amazon Mturk to validate your participation.

Example: Paula Smith, born April 23, 1989 

Code: PS042389

2424   Endseite   Endseite

Thank you very much for your support!

 


