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Abstract
A sharing economy is a socio-economic ecosystem enabling collaborative use of resources
through online platforms. It is different from other economic forms of relations in that the
exchange of resource may be free or for any other form of compensation. Growing transactions
through sharing economy platforms reflects a change in individuals’ values and preferences in the
consumption of resources. The use of platforms has implications in terms of redefining the
behaviour of people and their interactions with each other. Also, it brings a social impact through
providing people with access to resources that otherwise would not be affordable and
redistributing underused ones. Given the assumed importance of the sharing economy in
contributing to collective benefits, it is imperative to examine the drivers motivating the use of
sharing economy platforms, the perceived outcomes of use behaviour and users’ commitment to
platforms. This will make it possible to understand how to fuel the interest of users and will
contribute to the development of the crowd-based economy.
The literature on the sharing economy provides a limited view of the drivers which make people
participate in sharing economy transactions. It lacks an overarching approach in examining the
psychological and social factors that may facilitate or inhibit social exchange through platforms.
When it comes to the impacts of the sharing economy on individuals, the literature has a
speculative nature, lacking empirical evidence about the users' perspective on the outcomes of
relations in terms of their social benefits and wellbeing. In addition, reciprocity in relations
between the members of platforms has remained untouched by empirical scrutiny. While the
literature has debated the importance of reciprocity norms in sharing economy relations, the
determinants and outcomes of perceived reciprocity in the sharing economy have been left
unexplored.
Given the above, this thesis used a Social Exchange Theory framework for examining the drivers
of participation in the sharing economy by exploring the effects of social capital factors and
social values. Also, the research aimed to examine the contribution of the sharing economy to the
perceived wellbeing of and social inclusion by users. To shed light on the determinants of
perceived reciprocity, the thesis adopted the Equity Theory perceptive. That enabled us to
examine the effect of social factors (social identity and social comparison), justice perception and
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individual personality traits on the formation of reciprocity perception. As far as the outcomes of
perceived reciprocity are concerned, the research hypothesised the effect of perceived reciprocity
on relationship commitment and coping mechanisms that people employ after comparing the
outcomes against the contributions that they have made to exchange relations. To enrich the
understanding of the potential variance in the relationships between the determinants of perceived
reciprocity, perceived reciprocity and behavioural outcomes, the thesis aimed to test the
moderating role of situational and personal factors (i.e. the value of exchange, social influence,
response efficacy and self-efficacy).
The research adopted a cross-sectional research design to collect data. To examine the proposed
relationships, two surveys were conducted. The data were collected from the users of sharing
economy platforms in the United States, who had access to the surveys through a URL. The
questionnaires were designed in such a way as to provide detailed guidelines on completing the
survey. It collected the demographic profile of the respondents and measured the constructs of the
proposed research model, by preserving the anonymity of respondents. As a result of the first
survey, 487 responses were collected. The final sample for the second survey consisted of 398
responses. A structural equation modelling approach was used to test the research model.
The findings indicated that the use of the sharing economy was conditioned by the positive effect
of egoistic belief, reciprocity norm, social value, and the negative effect of identification. The
results made it possible to conclude that participation in the sharing economy is motivated by the
need to create an image that would help people perform particular roles in the community. It was
important for users that the exchange would be reciprocated either immediately or in future
transactions and that the exchange satisfied personal selfish needs. The strong relationships
between use behaviour, social inclusion and wellbeing, moderated by age, use frequency and use
intensity, were confirmed. The analysis of the effects of the determinants on perceived reciprocity
confirmed the importance of social identity, ingroup comparison, procedural justice and
predisposition towards outcome maximisation. The effect of perceived reciprocity on relationship
commitment and coping mechanisms (i.e. emotion-focused and problem-focused) moderated by
individual and situational factors (the value of exchange, social influence, response efficacy and
self-efficacy) was also supported.
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The results of the research contribute to the literature on the sharing economy. This research
broadens the understanding of the social and psychological underpinnings of sharing economy
practices. The results provide evidence about the role of community-oriented motives, which
have long been debated in the literature. The adoption of the overarching social capital
framework provided new insight into the nature of collaborative relations, which goes against the
common and established representation of the sharing economy. In addition, the thesis provides
empirical evidence about the effect of the sharing economy on social inclusion and subjective
well-being, which had been speculated about before. The results contribute to the literature by
explaining the determinants of perceived reciprocity in the sharing economy context, which have
been under-researched previously. The examination of social factors and justice perception
reconciles social and rational perspectives, while the effect of reciprocity on relationship
commitment through coping behaviour sheds new light on the application of equity theory.
From a practice perspective, the results provide insight into the psychological patterns of the
sharing economy users, which might help regulate relations and increase collaborations. The
strong relationship between use behaviour, social inclusion and subjective well-being equip
policy-makers with evidence that can be set against the discussions on potential socio-economic
disruptions incurred by the sharing economy. The thesis also offers implications for practice by
informing practitioners about ways to ensure the loyalty of the users of sharing economy
platforms.
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1. Introduction
The last decade has seen a landmark turn for the market and traditional economic relations due to
the rise of a sharing economy. The sharing economy is a crowd-based socio-economic ecosystem
which has made it possible to use resources without their possession either for free or for
compensation through the practices of collaborative consumption, sharing, gift-giving and
commodity exchange (Belk, 2014, Botsman and Rogers, 2011). Although those practices are not
new to the relations of people, the sharing economy represents a new form of market system due
to the role of online platforms mediating the collaborations between people (Kennedy, 2016). The
advent of digital technology has introduced sharing economy platforms in a number of sectors,
including transportation (e.g. Uber, Lyft, Gett, Zimride), accommodation (e.g. Airbnb,
HomeAway, Couchsurfing, GuesttoGuest, HomeExchange), fashion (e.g. Rent the Runway,
DesignerShare, Outdress), care services (e.g. Care.com, UrbanSitter, Bubble, DogVacay, Rover),
exchange of goods and services (e.g. Freecycle, Freegle), knowledge and skills sharing (e.g.
Shared Earth, YardShare), finance (e.g. CrowdCube. Kickstarter, Sofi, Lending Club) and others.
Traditional companies across a range of industries have been shaken by the introduction of
internet-enabled collaborative practices. Sharing economy platforms have been hugely endorsed
by people, as they offer an alternative and sustainable form of the use of resources and services.
The promised benefits, in turn, contributed to their significant growth (Merton, 2015).
The sharing economy can be considered transformative for the economy and social relations due
to two primary reasons. First, it has changed the way people access, consume and produce
tangible and intangible resources within a new marketplace of collaborative and peer-to-peer
online platforms (Botsman and Rogers, 2011). The principle of “non-ownership” lying at the
heart of the sharing economy enables people to reuse and recycle durable goods, idle resources,
second-hand products and offerings exchanged through on-demand systems (Frenken and Schor,
2017; Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015; Retamal, 2017; Fremstad, 2017; Boons and
Bocken, 2018). The exploitation of these resources lowers the demand for new goods and
services, ensuring the reduction of consumption and a decreasing cost of access to resources
(Frenken and Schor, 2017). That results in less waste and the preservation of resources, with
economic, social and environmental implications (Fremstad, 2017; Retamal, 2017).
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Second, the increase in transactions in the sharing economy reflects the changes in consumer
purchasing values underlying behaviour (Wallenstein and Shelat, 2017a, Wallenstein and Shelat,
2017b, Pazaitis et al., 2017, Kannan, 2017). The interest of the academic community has
increased exponentially over the past five years and the topic has evolved into a diverse body of
knowledge. However, the sharing economy has been developing without sufficient evidence in
the literature explaining the success of the new economic system and the factors stimulating
users’ demand (Frenken and Schor, 2017). Given the potential of the sharing economy to deliver
societal benefits (Frenken and Schor, 2017), it is imperative to ensure the sustainability of a
collaborative mode of resource distribution. By exploring consumer behaviour, commitment and
motivations it will be possible to understand how to fuel users’ interest, how to redefine and
market platforms' offerings, and how to contribute to the development of the crowd-based
economy. Hence, the focus of this thesis is to examine the factors underpinning social exchange
and the commitment of people in the sharing economy, as well as investigate the outcomes of
participation in the sharing economy.
The following sections in the chapter will provide background information on the sharing
economy, including definitions, applications and implications. Then, a brief summary of prior
research on consumer behaviour in the sharing economy will be provided to make it possible to
identify research gaps and propose the aims and objectives of the thesis. Theoretical and practical
implications of the research are discussed further in the section. The section will conclude with
the structure of the thesis.

1.1.

Sharing Economy

The sharing economy has been examined from multi-disciplinary perspectives, mainly covering
social, economic and technological characteristics of the phenomenon. The multi-disciplinary
focus produced a diverse body of knowledge and a variety of synonymous terms, characterising
the emergent phenomenon, namely, collaborative consumption, access economy, peer-to-peer
networks, access-based consumption and gig-economy among other terms. The term
“collaborative consumption” originates from the research exploring the events of social sharing,
which dates back to 1970's (Felson and Spaeth, 1978). The works of Botsman and Rogers
(2011), Belk (2007) and Schor and Fitzmaurice (2015) contribute to this stream of research by
2

studying the phenomenon as a form of social practice. The explanation of the sharing economy
from the social perspective focuses on collaboration, where people (family, community, friends)
are banding together to consume tangible and intangible goods (e.g. time, skills, money), driven
by the endeavours of cooperation and generosity. The economic properties of sharing were
brought in with the introduction of the term “access economy” (Rifkin, 2001) and its variations,
such as, “peer-to-peer networks” and “access-based consumption” (Zelizer, 2004, Bardhi and
Eckhardt, 2012, Bardhi et al., 2012). This stream of the literature puts great emphasis on
transactional economics and represents the sharing economy as a market-mediated business
model that enables non-ownership access to assets through a network of platforms. The
technological perspective was highlighted with the introduction of the terms “mesh economy”
and “gig economy” (Gansky, 2010), which emphasised the interconnectedness of people within
the digital network (the mesh) and the distribution of goods and services through technologymediated platforms. Despite multiple ways to conceptualise the sharing economy, the most
popular approach is to represent it as a socio-economic ecosystem enabling the collaborative
consumption of resources. Collaborative consumption is defined as a practice of “coordinating
the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation” (Belk, 2014).
The mass exposure of online platforms enabling collaborative consumption by the public
coincides with the success of Airbnb and Uber, the largest accommodation sharing and
ridesharing platforms (Martin, 2016). Over the years, the popularity of sharing economy
platforms across the transportation, accommodation, consumer goods and professional services
sectors has exploded. This business trend has been rapidly growing due to the infusion of more
than 23 billion US dollars in venture capital into sharing economy start-ups since 2010 (Derek,
2019). That resulted in the wider adoption of sharing economy services, thus making around 35
per cent of the internet users utilise sharing economy services at least once a year (Thrive
Analytics, 2019). The leading countries by usage rate are the US, China and the UK. The
statistics showed that people who use platforms at least once a year in China represent 75 per cent
of the population, in the UK - 61 per cent of the population and in the US - 51 per cent of the
population (Statista, 2019). According to a market forecast, the revenue of the sharing economy
platforms in 2022 is projected to be 40.2 billion US dollars, the majority of which is accounted
for by the countries of North and South America, comprising about 57.2 per cent. The secondlargest region by revenue is Europe, comprising 19.2 per cent, while the rest of the world
3

accounts for 23.6 per cent of the revenue to be generated worldwide (Mazareanu, 2018b). Sectorwise, the fastest-growing segment of the sharing economy is represented by crowdfunding
platforms, followed by online staffing, peer-to-peer accommodation, carsharing and
entertainment services (Mazareanu, 2018a).
The latest available statistics on the sharing economy in the EU countries reports that 651
platforms were identified in the region in 2018. Those platforms operate as organisations with a
100 per cent sharing economy business model (established to operate specifically as collaborative
platforms) or commercial platforms with elements of collaborative relations. The platforms
identified fall into four categories, namely, transport (i.e. ridesharing, P2P vehicle rental, delivery
services, parking spaces, rides on demand), accommodation (renting, home-sharing, home
swapping), finance (equity and debt funding) and online skills (on-demand household services,
on-demand professional services). The largest share in the sharing economy falls to the
transportation and accommodation markets (European Commission, 2018). The biggest brands in
the transportation area are Uber, Didi and Lyft, with a total value of 133 billion US dollars
(Derek, 2019). The biggest accommodation sharing platform is Airbnb, which has been
increasing the number of loyal customers over recent years and has reached the value of around
31 billion US dollars (Rudden, 2020). Of all the European countries, the UK is the second
country based on the sharing economy market size, which is estimated to be around EUR 4.64
billion (European Commission, 2018).
The transformation of markets brings economic, environmental, institutional and social
implications. People benefit from access to resources because the sharing economy makes
products more affordable due to the reduction of costs on the transaction and the re-utilisation of
idle resources (Barnes and Mattsson, 2016b). For example, instead of using public transport,
people can enjoy travelling short distances via car or ride-sharing (BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI).
Also, people can afford to travel to foreign destinations by securing accommodation through
apartment sharing platforms (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015). The involvement of a larger
population in the sharing economy means that passive consumer segments get involved in the
redistribution of resources, which increases the gross-domestic-product (Harvey et al., 2014a). In
addition, the sharing economy represents a new source of revenue, bringing entrepreneurship and
employment opportunities. It is a solution for underqualified people, who otherwise would be
4

unemployed, as well as people seeking work flexibility (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Horney,
2016, Mauri et al., 2018). For instance, Uber recruits drivers under the term of being independent
contractors, rather than employees. This position gives flexibility in terms of bargaining power
and working conditions (Redfearn Iii, 2016). On the other hand, on-demand and self-employment
bears regulatory and labour-management challenges. Due to the digital intermediation, the
platforms may be non-accountable to laws. They may ignore the rights of employees in terms of
fair wage rates and working conditions (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016).
From an environmental perspective, the sharing economy causes changes in consumer choices
and economic practices (Laamanen et al., 2015). The reuse and recycling of durable goods, idle
resources, second-hand products and offerings exchanged through on-demand systems lowers the
demand for new goods and services, resulting in less waste and the preservation of resources
(Fremstad, 2017). The behavioural changes of sharing economy users contribute to the
development of a sustainable lifestyle, which is deemed to be a tool stabilising inequalities in
diverse market economies (Hobson and Lynch, 2016, Hong and Vicdan, 2016, Martin et al.,
2015). However, the degree to which the increased access to resources has reduced pressure on
the environment is still a subject of controversy (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015). The assumption
that the positive environmental implications of the sharing economy are more rhetorical than
factual are rooted in little empirical evidence. On the one hand, the results of a longitudinal
experiment demonstrated that with the expansion of Craiglist platforms, the generation of waste
had fallen in some US states. The correlation suggests that people started reusing products and
services (Fremstad, 2017). On the other hand, there is no study to examine the degree to which
low-cost transport and accommodation sharing increases tourism and, in turn, carbon emissions.
The sharing economy reshapes markets, which causes institutional implications in terms of
changes in the rules governing market relations (Watanabe et al., 2017, Laurell and Sandström,
2016). Institutional changes entail regulatory complexity and challenges with ensuring the safety
and privacy of users, protecting employees’ rights and imposing tax policies on platforms. The
digital nature of transactions enables sharing economy platforms to bypass obligatory legislator
mechanisms (Miller, 2016, Sprague, 2015). In the long-term, the lack of regulatory measures
may have a significant negative economic impact, whereby digital transactions may fuel the grey
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economy, and, in turn, weaken the macro-economic capacity of countries (Watanabe et al., 2017,
Dabrowska and Gutkowska, 2015).
Apart from the impact at the institutional level, the sharing economy brings social implications by
facilitating social interactions and developing social networks (Ferrari, 2016, Yang et al., 2017).
The increase in social interactions may potentially contribute to social inclusion, although such a
relation has not been observed and still raises debates (Ferrari, 2017, Schor et al., 2016). In
addition, positive economic and environmental impacts may potentially improve social
wellbeing. However, objectively, this is difficult to measure, while evidence about perceived
wellbeing is not available in the literature yet. Given the implications that the sharing economy
may potentially have, research is required to obtain users’ insights into collaborative relations in
the sharing economy. That will help understand and predict further development of the
phenomenon.

1.2.

Research on Consumer Behaviour in the Sharing Economy

The research on antecedents and outcomes of user behaviour in the sharing economy is
characterised by the dichotomisation of perspectives on behavioural drivers and the focus on
macro-level socio-economic impacts. Given the socio-economic nature of sharing economy
relations, the literature often mis-conceptualises the economic and non-economic boundaries of
practices, which splits the research into two streams. The literature that is inclined towards the
economic perspective of covering the practice discusses the permanent exchange of used goods
or compensated access-based transport and accommodation sharing (Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum
and Sarah, 2015, Karlsson et al., 2017, Oskam and Boswijk, 2016, Gong et al., 2019, Lindblom et
al., 2018). These practices are represented by selling and purchasing second-hand items through
online marketplaces and product-service systems (PSS) (Fremstad, 2017, Esben Rahbek
Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015, Retamal, 2017, Karlsson et al., 2017, Hamari, 2013). Typically, the
motives for participation in such practices concern the increased utility of the use of sharing
economy platforms (Ertz et al., 2016, Fremstad, 2017). Therefore, the literature discusses the role
of pricing strategies (Malin and Chandler, 2017, Posen, 2015), financial value, risks (Hwang and
Griffiths, 2017, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015), materialistic values and price consciousness
(Lindblom et al., 2018) in consumer behaviour. The relative advantage of the sharing economy
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compared to other market-based relations facilitates the adoption and development of the new
socio-economic ecosystem (Min et al., 2018). Another stream in the literature adopted the social
approach in investigating the practices, like gift-giving, reuse of personal products and house
swapping (Aptekar, 2016, Matteo and Daniele, 2014, Whitham and Clarke, 2016). These prosocial practices are believed to be based on non-obligatory compensation, explained by the
concept of generalised reciprocity (Belk, 2010). Research postulates that nonmonetary-based
collaborative consumption is stimulated by low social distance, moral and social motives
(Schreiner et al., 2018, Bucher et al., 2016). However, non-compensated practices may imply an
obligation that is laid on a consumer in future transactions (Whitham and Clarke, 2016, Martin et
al., 2015). The expectation of postponed reciprocation gives an implicit material value to the
transaction, although the reciprocation can not be strictly monetised. The practices based on
negotiated reciprocity cannot be entirely credited to monetary drivers of consumption either. The
motives for explicitly compensated practices could be related to social values, pro-environmental
or altruistic beliefs (Piscicelli et al., 2015, Shaheen and Chan, 2016, Huber, 2017, Yang et al.,
2017, Voytenko Palgan et al., 2017, Schor et al., 2016). Given the above, owing to the social economic dichotomy of the perspectives, the users’ insight into the social and psychological
drivers of sharing economy relations is still limited. Although several studies have investigated
the role of factors such as trust, culture and reputation (Wu and Shen, 2018, Mittendorf, 2018, ter
Huurne et al., 2018), still, the effect of other social factors playing a key role in user behaviour
(e.g. social support, shared vision) is left unexplained. As far as the outcomes of the sharing
economy are concerned, the positive impact of the sharing economy on people’s lives is assumed
based on economic implications of the non-ownership model of consumption (Frenken and
Schor, 2017). However, there is no first-hand data to support the arguments.
The literature provides extensive conceptual discussion about the role of reciprocity in social
exchange. However, there are only few empirical studies exploring perceived reciprocity and its
impact on further relations. The degree to which collaborative relations are reciprocal is a subject
of debate, as the existing body of knowledge has been shaped by contradictory empirical
evidence and underpinning theoretical discussions. Theoretically, a great deal of sharing
economy relations are based on generalised reciprocity, and hence might not be reciprocated
(Belk, 2010, Sahlins, 1974). Drawing on empirical evidence, expected reciprocity is one of the
most important motivators of individuals’ participation both in commercial and non-commercial
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relations (Guyader, 2018, Cherry and Pidgeon, 2018). However, the findings about the degree to
which reciprocity is achieved in relations are not conclusive. Research has found that
reciprocation can be in person (Bridges and Vásquez, 2018), collective (delayed reciprocation to
another party of the group) (Corciolani and Dalli, 2014) or it may never take place (Sthapit and
Jiménez-Barreto, 2018). Given the above, the literature needs an exploration of the contributing
factors to perceived reciprocity to shed light on contradictory evidence. As far as the outcomes of
reciprocal relations are concerned, the are few research studies providing qualitative insight into
the role of reciprocity in sustained relations (Harvey et al., 2014b, Pottinger, 2018). Such scarce
evidence requires an examination of the behavioural and psychological consequences of
reciprocity evaluation. That knowledge would help understand how people form their intention to
commit to long-term collaborations, which is one of the contributors to sustained relations.

1.3.

Research Gaps, Aims and Objectives

Considering the limited insight that the literature provides about user behaviour and reciprocity in
the sharing economy, this thesis aims to address four identified gaps. First, the literature on the
sharing economy has grown into a diverse body of knowledge that lacks a comprehensive review
of the economic and social dimensions of the phenomenon and the enabling role of technology.
The lack of a balanced analysis of the sharing economy dimensions inhibits the understanding of
the underpinnings of the behaviour of people using platforms. A few review papers have been
published, and those tended to explore the discourse in tourism. For example, Dredge’s (Dredge
and Gyimóthy, 2015) review aimed to examine the impact and opportunities that the sharing
economy creates in tourism. Cheng (Cheng, 2016) adopted a comparative approach to explore
key themes underlying the general literature about the sharing economy and the research related
to tourism and hospitality. More recently, Cheng and Edwards (2019) have published a review
comparing the discourse about tourism between the academic literature and the media. In contrast
to the aforementioned studies, the review of Duran-Sanchez (Duran-Sanchez et al., 2016)
examined the overall literature on the sharing economy, emphasising the changes it brings to
people’s lifestyle. Knote (Knote and Blohm, 2016) focused on the information systems
underpinning the sharing economy, without, though, considering its socio-economic aspects. No
systematic review has been published that covers and compares the relevant literature from an
economic, a social and a technological perspective.
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The second gap relates to the lack of evidence about the social and psychological drivers and
outcomes of the participation in the sharing economy. Current studies are constrained in terms of
the number of factors examined and the selection of platforms. The literature focuses on
examining single variables, such as trust (Wu and Shen, 2018, Mittendorf, 2018, Zloteanu et al.,
2018), cultural value (Gupta et al., 2019), price (Lindblom et al., 2018), reputation (ter Huurne et
al., 2018) and privacy (Lutz et al., 2018). Given the above, the implications are limited due to the
lack of an overarching approach to examining the factors that may facilitate or inhibit social
exchange through platforms (i.e. ties, the identification with the community, shared vision, social
values and personal norms). In addition, the studies tend to explore the phenomenon of
collaborative consumption by recruiting users of specific accommodation sharing platforms (So
et al., 2018, Min and Lu, 2017, Zloteanu et al., 2018, Amaro et al., 2018) or ridesharing
providers, such as Uber (Boateng et al., 2019). With regards to the social and psychological
outcomes of the sharing economy, the focus of the current literature is pitched at a macro level.
Particularly, the literature discusses the effect on environmental sustainability and institutional
change (Bonciu and Bâlgar, 2016, Retamal, 2017, Fremstad, 2017, Watanabe et al., 2017,
Bachnik, 2016, Mair and Reischauer, 2017, Geissinger et al., 2018). However, it is lacking
evidence related to perceived benefits, e.g. around interactions with other members/communities
and also well-being.
The third gap refers to the users’ perception of relations in the sharing economy.

The

determinants of perceived reciprocity in collaborative relations have not been explored. The
research on organisation-employee relations provides some insight into the formation of
reciprocity using the equity theory perspective (Fizel et al., 2002, Spencer and Rupp, 2009).
Such a perspective provides a rational explanation for the evaluation of reciprocity, whereby
people match someone’s output (received rewards) and input (efforts and costs) with the
output/input of other people (Adams, 1963). However, the perception of reciprocity from the
perspective of personal benefit-maximisation cannot be applicable to the sharing economy
context. Given the social interactions involved in sharing economy transactions, the use of
sharing economy platforms is often conditioned by the objective to maximise the utility of
products for the benefit of group peers, the society and the environment rather than oneself
(Schneider, 2017). Hence, an examination of the social factors affecting the perception of
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reciprocity is needed to reconcile the social and rational perspectives on reciprocity in the sharing
economy.
Fourth, individuals’ behavioural and cognitive responses following reciprocity perception in the
sharing economy are under-researched. The literature in the sharing economy domain discusses
the role of reciprocity in sustaining relations (Harvey et al., 2014b). However, there could be
other emotional and behavioural consequences of the evaluation of reciprocity, which may trigger
coping mechanisms aimed at downplaying negative outcomes of perceived nonreciprocity
(Walster et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013). Therefore, there is a lack of
insight into such coping mechanisms, which follow the perception of reciprocity and how they
contribute to the commitment of people to sharing economy platforms. Moreover, little is known
about the role of situational and personal factors in the perception of reciprocity and the
subsequent behavioural consequences of reciprocity evaluation. An examination of the
moderating role of the value of exchange, which potentially affects the perception of relational
consequences (Ha and Park, 2013), would explain the variance in the perceived outcomes of
relations in the sharing economy.
To address the gaps in the literature, this thesis pursues four main objectives. Given the lack of a
comprehensive review of the research on the sharing economy, the first objective is to provide a
balanced analysis of the building blocks of the phenomenon. In line with this objective, the first
research question is:
RQ1: How do the economic, social and technological streams of the literature study the sharing
economy?
A systematic review of the literature using a quantitative content analysis methodology is
conducted to provide a holistic picture of the resources exchanged in the sharing economy,
applications, technical specifications of platforms, user motives, the expected and actual
outcomes of collaborative consumption. The emerging themes in the literature are reviewed from
the perspective of supply-side and demand-side users, as well as companies involved.
The second objective is to explore social and psychological underpinnings and implications of
compensated and non-compensated collaborations in the sharing economy. This addresses the
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gap about limited insight into the drivers and outcomes of the sharing economy. The following
research questions will be answered:
RQ2: What are the factors of social exchange which may facilitate or inhibit the participation in
the sharing economy?
RQ3: Does the participation in the sharing economy affect users’ perception of the quality of
life?
To address the first research question, the thesis adopts the Social Exchange Theory, which
serves as a framework guiding the selection of the main groups of social and psychological
factors driving users’ participation in socially exchanged relations. To investigate the role of
inhibitors and facilitators of social exchange, a comprehensive framework of structural, cognitive
and relational social capital factors is utilised. The exploration of the three dimensions of social
capital factors makes it possible to uncover the norms and expectations which motivate people to
embark on transactions through platforms. To widen the implications of the research, the role of
different types of social capital factors is examined across diverse sharing economy segments
(e.g. carsharing, accommodation sharing, product-service exchange, peer-to-peer retail). The
effect of the sharing economy on the user-perceived quality of life is measured by the correlation
of use behaviour, social inclusion and subjective wellbeing. To understand the variance of the
perceived outcomes depending on individuals’ characteristics, the moderation effects of sociodemographic variables are examined.
The third objective of the thesis addresses the gap in the literature about the limited evidence on
the users’ perception of relations in the sharing economy. The thesis aims to examine the
determinants of perceived reciprocity in the sharing economy and answer the following research
questions:
RQ4: What factors affect the evaluation of reciprocity in the context of a social dilemma (i.e.
individual rationality vs collective benefit maximisation)?
RQ5: How does perceived reciprocity differ depending on personality factors?
To examine how individuals evaluate perceive reciprocity, this thesis adopts the equity theory
framework. This theory suggests the group of variables that can play a role in evaluating
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input/output in the social exchange. To explain how individuals evaluate reciprocity in the
context of social dilemma, equity theory variables are integrated with social factors. To
understand the variance in perceived reciprocity depending on user personality, this thesis will
examine the role of individuals’ predisposition towards outcome maximisation and equity
sensitivity in evaluating social exchange relations.
The fourth objective of the research is to examine cognitive and behavioural outcomes of
perceived reciprocity. This objective fills the gap in the research lacking explanation as to how
people feel and behave after the evaluation of reciprocity in sharing economy platforms. In line
with this objective, the following research questions are proposed:
RQ6: What types of behaviours follow individuals’ comparison of the outcomes against the
contributions made to exchange relations?
RQ7: How do personal and situational factors affect the strength of perceived reciprocity and
subsequent cognitive and behavioural outcomes?
The thesis tests the effect of perceived reciprocity on commitment, emotion-focused and
problem-focused coping mechanisms. This approach sheds light on coping strategies and their
effectiveness in restoring the balance between input and output of exchange relations. The
research examines the effect of the value of exchange, social influence, response efficacy and
self-efficacy on the strength of perceived reciprocity, coping mechanisms and commitment.
To sum up, this thesis aims to provide an understanding of the main facets of consumer behaviour
in the sharing economy by exploring the practices of social exchange and their antecedents, the
evaluation of the reciprocity of social exchange and its consequences. Drawing on the systematic
literature review and the gaps identified in consumer behaviour research, this thesis develops the
first research model using the Social Exchange Theory. The aim of the research model is to
provide an understanding of the user perspective on social exchange relations in the sharing
economy, in terms of social and psychological antecedents and outcomes. The second research
model is developed based on Equity Theory to provide an understanding of the processes
following the participation in social exchange relations. First, it aims to provide an explanation of
the determinants of perceived reciprocity in relations carried out on sharing economy platforms.
Second, the model provides an understanding of the consequences of perceived reciprocity, such
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as coping behaviours and commitment. Figure 1 illustrates gaps in the current literature, the
objectives that this thesis pursues and contributions that each phase of the research makes to
explain the consumer behaviour of sharing economy participants.

Figure 1: Research gaps, the aims, objectives and phases of the thesis.
A systematic Literature
Review

Research Model 1: Social
Exchange Theory

Agenda for the
research in the domain
of consumer behaviour

Social exchange
relations: antecedents
and outcomes

Perceived reciprocity
in social exchange
relations

Gap 1: Lack of a
multi-perspective
review of the literature
on the sharing
economy

Gap 2:
Underresearched
drivers and outcomes
of the participation in
the sharing economy

Gap 3:
Underresearched
users’ perception of
relations in the sharing
economy

Gap 4:
Underresearched the
cognitive and
behavioural
consequences of
perceived reciprocity

Objective 1: Provide a
balanced analysis of
the building blocks of
the sharing economy

Objective 2: Examine
social and
psychological
determinants and
outcomes of social
exchange

Objective 3: Examine
the determinants of
perceived reciprocity
in the sharing economy

Objective 4: Examine
the consequences of
perceived reciprocity

1.4.

Research Model 2: Equity Theory

Responses to perceived
reciprocity in social
exchange relations
(coping behaviours and
commitment)

Theoretical and Practical Implications

In seeking to fulfil the set objectives, this research makes four main contributions. First, the
review provides a transformative agenda for the research in consumer behaviour. The multiperspective review structures the growing body of diverse knowledge by delineating the social,
economic and technological boundaries of the emergent phenomenon. This approach is different
from other review papers which have been published to date, focusing mainly on the implications
of the sharing economy in the tourism field (Dredge and Gyimóthy, 2015, Cheng, 2016, Cheng
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and Edwards, 2019). The synthesis of the streams of the literature helps build a holistic picture of
the sharing economy building blocks. The review of the research from the perspectives of users
and companies provides the deeper meaning of implications borne by all stakeholders involved in
sharing economy transactions.
Second, the findings contribute to the literature, which has limited insight into the social and
psychological determinants and outcomes of the use of sharing economy platforms. The use of
the framework of social capital factors makes it possible to disentangle the complexity of all the
conditions facilitating and exhibiting social relations. The findings aim to provide a
comprehensive and novel insight into the social and psychological variables affecting the users’
motivations and shed light on discrepant findings on motives driving socio-economic relations
(e.g. (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Ellison et al., 2007, Kim et al., 2017, Lindblom et al., 2018, Min et
al., 2018, Belk, 2010)). The results add to the stream of studies that have long been discussing the
strength of community-oriented motives that support the concept of sharing economic relations,
though without providing a comprehensive empirical examination (Ferrari, 2017, Whitham and
Clarke, 2016). The examination of the research model recruiting users of diverse sharing
economy platforms improves the external validity of the findings and the value of the research. In
addition, despite the growing discussion on the macro-level changes brought about by the sharing
economy (Bonciu and Bâlgar, 2016, Retamal, 2017, Fremstad, 2017, Watanabe et al., 2017,
Bachnik, 2016, Mair and Reischauer, 2017, Geissinger et al., 2018), this thesis provides the first
empirical evidence of the effect of collaborations on users’ life satisfaction, perceived integration
with the society and access to resources. The social perspective helps explore the degree to which
the declared social benefits of collaborations in the sharing economy reflect the collectiveoriented goals of collaborations. The findings of the research are particularly valuable for the
stream of the research focusing on the implications of online systems for the well-being of
society.
Third, this thesis makes a contribution to the literature, which is lacking empirical evidence about
the factors underpinning the perception of reciprocity in the sharing economy. By adopting the
equity theory framework, this research theorised the effect of justice perceptions, the personal
and social groups of factors on the perception of reciprocity in sharing economy relations.
Evidence that this research provides explains the relations preceding reciprocity perception in the
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context of social dilemma, whereby actors may pursue both collective and self-interest. The
examination of those variables reconciles the social and rational perspectives on collaborative
consumption and tests the explanatory power of personal traits.
Fourth, this thesis contributes to the research on the individuals’ behavioural and cognitive
responses following reciprocity perception in the sharing economy (Harvey et al., 2014b). The
findings offer an explanation of the factors determining the commitment of people to sharing
economy platforms. The examination of the effect of reciprocity perception on relationship
commitment through emotion-focused and problem-focused coping sheds new light on the
application of equity theory. This approach explores coping mechanisms which follow the
perception of reciprocity, and explains how they contribute to the commitment of people to
sharing economy platforms. The knowledge that the research provides is important considering
evidence about the role of commitment in determining people’s loyalty to relations (Dagger et al.,
2011). The findings help understand what behaviours someone embarks on to ensure
commitment and potentially sustain long-term collaborations in platforms. In addition, this
research examines the moderating effects of situational and personal factors on the relationships
between perceived reciprocity, its determinants and cognitive/behavioural outcomes. An
examination of moderation effects is important, as it gives a richer insight into the dependence of
reciprocity evaluation and commitment on situational conditions and explains possible variations
in the predictive strength of the examined variables.
From a practice perspcetive, the results provide an insight into the psychological patterns of the
sharing economy users, which might help regulate relations and increase engagement. The
research could be of interest for policymakers. The results on the potisive outcomes of the
sharing economy may equip policypmakers with evidence that can be set against the discussions
on potential socio-economic disruptions incurred by the sharing economy. Also, the findings of
the effect of reciprocal relations on commitment can inform practitioners on how to ensure the
loyalty of the users of sharing economy platforms. Finally, evidence about the role of
determinants of perceived reciprocity may suggest which customer relationship tools and
channels to use to ensure the perceived fairness of customers’ treatment.
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1.5.

Structure of the Thesis

The thesis comprises eight chapters. The current chapter is the introduction, which provides
generic information about the topic of the thesis, gives insight into the prior research on
consumer behaviour in the sharing economy, summarises gaps, aims and objectives, as well as
theoretical and practical contributions of the research. Chapter 2 is dedicated to a review of the
literature on the sharing economy. With the purpose of providing a comprehensive analysis of the
papers published to date, the thesis takes a systematic (a quantitative content analysis) approach.
The chapter provides the findings of the systematic synthesis of the literature across three
domains – i.e. the research taking economic, social and technological perspectives when
examining the sharing economy. The concluding section of the chapter provides a summary of
the findings, gaps and future research agenda. Chapter 3 is about the theoretical foundation and a
research model, which is proposed 1) to examine the psychological underpinnings of
compensated and non-compensated collaborations in the sharing economy and 2) to gather the
first-hand data about the impact of sharing economy platforms on the user's life. Chapter 4
provides the theoretical justification and a research model to fulfil the objectives of the thesis
with the aims: 1) to examine the determinants of perceived reciprocity in the sharing economy
and 2) to examine cognitive and behavioural outcomes of perceived reciprocity. Chapter 5
discusses the methodological approach adopted by the thesis, reflecting research philosophy,
research methods, data collection and sample selection techniques, measurements and data
analysis approach and tools. Chapter 6 reports the results and findings of the thesis. Chapter 7
focuses on a discussion of the findings inferred as a result of the examination of the two research
models. Chapter 8 is a concluding chapter, discussing the theoretical and practical contributions
of the research findings, limitations and future research suggestions.
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2. Literature Review on the Sharing Economy
The interest of the academic community in the disruptive powers of the sharing economy has
increased exponentially over the past five years. The topic evolved into a diverse body of
knowledge that reflects the complexity of the sharing economy, covering the patterns of social
interaction, economic transactions and technological attributes of this topical phenomenon. Such
a rapidly developing field lends itself to being reviewed in a structured manner, in order to
explore the emerging themes. This review’s objective is to offer a balanced analysis of the
building blocks of the sharing economy, to identify emerging themes within each stream of the
literature, to discuss any contextual differences and to propose directions for the research. Given
the recent social trends towards a sustainable lifestyle and the capacity of the sharing economy to
promote it (Hong and Vicdan, 2016), a multi-perspective approach (economic, social and
technological) will make it possible to grasp the profound meaning of the dimensions of this
emerging phenomenon. The following sections will explain the methodology used for
systematically reviewing the literature, present results and discuss findings.

2.1.

Definition and Conceptualisation

Collaborative practices performed in the sharing economy can be defined using Belk’s (2014)
conceptualisation of sharing, Botsman and Roger’s (2011) definition of collaborative
consumption and the definition of a peer-to-peer economy by Hamari et al. (2015). Although all
three terms are used to explain the same phenomenon, they have different approaches to represent
collaborative practices. Belk (2014) defines collaborative consumption as “people coordinating
the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation”. The author
differentiates collaborative consumption from gift-giving, sharing and commodity exchange by
positioning it along the social – economic continuum (Figure 2). Ownership extension, ownership
transfer and compensation are employed to delineate the boundaries of social and economic
practices (Belk, 2010; Belk, 2014). However, the concept ownership can be confusing, because it
refers to accessing a resource rather than permanent ownership. Ownership extension refers to
access to a resource for collective use by its owner and temporary consumers, whereas ownership
transfer refers to access to a resource for temporary use only by consumers. In some of the
literature, the temporary use of a resource by the second party is referred to as an access-based
17

consumption (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). This term emphasises the lack of joint possession over
the sharable object. The third concept is compensation. This denotes an economic or utilitarian
reward for access to a resource. Unlike compensated practices, the resources can be shared on the
basis of generalised reciprocity, which does not imply immediate obligation or expectation of
return (Sahlins, 1974). Following Belk’s conceptualisation, true sharing represents the practice
under which a resource is collectively used by its possessor and consumers without
compensation. During gift-giving the ownership is permanently transferred to another person for
free. In contrast, commodity exchange enables temporary access to a resource for a fee (Acquier
et al., 2017, Belk, 2014, Belk, 2010). Collaborative consumption occupies a middle ground
between the economic transactions of commodity exchange and a social act, like sharing and giftgiving. Unlike sharing, gift-giving and the commodity exchange dichotomy, the ownership and
compensation one is not effective in classifying collaborative consumption. Rather, collaborative
consumption captures various compensated and non-compensated practices representing
temporary access to a resource for collective and individual use, temporary exchange of goods,
and permanent transfer of second-hand resources (Belk, 2014; Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012).

Figure 2: Socio-economic continuum of sharing economy practices

Botsman and Rogers (2011) define collaborative consumption as an “economic and cultural
model based on systems of organised sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and
swapping”. The adoption of this approach puts compensated consumption, like bartering, trading,
renting and lending, and non-compensated collaborative practices, like gift-giving and sharing,
under one umbrella. Reflecting this definition against the conceptual boundaries proposed by
Belk (Belk, 2010), collaborative consumption denotes practices that can be referred to as both
gift-giving and commodity-exchange, thus misusing the concept. In contrast to Belk (2010) and
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Botsman and Rogers (2011), Hamari et al. (2015) defined collaborative consumption as a “peerto-peer based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services,
coordinated through community-based online services”. It focuses on the activity taking place
specifically within a digital peer-to-peer environment. The aforementioned definitions bring to
light the fundamental characteristics of the sharing economy, which are: a) the nature of practices
(social interaction or economic transaction), b) the type of reciprocation for access to a resource
(generalised or compensated), c) the context, where practices are performed (market-based or
communal environment) and d) the role of technology enabling the collaboration between parties.
These characteristics contributed to the classification of the literature into economic, social and
technological streams.
The fragmentation of perspectives may challenge research about consumer engagement when it
comes to sharing economy benefits, user perceived drivers, barriers, attitudes and intentions.
Also, unbalanced research potentially hampers the development of platforms for different user
levels and markets, as well as undermining their implications for people’s life and environment.
However, no research has been undertaken to bridge the economic, social and technological
perspectives, and shape the holistic picture of the sharing economy. The published research
revolves around collaborative consumption practices, such as tourism, a shared mobility and a
garment sector (Dredge, 2015; Chen, 2016; Chan and Edwards, 2017; Santos, 2018). In addition,
scholarly works debate the impacts of the sharing economy. This is seen as the “Pandora's box”
for sustainability, markets and institutions (Duran-Sanchez 2016; Morgan, 2018; Ganapati and
Reddick, 2018). The speculations are rooted in the uncertainty of the nature of the phenomenon
and what it may hold. The literature can benefit from a timely analysis directed towards the
reconciliation of the research streams and a deeper understanding of all facets of the sharing
economy. These will make it possible to inform future research and identify the advantages that
the sharing economy holds. Therefore, a comprehensive multidimensional quantitative analysis
of published research on the sharing economy was conducted. The following sections introduce
the methodological approach adopted by the thesis and provide a discussion of the key concepts
in each stream of the literature.
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2.2.

Mapping and analysing the sharing economy research quantitatively

This thesis adopted a three-stage process of systematising the review of the literature (Tranfield
et al., 2003) when it came to the planning and conducting the work and reporting the findings,
with the aim of increasing the replicability of the review procedures, transparency and the
scientific value of the findings. The following sections explain the procedures conducted during
each stage, as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Summary of the literature review process (adapted from Tranfield et al. (2003)
1.

PLANNING
STAGE

Scoping the literature

Identify gaps

Develop review protocol

2.

CONDUCTING
STAGE

E-databases: Scopus, Ebsco, Web of Science
Keywords: Sharing economy, Peer-to-peer
economy, Collaborative economy,
Collaborative consumption
Period: 2013 – June 2017

Search criteria

1.

Assessment of papers
Sample selection

2.

Review of titles, abstracts and
keywords
Scoring against the preliminary set
criteria

Data extraction

1.
2.

Preparation
Pre-processing
3.
Features extraction
4.
Classification of papers
5.
Visualisation of concepts
6.
Within-class analysis

Quantitative Content
Analysis

Data interpretation

3.

REPORTING
STAGE

1.

Reporting and
dissemination

2.
3.
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Descriptive analysis of the field of
the literature
Reporting of content analysis
Recommendations

2.2.1. Stage 1: Planning Stage
The planning stage included the phases of scoping the literature, identifying gaps and developing
the review protocol (Tranfield et al., 2003). The preliminary scoping of articles was undertaken in
order to delineate the boundaries of the subject area, grasp the perspectives that had previously
been tackled, explore the methodological approaches and discussions about the practical
implications of the research. The iterative process made it possible to comprehend the
heterogeneity of the conceptual underpinnings and disciplinary perspectives that had not been
addressed in published review papers. After identifying gaps, the review protocol was developed.
This aimed at guiding the phases of sample selection, data analysis and interpretation discussed
below.
2.2.2. Stage 2: Conducting Stage
Sample selection
The conducting stage of the review started with sampling the literature. This step included the
development of search and selection criteria, the assessment of the relevance of articles, based on
pre-defined criteria and the data extraction (Tranfield et al., 2003). First, in order to ensure wide
coverage of the topic the three biggest electronic databases, Scopus, Ebsco and Web of Science,
were used. Search inclusion criteria were identified, aiming to generate a broad spectrum of
literature, which justified the imposing of limited restrictions in the search procedure. The
literature search revolved around using “sharing economy” as the keyword and its synonym
terms, such as “peer-to-peer economy”, “collaborative economy” and “collaborative
consumption”. The terms originated from widely-cited definitions that were used interchangeably
in the literature to define the constellation of sharing and collaborative practices mediated by
technology (Hamari et al., 2015, Belk, 2014, Botsman and Rogers, 2011, Lessig, 2008). The
publications were limited to articles, reviews, papers in press and editorials available in the
English language. The first papers under the headline of the sharing economy came to light in
2013, which justified the search restriction to papers published during the period from 2013 till
2018. Given the focus of the literature, restrictions on research fields were not set, thus enabling
multidisciplinary perspectives to be explored. The search resulted in 446 papers, 233 of which
were from Scopus, 136 from Web of Science and 77 from the Ebsco electronic databases. After
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the removal of duplicates across databases the number was reduced to 315 articles, with 273
papers available for downloading. During the second phase, the titles, abstracts and keywords of
the papers were reviewed by the three reviewers in order to increase inter-rater reliability. Papers
were scored 0 or 1 depending on the reviewer’s perception of the relevance to the topic and those
papers ranked with the highest (3) were included in the review. As a result of the evaluation
stage, in the fourth step 149 articles were downloaded for review.
Quantitative Computer-Assisted Content Analysis
A quantitative content analysis method was adopted, aiming to objectively and systematically
describe the variables and explore the relations among them (Riff et al., 2013). QDA Miner, a
content analysis software, with its extension Wordstat module were used at this stage, making
possible a wide range of exploratory data analysis. That made it possible to deduce statistically
significant concepts (represented by words) and themes (groups of concepts) in the literature
discourse, thus increasing the replicability, objectivity and generalisability of the research design
and findings (Riff et al., 2013). The quantitative content analysis was conducted in 6 steps: 1) the
preparation of documents for analysis, 2) pre-processing, 3) features extraction based on the
analysis of the entire literature, 4) the classification of documents, 5) visualisation of concepts
discussed in the entire literature and 6) running the analysis of each stream of the literature.
Having added documents into the software, preparation and pre-processing procedures were
required to improve the accuracy of the results. The preparation step included the spell-check of
the text, the removal of hyphens, square brackets and braces that could interrupt the structure of
sentences and paragraphs and lead to misleading findings. The pre-processing procedure enabled
lemmatisation, which featured automatic correction of misspellings and the substitution of
concepts with word forms that had identical roots. In addition, the pre-processing required a
manual check of the frequency list to exclude concepts not relevant to the study (Davi et al.,
2005). In the third step, the content analysis was applied to 149 papers in order to select a subset
of features reflecting all-embracing dimensions of the discourse about the sharing economy, such
as: a) user practices, b) the context where practices took place, c) the forces enabling practices, d)
sharing economy impact, and e) technology attributes. Then the features were manually
categorised, based on their relevance to social, economic or technological classes (Davi et al.,
2005). The features were analysed within the textual environment from which they had been
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derived to validate the semantic relevance to the three classes. For the classification of documents
an instance-based classification method was used that refers to supervised machine learning
classification techniques, performed through manual categorisation of documents followed by
computer-assisted cross-validation of the classifiers (Kotsiantis et al., 2007). The manual
categorisation of documents was conducted by cross-tabulating classified features against
documents to produce the frequency list of classified features for each document. This process
made it possible to assess the tendency of the document to fit a particular class and assign the
class of dominant features to a document (Davi et al., 2005). The discriminative capability of the
features was evaluated by a correlation test (Max Chi-square) that computed the highest cooccurrence value of the feature in one class against all other classes. As a result, manual
classification of each feature was verified by an automatic class prediction and statistically
confirmed by the p-value. Table 1 illustrates a subset of features that represents the classifier for
all documents. To cross-validate the accuracy of the classifier k-Nearest Neighbour (kNN)
method was used, which worked on the principle that instances (classified features) of k dataset
existed in close proximity to the instances of other documents (Kotsiantis et al., 2007). Based on
this classifier the class of papers with an economic perspective comprised 73 papers, a social
perspective 56 articles and a technological one 20 papers.

Table 1: Feature selection for classification
Class Prediction Name

Economic

Max Chi²

P

Pricing

33.35

0.00

Insurance

15.59

0.00

Transaction_Cost

10.96

0.00

Retail

10.36

0.00

Shortterm_Rental

9.81

0.00

Competitor

9.29

0.00

Business_Model

8.41

0.00

Liability

7.57

0.01

Regulation

4.63

0.03

Economic_Benefit

4.62

0.03
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Social

Technology

Cost_Saving

4.00

0.05

Purchase_Intention

2.97

0.08

Reciprocity

22.04

0.00

Community

21.08

0.00

Norm

20.96

0.00

Social_Exchange

13.06

0.00

Sustainability_Consumption

9.05

0.00

Voluntary

7.49

0.01

Social_Connection

6.73

0.01

Community_Building

6.47

0.01

Social_Space

6.44

0.01

Social_Capital

6.37

0.01

Grassroots_Innovation

4.94

0.03

Social_Relation

4.70

0.03

Utopian

4.66

0.03

Social_Relationship

4.38

0.04

Psychosocial_Wellbeing

3.97

0.05

Design

3.76

0.05

Social_Practice

3.30

0.07

Generalize_Exchange

3.12

0.08

Rating_Prediction

23.07

0.00

Urban_Mobility

23.07

0.00

Algorithm

15.14

0.00

Virtual_Reputation

11.45

0.00

Recommendation_System

9.74

0.00

Gig

6.23

0.01

Infrastructure

4.52

0.03

Smart

4.21

0.04

Labor_Market

2.77

0.10

In the last steps of the quantitative content analysis concept mapping, frequency extraction, and
proximity plotting of the literature were undertaken. Concept mapping and proximity plotting
were performed through the co-occurrence analysis of two words, based on Jaccard’s Index (JI)
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similarity coefficient defined as J = a/(a + b + c), where a is a paragraph of the document in
which both words occur, and a , b and c represent the paragraphs where one of the words occur,
but not the other (Tan, 2006). Concept map analysis was applied to 149 articles with the purpose
of visualising key themes discussed in the literature and defining the attributes (represented by
concepts) of the sharing economy that underlined those themes. Then, the frequency analysis of
each stream of the literature was run to manually group the derived attributes based on predefined categories. The deconstruction of the themes discussed in the literature into attributes and
the adoption of the pre-defined categories is justified by the goal of analysing the usage of the
concepts in the three contexts (social, economic and technological) and infer the latent meaning
(Hsieh and Shannon, 2005). The content analysis allowed us to describe, explain and compare
theoretical differences between the economic, social and technological perspectives. The
undertaken analyses became a reference point for further qualitative interpretation and
comparison of findings in order to examine the contextual conditions of the variables and cases
being investigated. A comparative analysis in this review was justified, since it is predominantly
utilised for the analysis of secondary data, including theoretical papers, results of empirical work
and reports of practitioners (Ragin, 2014). The goal of the proximity plot was to visualise the
relationship between the user and intermediary clusters and the derived categories of concepts. It
illustrated the user perspective that the research took in discussing the topics.
2.2.3. Reporting Stage
The third stage aimed to report the key findings, identify gaps and offer recommendations for
future research. The descriptive analysis of the research field provided explicit statistics about the
year of publication and methodological approaches adopted by the reviewed papers. Figure 4
suggests that there has been an exponential growth of published work in this area over the past
few years.
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Figure 4: Year of publication of selected papers

Among the selected papers, there were 35 studies that theorised the topic from different
perspectives, 22 survey-based studies, 21 perspective pieces, 11 papers adopting a mixed-method
design and 11 case studies. The review selection also included the papers that adopted a
netnography/ethnography design, interview, experiment and content analysis, each of which
accounted for 6 studies. The least number of articles employed the participant observations
method, econometric or financial analysis and reports (Figure 5).
The results, findings and recommendations based on quantitative content analysis of the selected
literature follow in the sections below.

Figure 5: Research Methodologies adopted by the selected papers
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2.3.

Findings

2.3.1. The Concept Map of the Sharing Economy Literature
Figure 6 presents the concepts that underlie the themes discussed in the literature about the
sharing economy. The concepts are automatically clustered and coloured based on whether or not
they belong to a particular theme (foci of discussion). The concept map illustrates six main foci
of discussion in the literature, related to customer benefits, Uber drivers, carsharing, reciprocity,
sustainability and institutional change. They are represented by clusters of red, green, pink, lilac,
beige and blue.
The customer cluster is the largest cluster by the number of concepts and the size of the bubbles,
indicating the frequency of the concepts reoccurring in the literature. The customer concept is
central on the map, linked with the concepts from other clusters. This concept is closely related to
terms such as benefits, the purchase of goods and products, behaviour, experience and the
concepts relating to accommodation sharing (e.g. Airbnb, Couchsurfing, travel, host, hotel).
These relationships imply several streams of the research. First, the literature discusses the
benefits that consumers get from redistributing goods through the platforms. Secondly, the
published research examines the use of accommodation sharing platforms as a guest or host. The
accommodation theme has two adjacent narratives. The first narrative illustrates the scope of
research about peer-to-peer apartment renting, the services that suppliers of the alternative
hospitality market offer to hosts, and the effect on the revenue of traditional hotel chains (Aznar
et al., 2017, Richard and Cleveland, 2016). Further analysis of semantic proximity and link
strength between concepts indicates the second narrative about the role of alternative
accommodation in tourism, and the focus on the experience of guests (Tussyadiah and Pesonen,
2016). Thirdly, the papers focus on the behaviour of sharing economy platform customers in
terms of the perceptions and intentions they have, which drive the purchase of goods and
products via platforms. Studies examine the factors that underlie the perception of the value of
commercial sharing and their influence on pre-purchase intention, purchase behaviour and postpurchase satisfaction (Liang et al., 2017, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016, Hwang and Griffiths,
2017). The Uber driver cluster includes the key concepts, such as legal, regulation, employment,
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job and flexibility, which point to employment opportunities and benefits, as well as the
regulatory implications that the ridesharing form of transportation entails. Decentralised and nonstandardised governance in ridesharing systems fuelled discussions about the regulatory
challenges related to liability, tax and insurance (Redfearn Iii, 2016, Posen, 2015, DoménechPascual, 2016, Pfeffer-Gillett, 2016). The carsharing cluster focuses on the form of practices,
whereby people do not share the ride, as when they use Uber, but share a car for any form of
compensation (BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI, Ballús-Armet et al., 2014). The reciprocity cluster
demonstrates a discussion that is going on in the literature about gift-giving practices, which is
the form of resourc redistribution that is carried out without obligation to reciprocate (Matteo and
Daniele, 2014, Skågeby, 2010). The sustainability cluster includes concepts such as lifestyle,
motive, anticonsumption and wellbeing. This cluster indicates a) the studies that examined
sustainability motives, driving the participation in the sharing economy, and b) the literature that
highlighted the change in the consumer mind-set and lifestyle towards the sustainable use of
resources – i.e. anticonsumption (McArthur, 2015, Kim et al., 2015, Hong and Vicdan, 2016,
Aptekar, 2016). Institutional change is described as a consequence of industrial transformation,
conditioned by the introduction of the non-ownership model and the entry of new players (King,
2015, Laurell and Sandström, 2016).
Based on the analysis and the review of derived concepts, they were manually grouped into 5
categories: 1) practices of consumption 2) resources and implications, 3) user engagement, 4)
consequences and 5) stakeholders (supply-side/demand-side users and intermediaries). The
category practices of consumption embraces the concepts defining joint activities related to
resource acquisition and distribution among peers (Belk, 2014). The resources and implications
category refers to a wide range of goods exchanged among users for compensation of for free
within the context of alternative markets (e.g. transportation, accommodation, retail
etc.)(Botsman and Rogers, 2011, Belk, 2014). The category user engagement includes the variety
of constructs and variables related to technology, market and personality that underline users’
participation in the sharing economy (e.g. (Ndubisi et al., 2016, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016,
Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, Hwang and Griffiths, 2017)). The consequences category covers
the challenges that the emergence of the sharing economy model has brought into the market,
business, ecology and the consumer’s life (e.g. (Bonciu and Bâlgar, 2016, Retamal, 2017,
Fremstad, 2017, Watanabe et al., 2017)). Users are divided into supply-side and demand-side
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users. Supply-side users provide resources, such as hosts renting out flats in the P2P
accommodation market or car owners engaging in car sharing practices (e.g. (Ballús-Armet et al.,
2014, Posen, 2015, Fremstad, 2017, Birdsall, 2014, Germann Molz, 2013, Oskam and Boswijk,
2016)). Demand-side users acquire resources, such as apartment renters or buyers participating in
retail transactions (e.g. (Tussyadiah, 2015, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015, Hartl et al.,
2016, Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016)). Intermediates refer to platforms and companies that
connect the two user groups, by representing the producers of services and goods to consumers
(e.g. (Tham, 2016, Fremstad, 2017, Laurell and Sandström, 2016, Aptekar, 2016)).
The next sections will present high-frequency concepts of the categories practices of
consumption, resources and implications, user engagement and consequences discussed in the
literature adopting economic, social and technological perspectives. The review will not present
findings about the demand-side users, supply-side users and intermediaries concepts in a separate
section, because they are discussed in relation to the concepts of other categories. Instead, they
will be juxtaposed against the concepts of emerging themes that will make it possible to explore
users’ and platforms’ perspectives in examining consumption practices, the acceptance and
impact of the sharing economy.
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Figure 6: The concept map of the literature
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2.3.2. Economic Perspective
Table 2 presents the attributes of the sharing economy that are widely-discussed in the literature,
represented by the frequency value, the percentage of processed terms calculated against the total
number of words in the analysed documents and TF-IDF weight (the weighted term frequency
adjusted against the inverse document frequency, containing this term). Published works revolved
around the applications of the sharing economy in the transportation, accommodation, fashion
and retail sectors. In particular, they discussed compensated practices of the trading, selling and
purchasing of goods and second-hand products, exchanging apartments, as well as sharing cars
and common property. The economic and utilitarian dimensions of the sharing economy are
credited to the technological premises that drive the phenomenon. The economic efficiency of
technology-mediated transactions represents the main stimuli of user engagement, which furthers
the expansion of sharing platforms. The literature also debated the impact of the phenomenon on
people and the global market in general.

Table 2: The frequency of the main concepts in the literature underpinned by the economic
perspective
% Processed

Tf • Idf

1248
320
220
149
142
106
103
75
75

0.99%
0.07%
0.04%
0.03%
0.03%
0.02%
0.02%
0.02%
0.02%

0
52.6
114.6
83.8
71.2
67.1
60.2
94.6
104

708
601

0.14%
0.12%

122.6
64.6

Frequency
Stakeholders
Demand-Side User
Consumer
Customer
Buyer
Guest
Passenger
Renter
Tourist
Millennials
Shopper
Supply-Side User
Provider
Supplier
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Host
Employee
Owner
Seller
Intermediary
Uber
Platform
Airbnb
Intermediary
Craigslist
Operator
Zipcar
Practices Of Consumption
Purchase
Ridesharing
Travel
Carsharing
Sell
Trade
Resources And Implications
Goods
Car
Assets
Property
Apartment
Secondhand Products
Areas Of Implications
Accommodation
Transportation
Tourism
Fashion
User Engagement
Pricing
Experience
Behavior
Social Interaction
Motive

323
272
184
52

0.07%
0.06%
0.04%
0,04%

120.1
109.1
35.2
33,4

1421
1376
780
213
156
109
83

0.29%
0.28%
0.16%
0.04%
0.03%
0.02%
0.02%

312.4
97.6
60.8
111
181.6
56.8
46.7

443
265
258
251
189
151

0,09%
0,05%
0,05%
0,05%
0,04%
0,03%

47,6
110,3
76,1
135,8
37,9
37,8

1495
722
261
218
148
120

0,30%
0,15%
0,23%
0,19%
0,03%
0,02%

36,6
83,1
52,3
33,1
63,9
109,1

1557
1033
298
178

1.36%
0.91%
0.26%
0.16%

203.9
152.2
167.6
117.3

746
319
284
168
155

0,65%
0,28%
0,25%
0,15%
0,03%

42,6
47
68,2
45,7
59,9
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Intention
Consequences
Regulation
Legal
Sustainability
Institutional Change
Insurance
Tax

141

0,12%

79,3

1110
842
684
340
266
194

0,04%
0,04%
0,02%
0,07%
0,05%
0,17%

64,5
45,3
66,9
158,2
75,4
202,1

Figure 7 presents the proximity plot of the categories supply-side users, demand-side users and
intermediaries with high-frequency concepts of retrieved clusters. The colours of the bars
demonstrate the tendency of the literature to associate concepts with either consumers, suppliers
or platforms. The plot demonstrated that the resources, trade and tourism concepts have been
examined from all stakeholders’ perspectives. The consumers’ perspective underpins discussions
about user engagement factors, travel and purchase practices within the accommodation sector.
This reflects the tendency of the research to examine factors driving resource acquisition as
opposed to their distribution. Given the economic conceptualisation of the sharing economy, the
literature discussed its institutional and economic implications, mainly affecting intermediaries
and suppliers in the transportation sector.
Figure 7: Proximity plotting of the categories users and intermediaries with practices,
resources, consequences and user engagement.
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2.3.3. Practices of consumption
Collaborative Trading: Collaborative trading resembles market-based transactions, under which
temporary access to a service, permanent transfer and exchange of resources are compensated
(e.g.(Ballús-Armet et al., 2014, Posen, 2015, Retamal, 2017, Fremstad, 2017)). For example,
trade practices appear in the literature as channelled through unmediated (peer-to-peer) and
mediated monetary exchanges. Trade is carried out through listings such as Craigslist, productservice systems (PSS), virtual accommodation marketplaces and online repositories of fashion
items, referred to as fashion libraries (Fremstad, 2017, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015,
Retamal, 2017, Karlsson et al., 2017, Hamari, 2013). Unmediated selling and purchasing through
Craigslist represents the consumption, where terms and conditions are not moderated by the
platform (Ertz et al., 2016, Fremstad, 2017). The practices result in profit maximisation made
possible by the permanent transfer of the goods and services used from suppliers to consumers.
Suppliers benefit from compensation for recirculating (selling and reselling) personal items in a
consumption stream. Consumers’ incentive to purchase second-hand items is encouraged by the
reduced cost of an item (Ertz et al., 2016, Fremstad, 2017). Trading in product-service systems
enables an individual use of services through access to platforms. This form of consumption
substitutes for the purchase of a physical item by the rent of the service that the item produces
(Retamal, 2017). Another form of trading is carried out through mediated peer-to-peer
accommodation platforms, such as AirBnb, and garment renting platforms (Karlsson et al., 2017,
Belarmino et al., 2017, Oskam and Boswijk, 2016, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015,
Pantano and Stylos, 2020). These types of platforms make it possible to redistribute underused
property and assets among consumers (Belarmino et al., 2017, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and
Sarah, 2015, Pantano and Stylos, 2020). An intermediary actor controls the price of the
temporary exchange of goods and becomes the third beneficiary of collaborative practices (Ertz
et al., 2016). Intermediaries are responsible for marketing suppliers’ offerings and matching them
with consumers’ needs. Considering profit incentives, companies implement recommendation
systems, supplier reputation and ranking features to increase the reliability and safety of
platforms (Karlsson et al., 2017, Fagerstrøm et al., 2017).
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Collaborative Transport Practice: Recently, scholars have become increasingly interested in forprofit ridesharing that is carried out through mediated and unmediated systems. During mediated
ridesharing passengers acquire temporary use of a ride-service provided by the drivers of cars
(Shaheen et al., 2016, Watanabe et al., 2017, Sinclair, 2016, Ballús-Armet et al., 2014, Guyader,
2018). The best-known example of mediated ridesharing is the Uber platform, which connects
passengers and drivers through a mobile application (Watanabe et al., 2017, Sinclair, 2016).
Ridesharing intermediaries have the power to manage orders, establish the rules of user relations,
a pricing policy and the conditions of drivers’ employment (Malin and Chandler, 2017, Posen,
2015). A few studies also explore peer-to-peer ridesharing, which represents a communal form of
ride service consumption, whereby an owner shares a car during his/her trip to a destination with
other passengers. (BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI, Shaheen et al., 2016). Users are empowered to
build relations with each other, negotiate deal prices and change the distribution channels of their
services and goods. The main difference of the latter from mediated ridesharing is the collective
use of the ride service by the driver and the other passengers of the car (BÁLINT and
TRÓCSÁNYI, Ballús-Armet et al., 2014). The term carsharing has also been introduced to
describe the practice whereby a supplier provides an automobile to a consumer in exchange for
compensation. During carsharing passengers acquire the temporary use of a tangible resource,
which is the car, opposed to the ride service it provides (BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI, BallúsArmet et al., 2014). Despite the conceptual difference between the two transportation
alternatives, in many instances, the terms ridesharing and carsharing are used interchangeably
(e.g. (Posen, 2015, Pfeffer-Gillett, 2016, Watanabe et al., 2017)).
Collaborative Travelling: The sharing of transportation experiences and accommodation has
been widely discussed in tourism research, which has explored the consumers’ perspective on the
consumption of alternative services in travel practices (Forno and Garibaldi, 2015, Karlsson et
al., 2017, BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015). Transportation and
accommodation sharing is explained by two conditions, namely the material efficiency of the
product/service offering and the cognitive model of sharing (Ertz et al., 2016). On the material
level, mediated collaboration represents a purely commercial venture. The cost of the exchange
of cars made it possible to enjoy travel over short distances, which used to be an expensive
service (BÁLINT and TRÓCSÁNYI). Also, apartments sharing made it affordable for tourists to
travel to foreign destinations (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015). On the cognitive level, users
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follow the idea of the shared treatment of common objects. The cognitive state of mind exists
when the technology does not mediate consumption (Ertz et al., 2016). This happens because
technological mediation decreases the likelihood of individual subjective factors to foster social
relationships among users and shape market-place transactions.
2.3.4. Resources and Implications
Common Property: An emerging model of collaborative consumption of goods has introduced
the notion of common property. This notion refers to an appropriated resource that is used
collectively by commons. The juxtaposition of the words “common” and “property” is
oxymoronic to a certain extent. This is so because the concept “common” defends communal
interest, equality and collectivism in exchange, whereas the term 'property' stands for materiality
and contractual obligations under which property is traded. The utilisation of the term puts a
vague line between gifts and commodities, reflecting a non-dogmatic use of these terms
throughout the literature (Morgan and Kuch, 2015, Frenken and Schor). Common properties and
sharable assets relate to transportation, accommodation, tourism and the fashion industries
(Sinclair, 2016, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015, Fremstad, 2017, Ballús-Armet et al.,
2014, Kathan et al., 2016). Examined within the context of a market-based environment,
resources bear economic and utilitarian value for users. The exploration of platforms on which
resources are distributed results in their categorisation into five non-mutually exclusive groups,
namely underutilised resources, on-demand resources, second-hand products, organisational
goods and private resources, discussed as follows (Fremstad, 2017, Gullstrand Edbring et al.,
2016, Aloni, 2016, Pantano and Stylos, 2020).
Transport Resources: The system that is utilised to leverage an idle value of resources is defined
as an access to excess platform (Aloni, 2016). This term specifies an access-based infrastructure
through which resources are exchanged. Within transportation systems a common property is a
car. Depending on the distribution system the transportation resource can be classified as an
underutilised, on-demand, organisational and a private one. An underutilised resource refers to a
good whose capacity has not been fully exploited by an owner (Munoz and Cohen, 2017). The
exposure of underutilised capacity of cars occurs when owners provide their idle assets for
temporary possession by other consumers. The sharing of underutilised cars brings economic
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value to an owner in the form of compensation for the exchange. A consumer receives the
utilitarian value of the resource operation and the financial value of reduced access (Ertz et al.,
2016, Aloni, 2016, Birdsall, 2014). The distribution of on-demand resources offers immediacy of
supply and the satisfaction of consumers’ demand (Aloni, 2016). The most-widely discussed
form of on-demand transportation resources are Uber cars. During ride-sharing, the passengers’
demand for transport is fulfilled by access to the closest available car. On-demand supply of cars
increases the efficiency of logistics, saves resources, reduces the item price and maintenance
expenses (Laurell and Sandström, 2016, Malin and Chandler, 2017, Posen, 2015, Redfearn Iii,
2016). Organisational resources are exchanged on a B2C basis and refer to products belonging to
companies. Car-sharing providers, such as ZipCar, City Carshare or Car2Go, offer companyowned cars through B2C channels (Posen, 2015, Cohen and Kietzmann, 2014). Conversely,
private resources are distributed through direct exchange on peer-to-peer platforms (Aloni, 2016).
Private cars are rented out by owners, who are responsible for the listing in the system and
accountable for the services that the vehicles produce (Cohen and Kietzmann, 2014).
Accommodation Resources: An Apartment represents an underutilised resource distributed
among consumers to satisfy demand for housing. Suppliers’ provision of apartments is
conditioned by the idleness of a resource and the possibility to match consumers’ needs, budgets
and taste (Wang and Nicolau, 2017). However, the value of private apartments that are shared
through platforms such as AirBnb is not exclusively utilitarian and financial, due to the role of
C2C relationships that facilitate social interactions (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015, Hwang and
Griffiths, 2017, Belarmino et al., 2017). For example, in tourism, a consumers’ decision to select
an accommodation provider is based on both financial (price) and non-financial factors (the
socio-demographic profile of suppliers and providers) (Heo, 2016, Karlsson et al., 2017). The
compatibility of suppliers and consumers is an important factor in relationship development
(Karlsson et al., 2017). This demonstrates that the stimuli of the resource exchange can define the
value of a resource.
Retail Resources: Goods and second-hand products are exchanged through second-hand
markets, product-service systems and on-demand platforms that can bear an underutilised
meaning for the supplier and an on-demand value for the consumer. Typical products include
fashion items, equipment, furniture and tools (Retamal, 2017, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and
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Sarah, 2015, Fremstad, 2017, Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016). An alternative consumption
stimulates the intensified use of goods of higher quality, higher monetary value and better
durability (Retamal, 2017). Second-hand resources often relate to the sharing economy. Still, it is
difficult to assign them to either the gift or commodity categories. This is because although
individuals acquire permanent ownership of second-hand products as gifts the acquisition is
based on monetary compensation (Belk, 2010, Frenken and Schor).
2.3.5. User engagement
Motives: Current research has found evidence of the influence of three main types of drivers on
purchase intention and consumers’ behaviour. The main one is an economic motive, followed by
a social motive of relationship development and a hedonic motive of enjoying the practice. To a
greater extent, consumers’ decision to engage in collaborative consumption is underpinned by
users’ interest in profit maximisation, the rationalisation of saving and investment (Hawlitschek
et al., 2016, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016, Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, Tussyadiah, 2015,
Scaraboto, 2015, Gleim et al., 2019). Economic benefits are enabled by ICT, whereby
technological intermediation reduces the costs of goods and services by optimising the search,
contract establishment and product allocation (Watanabe et al., 2017). The consumer's selection
of a provider is underpinned by price-sensitivity, which controls the perception of the financial
value and risk of participation in sharing practices (Hwang and Griffiths, 2017, Tussyadiah and
Pesonen, 2015, Benoit et al., 2017, Milanova and Maas, 2017). Therefore, pricing strategies are
imperative in regulating market demand and commercial relations between suppliers and
consumers (Wang and Nicolau, 2017, Arora et al., 2016, Kumar et al., 2018). The examination of
the sharing of private resources found that consumers are engaged in collaborative consumption
for the sake of social interaction and shared experience (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2015, Lee and
Kim, 2017, Belarmino et al., 2017, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016). However, the significance of
hedonic and social motives was not observed consistently throughout the studies reviewed.
Moderating Factors: The variability of findings about the significance of social and hedonic
motives can be explained by two factors. Primarily, individual factors, such as user personality
and socio-demographic status, may moderate the perception of benefits and barriers. Mediated
access to services in the P2P accommodation market represents an economic transaction
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encouraging social practice that attracts consumers of different socio-economic status (Lutz and
Newlands, 2018). Users of lower status and an older age are motivated by economic stimuli,
whereas social and hedonic motives play the dominating role for wealthier and younger
consumers (2016). In addition, consumer innovativeness can influence the perception of the
economic and hedonic values of collaborative practices (Hwang and Griffiths, 2017, Tussyadiah
and Pesonen, 2016). The second factor is the type of platform, the type of collaborative practices
and the role of the user (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, Böcker and Meelen, Gupta et al., 2019).
For example, the survey of a sample of consumers engaged in the mediated consumption of
goods found a distinctive group of barriers to engagement (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016).
Users highlighted the sanitary conditions of goods, non-ownership, the impracticability of the
alternative mode of consumption, the lack of trust and unavailability of resources as impeding
factors of engagement (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016). In contrast, in accommodation sharing,
which represents the practice of unmediated access to services, users prioritised hedonic and
social motives (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016, Böcker and Meelen). Moreover, the duration of
involvement in collaborative consumption, measured by the time and frequency of peer-to-peer
transactions, influence the perception of barriers. Consequently, individuals with a higher level of
familiarity with platforms are more likely to express positive predisposition towards collaborative
practices (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, Lee and Kim, 2017, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016).
However, in the context of rental platforms, an intention to rent is contingent on the duration of
rental services (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016). Even though the variability of results has not
been yet fully explained, so far the evidence suggests that the most influential factors are the
socio-demographic factors, the type of platform, resources and consumption practices on
consumers’ intentions.
2.3.6. Consequences
Environmental Impact: Reduced transaction costs and the overall efficiency of collaborative
consumption can provide significant benefits for consumers, fuelling demand in alternative
markets. The collaborative model of consumption makes it possible to reuse and recycle durable
goods, idle resources, second-hand products and offerings exchanged through on-demand
systems (Frenken and Schor, Esben Rahbek Gjerdrum and Sarah, 2015, Retamal, 2017,
Fremstad, 2017). The exploitation of these resources lowers the demand for new goods and
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services, resulting in less waste and the preservation of resources (Fremstad, 2017, Retamal,
2017, Gössling and Hall, 2019). A longitudinal natural experiment based on the data on waste
generation concluded that the expansion of the Craigslist platform in California and Florida
(USA) reduced the solid waste in the states by one third (Fremstad, 2017). However, the effect of
the sharing economy on resource preservation is more theoretical than actually observed
(Bachnik, 2016, Rózycka, 2016). Any long-term impact of collaborative consumption on
environmental sustainability has not been empirically shown (Frenken and Schor).
Institutional Impact: The potential of the ever-growing sharing economy is currently difficult to
assess (Bonciu and Bâlgar, 2016, Retamal, 2017, Fremstad, 2017, Watanabe et al., 2017). A
digital economy represents a double-edged sword. On the one hand, the non-accountability of
companies to governments and the digital intermediation of platforms make it possible to keep
the cost of services and goods down. This favours consumers and facilitates the expansion of
platforms (Munkøe, 2017, Watanabe et al., 2017, Weber, 2014). On the other hand, platform
mediation of virtual markets leads to an institutional change, which refers to the change of rules
governing market relations (Laurell and Sandström, 2016, Watanabe et al., 2017, Morgan and
Kuch, 2015, de Leeuw and Gössling, 2016). From the suppliers’ and intermediaries’ perspectives,
an institutional change brings immediate regulatory complexities and allegations because of the
inability of suppliers to ensure the safety and privacy of users. Virtual marketplaces create
conditions for companies to bypass obligatory legislation related to tax and insurance (Miller,
2016, Sprague, 2015). Moreover, the introduction of platforms has changed the fabric of the
market and could affect the performance of incumbent firms (Acquier and Carbone, 2018). The
floating pricing policy imposed by sharing platforms can lead to a collapse in prices on products
and services of traditional suppliers, leading to a decrease in the overall profit margin of the
market. In the long-term, the network effect may potentially threaten the global market by
decreasing profitability and market homogeneity (Cusumano, 2015). Profits from digital
transactions can fuel the grey economy, affecting the macro-economic capacity of countries
(Watanabe et al., 2017, Dabrowska and Gutkowska, 2015). Given the disputes about the impact
on incumbent firms and the global economy overall, long-term positive prospects are far from
being certain. Paradoxically, both challenges and benefits are rooted in ICT, which has
transformed business practice into a virtual marketplace (Watanabe et al., 2017, Dabrowska and
Gutkowska, 2015).
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2.3.7. Social Perspective
The literature has broadly discussed the social practices of consumption, which are not contingent
on the reciprocal actions of users. These practices represent the exchange of tacit and tangible
resources that bear social meaning for users. In this stream of the literature, consumption is
driven by the motives of altruism, desire for social interaction and the attainment of authentic
experience. The practices disrupt consumption habits, change lifestyle towards sustainability and
lead to social wellbeing. Table 3 presents the high-frequency attributes of the sharing economy
that reflect the findings and debates in the literature about the social dimensions of the practice of
consumption, resources and their implications, user engagement factors and consequences.

Table 3: The frequency of the main concepts in the literature underpinned by the social
perspective
Frequency

% Processed

Tf • Idf

Consumers

765

0.21%

41.6

Member

665

0.18%

42.6

Customer

124

0.03%

77.9

Guest

100

0.03%

50.3

Tourist

94

0.03%

62.6

Couchsurfers

45

0.01%

45.4

Bookcrossers

27

0.01%

46.1

Carpoolers

23

0.01%

39.3

Host

230

0.06%

84

Supplier

178

0.05%

29.1

Driver

141

0.04%

38.9

Renter

45

0.01%

36.2

Stakeholders
Demand-Side Users

Supply-Side Users
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Giver

35

0.01%

35.3

Producer

24

0.01%

17

Platform

712

0.19%

91

Couchsurfing

343

0.09%

132.2

Freecycle

279

0.08%

175.3

Freegle

143

0.04%

176

Bookcrossing

83

0.02%

141.7

Uber

66

0.02%

26.8

Oitijjo

61

0.02%

104.2

Carpooling

177

0,05%

152,7

Swap

168

0,05%

61,3

Trade

128

0,04%

37,5

Purchase

108

0,03%

29,8

Reuse

93

0,03%

46,8

Giftgiving

82

0,02%

90,7

Products

863

1.00%

7.4

Space

344

0.40%

32.6

Home

314

0.36%

55.3

Car

282

0.33%

39.3

Gift

212

0.25%

65.6

Skills

141

0.04%

28.5

Accommodation

642

0.18%

89.5

Tourism

282

0.08%

177.2

Experience

451

0.12%

20.2

Behavior

448

0.12%

62.4

Intermediaries

Practices Of Consumption

Resources

Areas Of Implication

User Engagement
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Social Capital

415

0.11%

26.6

Motive

322

0.09%

41.1

Reciprocity

277

0.08%

59.9

Interaction

233

0.06%

24.6

Sustainability

904

1.05%

95.4

Lifestyle

254

0.29%

92.7

Challenge

201

0.23%

21.2

Wellbeing

158

0.18%

105.3

Anticonsumption

123

0.14%

81.9

Benefits

85

0,02%

16,1

Consequences

Figure 8 demonstrates the proximity plot of the stakeholders concepts (i.e. supply-side users,
demand-side users, intermediaries) with the high-frequency concepts of other retrieved categories
listed in Table 3. Each concept matches a three-colour bar, whereby the dominant colour
illustrates the tendency of researchers to discuss the concepts with consumers, suppliers or
intermediaries/platforms. For example, the dominance of blue is evident in relation to three
concepts of the consequences category. Such proximity suggests that consumers are deemed to
play a pivotal role in social transformations towards anti-consumption, sustainable lifestyle and
social wellbeing. The prevalence of yellow means that the suppliers’ perspective is adopted when
it comes to exploring reciprocity, carpooling practice and the accommodation market. When it
comes to the intermediaries’ perspective, this stream of literature mostly relates platforms to the
non-commercial form of transactions, which is in contrast to the stream of research using the
economic perspective. The platforms are discussed to facilitate gift-giving, reusing and social
interaction between users.
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Figure 8: Proximity plotting of the users and intermediaries categories with practices,
resources, consequences and user engagement

2.3.8. Practices of consumption
Defining Gift-Giving Practices: The distinctive type of practice that has emerged in this stream
of the literature is gift-giving (Matteo and Daniele, 2014, Aptekar, 2016, Whitham and Clarke,
2016, Martin et al., 2015, Harvey et al., 2014a). At the core of the practice is the concept of
generalised reciprocity, which makes gift-giving a non-compensated form of resource
distribution (Belk, 2010). A purely social depiction of this practice is rooted in the belief that it
does not oblige consumers to reciprocate. For example, the reuse of personal items through
Freegle and Freecycle communities is interpreted as an altruistic and voluntary gift-giving
practice, driven by environmentalism and the desire to minimise class inequality (Aptekar, 2016).
However, the literature has also introduced a second interpretation of generalised reciprocity,
whereby it assumes the return on exchange in future transactions (Aptekar, 2016, Matteo and
Daniele, 2014, Whitham and Clarke, 2016). This perspective illustrates free reuse platforms as
commercially-oriented markets of resource distribution (Whitham and Clarke, 2016, Martin et al.,
2015). The discrepant explanation of gift-giving practices is explained by different motives that
actors manifest when engaging in the practice. The study by Matteo and Danielle (Matteo and
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Daniele, 2014) illustrated different interpretations of social practices based on generalised
reciprocity. The authors proposed that the transfer of resources from one member of the
community to another could imply the notions of sharing, gift-giving and commodity exchange
non-exclusively. The practices within a platform can be considered as sharing, because they
enable members to collectively use resources through access. The consumption within a platform
can also be considered as gift-giving, due to indirect reciprocity among the members of the
community. Finally, gift-giving can be regarded as a commodity exchange, due to the latent
commercial value that free access to resources implies for a receiver (Matteo and Daniele, 2014).
This insight suggests that there is a fine line between gift-giving and sharing, as well as the social
and economic values of consumption. The level of intimacy between parties varies depending on
the role of the actors in the community, who can be either donating or receiving. However, the
assumption that gift-giving and sharing facilitate utilitarian values would be misleading, unless
the motives of users are known.
Social Roots of Collaborative Consumption: The literature discusses collaborative consumption
practices like swapping, carpooling, trading and purchasing as a reflection of social exchange
(Hong and Vicdan, 2016, Shaheen et al., 2016, Lamberton, 2016, Begum and Anjum, 2016,
McArthur, 2015, Decrop et al., 2018). For example, home swapping in Couchsurfing
communities represents free exchange or sharing, characterised by a high degree of service
personalisation (2015, Decrop et al., 2018). In contrast, carpooling is a casual form of reciprocal
sharing of a ride with another passenger, whereby the service is financially compensated for a
driver. The social aspect of carpooling practices has led to examining the users’ role in
consumption practices (Shaheen et al., 2016, Yang et al., 2017, Ellen, 2015, Herbert and CollinLachaud, 2016). Specifically, it was found that vehicle drivers engaging in carpooling share
common socio-demographic patterns, such as age and employment status (Shaheen et al., 2016).
Trading and purchasing are conducted on time-banking, marketplace and food exchange sites.
Although the practices imply explicit reciprocation, consumers are stimulated by the values of
environmentalism, developing peer relationships and building an egalitarian community
(Piscicelli et al., 2015, Shaheen and Chan, 2016, Huber, 2017, Yang et al., 2017, Voytenko
Palgan et al., 2017, Schor et al., 2016). These practices do not result in a robust demand-supply
match, which undermines the traditional notion of the trading economy (Schor et al., 2016).
Hence, the idea that the compensated exchange has an economic value would be based on a
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superficial assessment of the practices. The concept of the sharing economy is mainly translated
through the understanding and vision of consumers, whereas their motives become a proxy for
defining the social or economic nature of consumption (Gruszka, 2017, Geiger et al., 2017). The
supporters of social framing associate the sharing economy with non-profit initiatives that stand
for fair, connected and sustainable communities. The proponents of economic framing support
collaborative practices for the sake of creating new employment and market opportunities
(Gruszka, 2017).
2.3.9. Resources and implications
Gifts or Debts: The products and services circulating in the sharing economy are often
symbolically called gifts (Aptekar, 2016, Matteo and Daniele, 2014, Geiger et al., 2017, Harvey
et al., 2020). The conditions upon which gifts are exchanged in the sharing economy are
debatable. On the one hand, a gift has no cost for a receiver, although it causes emotional
dependence and subordination to a giver (Geiger et al., 2017). The feeling of gratitude for the
gesture of good will is akin to the feeling of indebtedness. It puts a receiver into an inferior
position, making it possible for the donor to control and manipulate the beneficiary of the gift
(Aptekar, 2016, Waite and Lewis, 2017). This makes the resource a covert lever in peer-to-peer
relations. For example, guests can engage in domestic labour that they carry out for the exchange
of goods and shelter. The relations are based on moral commitment to acknowledge hosts’
kindness (Waite and Lewis, 2017). Some rituals resemble a charity act, though, which requires
unwilling gift-giving for the sake of social approval and reputation (Matteo and Daniele, 2014).
Intangible Resources: Skills can be an intangible form of gift or sharable knowledge. The
sharing or exchange of skills is driven by partners’ non-reciprocal commitment to spreading the
knowledge among like-minded people (2016, 2016a, Harvey et al., 2020). However, the role of
motives, such as altruism, social approval, reciprocation of a reward amongst others, has not yet
been studied in depth. Although skills facilitate the development of relations in social exchange,
this raises the question as to which type of practice (sharing or gift-giving) is being referred to.
Due to the intangibility of skills, it is difficult to assess whether the ownership is temporary or
permanent. It is also unclear whether the resource is used by the giver and receiver
simultaneously or transferred for individual use by a receiver. Another intangible resource is
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space, which serves as a shared working venue for collaborative communities. Space creates a
high degree of intimacy and solidarity among actors (2016, Bouncken and Reuschl, 2016, 2016a).
The resource is social by nature, triggering interaction development and producing social
relations as a granted outcome.
Tangible Resources: Products that represent tangible resources have been considered mostly in
the context of free transactions in online communities (Geiger et al., 2017, McArthur, 2015,
Hong and Vicdan, 2016, Huber, 2017, Voytenko Palgan et al., 2017). Free sharing encourages the
increase of users’ demand for used products and reduces the consumption volume of new ones
(Binninger et al., 2015, Barnes and Mattsson, 2016a). Sharing of homes and cars helps users to
fulfil their social needs (Hong and Vicdan, 2016). Unlike AirBnb apartments, the exchange of
homes is performed under the condition of resource availability rather than monetary
compensation. While the economic value of the resource is arguably a motivational factor, the
practices are framed as social movements (Forno and Garibaldi, 2015, van Nuenen, 2016,
Voytenko Palgan et al., 2017). The home represents the venue reconciling hosts and guests,
putting guests into the local cultural context, thus turning a stranger into an insider in the
community (van Nuenen, 2016). The development of relations between a home supplier and a
guest facilitates social inclusion (Cockayne, 2016). The hedonic value of a resource is reflected
by the authenticity of the home sharing experience (Richardson, 2015, van Nuenen, 2016,
Dickinson et al., 2017, Wyatt, 2014, Schor et al., 2016). At the same time, research determines
utilitarian value, whereby the accommodation and transportation resources represent an
alternative and cost-effective way to accomplish mobility and housing needs (Shaheen et al.,
2016, Gruszka, 2017). The identification of the values of material resources is more complicated.
Cars, homes and other products have explicit utilitarian value, while social property is implicit
and inconsistent. The exploitation of their social value is dependent on the degree of
reciprocation that collaborative practice implies. The lack of obligation and the expectation of
reciprocity suggest that the practice is based on social principles.
2.3.10. User Engagement
Social Capital: User engagement has been examined primarily through the social capital
perspective (Barnes and Mattsson, 2016a, Kim et al., 2017, Ferrari, 2017, Dickinson et al., 2017,
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Schor et al., 2016, Starr Jr et al., 2020). Social capital is a pervasive concept that embraces
resources produced through the networks of human relations (Ferrari, 2017, Kim et al., 2017).
Social capital is expressed through four dimensions, which are motivational (e.g. the enjoyment
of sharing), structural (e.g. the number of social ties in the network), cognitive (e.g. shared
experience) and relational (e.g. reciprocity) (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, Kim et al., 2017).
These dimensions construct the analytical framework for examining the factors in sharing
intention and the user engagement process (Kim et al., 2017). So far, the research has found a
direct influence of three types of factors: motivational, cognitive and relational (Kim et al., 2017,
Harvey et al., 2014a, Whitham and Clarke, 2016, Geiger et al., 2017). These forms of social
capital reflect user values, shared experience about the participation in the network and the
conditions under which the interaction between users occur. The role of the aforementioned
forms of social capital is moderated or mediated by trust (Kim et al., 2017, Lu et al., 2020). The
structural aspect refers to the external dimension, which reflects the number and the centrality of
the user’s connections within the network (Ferrari, 2017, Kim et al., 2017). This has not been
examined thoroughly in the literature, but it could point to user expectations of the network
against current positioning within it.
Motivational and Cognitive Dimensions: To a greater extent, consumers’ decision to join a
community is conditioned by intrinsic motivation, reflecting the enjoyment from sharing. This
motive has been examined in relation to the practices of home-swapping, land-sharing and spacesharing (Voytenko Palgan et al., 2017, Lampinen et al., 2015, Huber, 2017, McArthur, 2015,
Forno and Garibaldi, 2015). The enjoyment of collaboration may bring greater satisfaction than
the material outcome of the practice (McArthur, 2015, Sthapit and Jiménez-Barreto, 2018). The
manifestation of enjoyment is contingent on cognitive constructs, such as shared knowledge and
experience, and personal traits, such as materialism. On the one hand, intention to share and
behaviour are dependent on expectations and the perception of values derived from prior
experience and interaction. The more experience and time as part of the community users have,
the less likely they have the intention to stay as members of this community. This finding
suggests that the time spent in the community moderates intention (Kim et al., 2017). On the
other hand, people with a strong materialism trait are less likely to share. This is because
materialism represents the ideology stressing the importance of possessiveness, which conflicts
with the non-ownership philosophy of sharing (Akbar et al., 2016, Davidson et al., 2018).
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Moreover, consumers’ engagement in social practice cannot be entirely credited to intrinsic
factors. Sustainability is a second motive driving user decisions and behaviour. The sustainability
value reflects the user mind-set pursuing the reduction of new resource consumption or the
replacement of new products with used ones (McArthur, 2015, Kim et al., 2015, Hong and
Vicdan, 2016, Aptekar, 2016). The sustainability factor is significant in the reuse and recycle
practices carried out on the Freecycle platform (Aptekar, 2016).
Relational Dimension: The motive of seeking social interaction is manifested when users intend
to support the sense of community, develop social ties and achieve reciprocal relations (Starr Jr et
al., 2020). The relationships among users are built through repeated collaboration with members
they trust (Lampinen et al., 2015). Social and relational factors (Nguyen et al., 2020, Wang et al.,
2019), and the individual's predisposition towards sharing (Gupta et al., 2019, Davidson et al.,
2018) facilitate the individual's willingness to exchange resources through platforms. The
generalised reciprocity concept is central to understanding the behavioural patterns of users and
regulating relations between members of the community (Lampinen et al., 2015, Geiger et al.,
2017, Ferrari, 2017, Piscicelli et al., 2015, Huber, 2017, Whitham and Clarke, 2016, Barnes and
Mattsson, 2016a, Kim et al., 2017, Lai et al., 2020). In the context of social exchange, generalised
reciprocity has a disputable impact on suppliers’ decisions to share (Bridges and Vásquez, 2018,
Cherry and Pidgeon, 2018, Hellwig et al., 2015). There are two streams of thought that reflect the
understanding of the degree of obligation that generalised reciprocity entails (Geiger et al., 2017,
Belk, 2010, Matteo and Daniele, 2014, Kim et al., 2017). The first perspective regards it as a nonbinding form of transaction, which implies a greater contribution from providers than consumers.
The practices resemble true sharing, which represent a burden for the supplier, unless it occurs
between close people (like mother and son). Therefore, suppliers have less interest in the social
exchange compared to the economic one (Geiger et al., 2017, Belk, 2010). The other perspective
stems from the idea that non-binding and non-compensated forms of consumption rarely hold
true (2017, Matteo and Daniele, 2014, Harvey et al., 2020, Harvey et al., 2019). Generalised
reciprocity often entails unintentional compensation based on an emotional obligation.
Compensation can come from the receiver or other members of a community (Matteo and
Daniele, 2014). Thus, the obligation to reciprocate is among the key drivers of social exchange,
which maintains the viability of the sharing mode of consumption (2017, Matteo and Daniele,
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2014). The misconception of generalised reciprocity makes it difficult to evaluate the degree to
which non-compensated practice has a utilitarian or social value.
2.3.11. Consequences
Social Wellbeing: The societal benefit of sharing is community wellbeing. This is achieved
through the development of social ties and social inclusion (Barnes and Mattsson, 2016a, Kim et
al., 2017, Benjaafar et al., 2019). These consequences refer to the relational group of benefits.
Relational benefits lead to the reinforcement of trust, solidarity and users' self-confidence
resulting from social interactions, altruism, as well as commitment in relation to other members
of a community (Yang et al., 2017, Ferrari, 2017, Begum and Anjum, 2016, Lai et al., 2020).
Still, a few scholars were concerned that social capital may influence the exclusion of a person
from the community (Ferrari, 2017, Schor et al., 2016). This could potentially happen when the
network imposes restrictions on the quantity or the profile of members. The reputation history of
a user may also affect the likelihood of future transactions (Schor et al., 2016). Despite the
speculations, the exclusive effect of engaging in a sharing economy has not been empirically
examined. Relational benefits remain the subject of debate.
The Path Towards Sustainability: The sharing economy can have a transformative effect on
consumer choices, cultural and economic practices (Herbert and Collin-Lachaud, 2016,
Laamanen et al., 2015). The phenomenon has a structural impact that disrupts the foundations of
consumption, including beliefs, values and norms towards the reduction of consumption (anticonsumption) (Laamanen et al., 2015). The socio-technical approach distinguishes the positive
role of digital intermediation and social interaction in facilitating anti-consumption movements.
Digital attributes enhance resource utilisation, whereas social interactions during the process of
collaborative consumption facilitate the balance of resource distribution among members (Martin
et al., 2015). The change of consumer behaviour towards a sustainable lifestyle will contribute to
environmental sustainability, which is deemed to be a tool stabilising inequalities in diverse
market economies (Hobson and Lynch, 2016, Hong et al., 2016, Martin et al., 2015). Despite the
growing number of academic studies and governmental interventions to alter the culture and
consumer behaviour, the sharing economy's contribution to sustainability promotion remains at a
conceptual stage.
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2.3.12. Technological Perspective
Table 4 presents the frequency of the main concepts related to the technological aspects enabling
collaborative consumption. The main focus is on ridesharing practices and the exchange of space,
apartments, products, homes and property. The research studies consumption practices as a
function of platforms that manage the behaviour and interaction of users. Scholars also consider
technology when it comes to exploring the impacts on mobility, sustainability, flexibility and
labour management challenges that the sharing economy entails.

Table 4: The frequency of the main concepts in the literature underpinned by the
technological perspective
Frequency

% Processed

Tf • Idf

Consumer

273

0.52%

23.8

Worker

68

0.13%

29.9

Passenger

47

0.09%

20.6

Customer

10

0.02%

4.4

Driver

364

0.70%

71.5

Contractor

23

0.04%

13

Employer

14

0.03%

10.4

Rider

14

0.03%

6.2

Provider

12

0.02%

6.8

Supplier

8

0.02%

4.5

Uber

283

0.54%

55.6

Platform

217

0.42%

42.6

System

189

0.36%

0

Users And Intermediaries
Demand-side user

Supply-side users

Intermediary

51

Agent

37

0.07%

12.7

Airbnb

12

0.02%

3.2

51

0.10%

22.4

Car

118

0.23%

23.2

Product

86

0.16%

3.6

Space

63

0.12%

8.7

Apartment

62

0.12%

45.9

Home

20

0.04%

1.7

Property

10

0.02%

4.4

120

0.23%

31.6

Algorithm

98

0.19%

25.8

Experience

70

0.13%

2.9

Behaviour

43

0.08%

1.8

Interaction

43

0.08%

5.9

Pricing

41

0.08%

23.1

Functionality

25

0.05%

18.5

Mobility

99

0.19%

43,5

Urban

49

0.09%

12,9

Sustainability

39

0.07%

17,1

Challenge

28

0.05%

3,9

Job

25

0.05%

11

Flexibility

21

0.04%

9,2

Consumption Practice
Ridesharing
Resources And Implications

Area Of Implication
Transportation
User Engagement

Consequences

Figure 9 demonstrates that the literature adopted predominantly intermediaries’ perspectives in
exploring practices in the transportation sector, user engagement factors (such as interaction and
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platform functionality) and the consequences for urban infrastructure, mobility and
sustainability. The consumers’ perspective prevails in discussions about the role of platform
algorithms in regulating consumer behaviour, especially when it comes to the exchange of
products and homes. The suppliers’ perspective dominates the discussions about the role of
technology in managing product pricing and experience with platform vendors. The proximity
plot also shows the focus on suppliers in examining service flexibility and labour management.

Figure 9: Proximity plotting of the users and intermediaries categories with practices,
resources, consequences and user engagement

2.3.13. Practices of consumption
Technological Framing of Collaborative Consumption: The sharing economy is framed as the
outcome of technology advancement (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Gargiulo et al., 2015, Yeon-sun
and Chang-Hee, 2016, Ambrosino et al., 2016, de Rivera et al., 2017). It is described as a
distributed intelligence network that matches supply and demand. This phenomenon could
potentially grow into a global economic system functioning without the intermediation of money.
The technological framing diminishes the social and economic foundations of collaborative
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consumption, highlighting the shortcomings of the social and monetary aspects of exchange. The
limitations of monetary exchanges is that money does not represent a holistic measure to assess
the value of sharing. Money is a one-dimensional construct unable to reflect different aspects of
the value of a product/service, such as reliability, aesthetics and sustainability. The importance of
a social factor in managing relations on platforms is also not emphasised. Social capital, such as
trust, is ineffective in regulating relations in large-scale networks (Gargiulo et al., 2015).
Ridesharing: Due to the lack of emphasis on the social and economic dimensions of the sharing
economy, scholars do not differentiate practices into sharing, gift-giving or commodity exchange.
Consequently, ridesharing is defined as a real-time matching of supply and demand, regulated by
intelligent systems of algorithms (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Gargiulo et al., 2015). Technically,
ridesharing represents a decentralised system of applications, enabled by artificial intelligence
(AI) and embedded into the devices of users (Heylighen, 2017). The system has been
materialised by Uber. The role of drivers in this supply-chain system is debatable and dependent
on the state laws where the platform has been implemented. Drivers may be referred to as
independent contractors, but they are still constrained by employer rules. Earning money is the
main reason that motivates Uber employees, who are often deprived of high-profile employment
opportunities (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016). The social aspect of relations between a driver and a
passenger is downplayed due to the algorithm that matches inquiries against time and space, and
proposes the route to optimise drivers’ and passengers’ journeys (Gargiulo et al., 2015). Uber
demonstrates that purely technological regulation of platforms is not viable. Even if digital
intermediation minimises the role of money in the relations between the driver and passenger, the
drivers’ decision to perform their duties is triggered by monetary reward.
2.3.14. Resources and Implications
System Classification: The characteristics of exchanged products and property differ depending
on the type of technology system (Heylighen, 2017, de Rivera et al., 2017). Technology systems
can be classified based on 4 parameters that define the value and characteristics of the resources.
These parameters are usability and functionality, trust and reputation, the community footprint
and rules of conduct (de Rivera et al., 2017). Usability and functionality refers to the functions
that are responsible for building user profiles, creating user identities, ensuring interconnectivity,
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integrating add-on services and interactive design. Trust and reputation systems enable vendor
ranking and ensure the transparency of usage patterns. The availability of rules of conduct is
aimed at controlling users’ behaviour on a platform. The community footprint refers to the
geographical coverage, and the capability of a system to carry out social and environmental
missions. The particular combination of the four dimensions classifies the platform into three
types: 1) network-oriented platforms, which embrace the combination of the trust and reputation
and the functionality and usability features; 2) community-oriented platforms, which include all
dimensions with the highest performativity of the community footprint and the rules of conduct
features; 3) transaction-oriented platforms, which lack any of the dimensions, and are
characterised by simple functions (de Rivera et al., 2017).
Resource Classification: Depending on the platform classification, cars represent resources that
meet community and utilitarian needs. The sharing of cars is arranged through the system of
connected mobile applications, whose aim is to provide passengers with dynamic car-riding
services (Gargiulo et al., 2015). The system ensures the quality of service managed through
instant feedback features and algorithms. The ability to provide ubiquitous and mobile
interconnectedness and improve the mobility of community members gives the resource a
communal orientation. Cars also represent the resource exchanged in transaction-oriented
systems (Ambrosino et al., 2016, FURMAN, 2016). Such a system does not integrate
sophisticated features of trust regulation, thus endowing the resource a merely utilitarian value.
Similarly, apartments and homes are examined within the context of a transaction-oriented
system that demonstrates their economic value (Yeon-sun and Chang-Hee, 2016). Consequently,
the value of the same resource can differ depending on the explicit characteristics of the system
within which it is shared.
2.3.15. User engagement
Economico-Technological Features: The major factor driving consumer choices and behaviour
is the functionality of platforms. The level of functionality refers to the degree of the
embeddedness of features enabling user connectivity around platform offerings (Kim and Yoon,
2016, Heylighen, 2017, Lombardi and Schwabe, 2017, Akhmedova et al., 2020). Similar to the
economic perspective, studies highlight price as a major contributor to consumers’ decision
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making (Kim and Yoon, 2016, Heylighen, 2017, Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Lombardi and
Schwabe, 2017). However, unlike the economic perspective, the literature minimises the human
role in rationalising price-led choices and product preferences. System algorithms between
providers and consumers do the matching, assessment and selection of providers’ offerings
instead of consumers (Heylighen, 2017). The price-based selection of a vendor is managed by a
price-matching algorithm embedded into the recommendation systems of the platforms.
Algorithms help generate the coherent output of potential matches that meet consumers’ price
criteria (Heylighen, 2017, Lombardi and Schwabe, 2017). In practice, peer-to-peer
accommodation platforms offer the best matches, by estimating users’ interests and needs
through the history of their behaviour on platforms (Kim and Yoon, 2016).
Socio-Technological Features: The functionality of community-oriented platforms fosters the
social aspects of exchange. Reputation is one of the pillars of sharing platforms that maintains
interactions between users. It enables the development of social capital, such as trust and virtual
reputation (Gretzel et al., 2015, de Rivera et al., 2017, Heylighen, 2017). In collaborative
communities social capital is accumulated through personal relations between peers (Ferrari,
2017). In technically sophisticated sharing networks a prior experience with the vendors is not
required to build trustworthiness. A system generates the profile of suppliers by scoring their
reliability based on rankings and the experience of previous consumers (Heylighen, 2017).
Algorithms also track and evaluate suppliers’ actions against ethical and safety principles (de
Rivera et al., 2017). These features increase the transparency of relations, help monitor the
quality of the service and drive consumers’ engagement (Heylighen, 2017, de Rivera et al.,
2017). Technological intermediation helps build artificial trust and reputation, which may drive
initial consumption. Consumer loyalty is still dependent on the outcome of peer-to-peer relations.
2.3.16. Consequences
Benefits: Sharing platform systems and algorithms are capable of enhancing interactions between
users and platforms, contributing to the development and environment of industries (Gargiulo et
al., 2015, Ambrosino et al., 2016). The benefits of transport sharing platforms are service
flexibility and service mobility, which in the long-run improve urban infrastructure and lead to
sustainability (FURMAN, 2016, Gargiulo et al., 2015). For example, transport platforms are
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centred on the passengers’ flexibility in optimising and customising services. This relates to the
benefits of real-time interaction with suppliers, time and route optimisation, and the flexibility of
payment methods. In particular, the application of the sharing economy model in an urban
environment can make it possible to increase the efficiency of public transport services, change
daily customer journeys and overall urban mobility (Gargiulo et al., 2015). In the wider scope,
the public shared transportation could tackle sustainability and environmental issues through the
reduction of commercial and private car traffic, and the promotion of electric transport
(Ambrosino et al., 2016). Similarly, apartment sharing would make it possible to optimise user
interaction and energy consumption (Yeon-sun and Chang-Hee, 2016, Lombardi and Schwabe,
2017).
Challenges: The flexibility that platforms offer to providers can have positive and negative
implications. On-demand employment gives drivers independence and the flexibility of workpatterns (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016). This may be convenient for those drivers seeking
supplementary work, though it bears a regulatory challenge related to labour management
(Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Horney, 2016, Murillo et al., 2017). The implication of the sharing
economy in the labour market is defined by Rosenblat and Stark (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016) as
algorithmic labour asymmetry. The positioning of alternative taxi companies as neutral
technological intermediaries, providing flexible working opportunities for their drivers,
contradicts the way drivers are actually treated (Etter et al., 2019). The shortcomings of
algorithmic management are manifested in the neglect of drivers’ rights in terms of wage rates.
The platform sets a low salary rate for routine work and high incentives for work under stricter
conditions. The salary policy forces drivers to adopt inflexible terms for the sake of making a
better living (Rosenblat and Stark, 2016, Ahsan, 2018, Etter et al., 2019).

2.4.

Future Research Agenda

The review has enabled us to examine the context, resources, technical specifications of
platforms, user motives, the expected and actual outcomes of collaborative consumption. These
were covered from the economic, social and technological perspectives. The synthesis of the
streams of the literature also made possible it to build a holistic picture of the phenomenon by
capturing divergent aspects found in different streams.
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Figure 10 summarises the themes and concepts developed in the economic, social and
technological streams of the literature. Cells in the diagram represent the concepts related to the
practices of consumption, resources, the areas of implication, user engagement and consequences.
The three rows of cells are associated with separate perspectives, i.e. social, economic and
technological ones. The colour of the cells ranges between light blue and dark navy. The intensity
of the colour indicates the higher frequency of the concept being mentioned in each stream. Grey
bar charts demonstrate the frequency of concepts in all three literature streams combined. The
figure shows that well-researched topics are mainly underpinned by the economic perspective.
Research areas cover the distribution of cars, goods and property in fashion, accommodation,
tourism and transportation sectors, and legal and regulatory implications of the sharing economy.
The figure also shows the areas of research in each literature stream that have attracted less
attention so far. Among these are the distribution of intangible resources, gifts, second-hand
products, reusing, the social practice of gift-giving and the practices, except ridesharing, which
have been examined in the literature adopting the technological perspective. The unequal
development of research areas confines the “depth” and scope of general research. Consequently,
it contributes to ambiguous findings on the acceptance and impact of the sharing economy. The
degree of the development of concepts in the literature streams (figure 9) and the analysis of the
underpinning stakeholders’ perspective (Figures 6, 7 and 8) highlight weakness inherent in the
current conceptualisation. Among the major challenges is that the role of technical attributes of
platforms in examining values has slipped away from the focus of the literature that adopts the
economic and social approach (de Rivera et al., 2017). Research could have examined the
relationship between technical properties of sharing systems and user motives, underlining the
intention towards collaborative consumption. The attention paid to technology is important
because algorithms and the functionality of platforms create conditions under which the value of
collaborative practices may become exhibited or left dormant. Consequently, technology
promotes the economic, social or environmental missions (Ertz et al., 2016, de Rivera et al.,
2017). The second main challenge refers to the lack of focus on supply-side users, which might
have brought a constrained understanding about the general values of all users and the contrasting
motives of engagement in collaborative practices (Matteo and Daniele, 2014). Published research
on the consequences of the sharing economy has also raised a number of questions. The literature
has intensively discussed the implications of the sharing economy at the state, market and
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macroeconomic levels. A few debates have demonstrated that there is still scepticism about the
available forecasts and these require further examination. Moreover, the impact of the sharing
economy is a complex construct, measured by the time, the nature of the effect, as well as the
scale of the effect and the stakeholders involved. There is a need for complementary micro-level
research on the operational and social effect on individuals, which has been of a secondary
importance until now.
Given that the sharing economy is a technology-enabled socio-economic ecosystem, there is a
growing need for a multidimensional and context-dependent approach. The profound
examination of the phenomenon is contingent on measurable attributes of collaborative
consumption that represent compensation, subjective attributes that refer to values, and technical
factors. The focus on characteristics of platforms is imperative, since the sharing economy is built
on and put in motion by technology. An in-depth analysis of all stakeholders engaged in sharing
enables to understand the human factors that drive free and compensated collaborative
consumption. The adherence to a particular perspective is likely to provide a fragmented picture
of a complex phenomenon. Thus, it is imperative to develop under-researched topics and revisit
areas that have produced conflicting results about the conceptualisation of the sharing economy,
the value of practices, the drivers of engagement and consequences.
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Figure 10: The development of themes and concepts in the economic, social and technological streams of the literature

2.4.1. Future Research Avenues
This section presents gaps in the current literature and provides recommendations for research
beyond the implication in this thesis. The gaps that this thesis aims to address are listed in Table
5. The table offers recommendations for each gap, which are implemented in two surveys
discussed further in the thesis.
The Value of Collaborative Consumption: The concept of reciprocation is not always effective
when it comes to defining the value of collaborative consumption and dichotomisation into social
or economic categories. The examination of the value of consumption practices requires a close
look at the relationship of three compounds: platform characteristics, the user role and the
practice of resource distribution.
1) It is important to examine the degree to which users perceive the distribution of resources
and the procedures on sharing economy platforms to be reciprocal. This can be done by
examining the subjective evaluation of relationships outcome. To understand the reason
as to why reciprocation does not always hold true, it is important to explore the factors
that users take into account when evaluating reciprocity.
2) The research so far has been more inclined towards the demand-side user. To avoid the
unbalanced research, it is needed to adopt a comparative research to examine the
difference in value perception of collaborative consumption by demand-side and supplyside users. Alternatively, to make the findings more generalisable for both user segments,
the research can focus on a sample with the proportional representation of both user
groups.
3) The technological perspective suggests that the architecture of the platform defines values
and resource implications (de Rivera et al., 2017). Given that, there is a need to diversify
the range of platforms, based on the industry, their usability and functionality, embedded
trust and reputation systems, the community footprint and rules of conduct. New studies
could offer an insight into different premises of collaboration and test relations between
system characteristics and values.
4) Current research has mainly investigated the distribution of tangible resources and
compensated practices of consumption. To improve the external validity of findings, it is
important to contrast the findings of existing studies. This can be done by recruiting
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people exchanging diverse resources and services. To have a more precise understanding
of the values driving the collaborative consumption, the research can control for the type
of consumption practice (e.g. gift-giving, temporary sharing and second-hand resource
reusing).
The Acceptance of the Sharing Economy: Current research is limited to several types of
motives, such as price, hedonic factors, social network development, altruism and environmental
sustainability that were found to have a direct influence on intention. To gain a richer
understanding of user motives the following steps should be taken:
1) To a major degree, the acceptance of the sharing economy is a user-centric type of
research. It should be based on a clear understanding that the variability of drivers is
dependent on user perception of the value of collaborative consumption. It requires a
consideration of user background. This recommendation stems from the finding made by
Gruszka (Gruszka, 2017), who concluded that user attitudes towards the sharing economy
may vary based on personality traits. Hellwig (Hellwig et al., 2015) examined user
personality traits for developing the sharing practices taxonomy.
2) A cross-cultural perspective would complement the observations made by Tussyadiah and
Pesonen (Tussyadiah, 2016), which suggest that older and wealthier users are driven by
pro-social values of engaging in the sharing economy. It can be assumed that this finding
may not be consistent in cultures where norms are rooted in more conservative ideologies.
Hence, it is needed to validate the moderating role of socio-economic factors in different
contexts.
3) The level of technological moderation of platform transactions is an important variable to
control in research, because it has an influence on the intimacy of user relations (Ertz et
al., 2016). There is also a dearth of research examining the moderating effect of the trust
and reputation systems on risk perception. This gap calls for an investigation into the
indirect influence of technology characteristics on intention to engage in collaborative
consumption.
4) An examination of more antecedents of intention and moderators is required. The findings
of the study by Kim et al. (Kim et al., 2017) suggest that there is a potential direct relation
of trust on behavioural intention. While a few studies looked into the correlation of trust
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and reputation on behaviour, other social factor left unexplored, although they may play a
dominant role for some relations. This assumption is based on the finding that social
benefit is more important in the exchange of private resources that imply a higher level of
intimacy between the supplier and consumer (Tussyadiah, 2016).
The Impact of the Sharing Economy: Research needs to examine the social impact on an
individual level, as well as empirically support the long-term impact that has been the subject of
debates.
1) Studies so far have debated the role of social capital in developing social inclusion
(Barnes and Mattsson, 2016a, Kim et al., 2017, Ferrari, 2017). The bonding role of social
capital has not been empirically investigated. To address this gap, there is a need to draw
on social exchange theory perspectives to quantitatively examine the interaction effect of
social capital and social exclusion.
2) Against the common rhetoric about the macro-level impacts of the sharing economy on
markets, environment and institutional structures, the literature does not provide empirical
evidence about the user-perceived impact on the quality of their life. Therefore, the
research needs to be conducted on the investigation of the relationship between the
participation in the sharing economy and subjective well-being.
3) There is a strong need to examine environmental sustainability from a social perspective.
Specifically, research needs to investigate the drivers of a sustainable lifestyle and the
long-term effect of anti-consumption behaviour on sustainability. The literature may
benefit from adopting a longitudinal study to assess the actual impact of reuse and recycle
platforms on resource preservation and the reduction of the production of new goods.
4) Significant attention has been paid to the governance of platforms and the potential
impact of the introduction of regulatory regimes. This points to the need for future
research to examine the viability of various governance programmes and regulatory
responses.
5) The analysis of the impact on institutional change is a very challenging proposition. It
requires a multi-level examination of interactions among private actors, private
organisations and public institutions.
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Table 5: Gaps and Recommendations addressed in this thesis
Survey

Gap

Research Questions

Recommendations

Survey 1:
Social and
Psychological
Antecedents
and the
Outcomes of
Social
Exchange

Antecedents of
the participation
in the sharing
economy from
the user
perspective

RQ2: What are the
factors of social
exchange which may
facilitate or inhibit the
participation in the
sharing economy?

1: Adopt social exchange theory
perspective to explore psychological
and social factors inhibiting or
facilitating relations between members
of the sharing economy.

The impact of
the sharing
economy at an
individual level

Survey 2:
Reciprocity and
Commitment in
the Sharing
Economy

Users’
perception of
the reciprocity
in collaborative
relations

RQ3: Does the
participation in the
sharing economy
affect users’
perception of the
quality of life?

RQ4: What factors
affect the evaluation of
reciprocity in the
context of the social
dilemma (i.e.
individual rationality
vs collective benefit
maximisation)?
RQ5: How does
perceived reciprocity
differ depending on
personality factors?

Users’ responses RQ6: What types of
to reciprocal/
behaviours follow
nonreciprocal
individuals’
relations
comparison of the
outcomes against the
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2: Examine the role of cognitive,
structural and relational social capital
factors in motivating the collaborations
within the sharing economy.
1: To examine the users’ perception of
the outcomes of the participation in the
sharing economy in terms of social
inclusion and wellbeing.
2: To examine the moderation effect
of socio-demographic factors and use
patterns on the relationships between
use behaviour and outcomes.
1: Adopt an equity theory framework
to explore the factors affecting the
evaluation of reciprocity in the sharing
economy.
2: To investigate how perceived
reciprocity differs depending on
personality. Extend the framework by
adding the factor indicating the social
identity and individuals’ personality,
such as equity sensitivity and
predisposition towards maximisation,
which can influence the perception of
reciprocity by users.
1: To investigate how users respond to
perceived
reciprocity/lack
of
reciprocity in exchange relations
performed through sharing economy
platforms. Examine the effect on

contributions made to
exchange relations?
RQ7: How do personal
and situational factors
affect the strength of
perceived reciprocity
and subsequent
cognitive and
behavioural outcomes?
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relationship commitment and the role
of emotion-focused and problemfocused coping in feeling committed to
sharing economy platforms.
2: To explore the effect of the value of
exchange, social influence, response
efficacy and self-efficacy on the
strength of perceived reciprocity,
coping mechanisms and commitment.

3. Conceptual Models and Hypothesis Development
The overarching conceptual model of consumer behaviour in the sharing economy is represented
as a four-stage process (Figure 11). The first stage in the model illustrates how the actual use of
sharing economy platforms is facilitated by certain beliefs, norms and situational determinants,
which is represented by the link between antecedents and social exchange relations
(e.g.(Möhlmann, 2015, Hamari et al., 2015). Second, any exchange relation performed through
collaborative platforms is evaluated by comparing the degree to which the contribution to the
exchange brings fair rewards (Adams, 1963). This process is illustrated by the path from social
exchange relations to perceived reciprocity. Third, the evaluation of reciprocity in relations
affects the degree to which users commit themselves to sharing economy communities (Myers et
al., 2013). The fourth stage represents the long-term impact of the participation in collaborative
relations, in terms of perceived implications for the user's life.
This thesis examines consumer behaviour by breaking down the four-stage process into two
research models. The first research model focuses on the antecedents of use behaviour, actual use
and its effect on perceived impacts on life. By examining the relationships between those groups
of factors, the research addresses the objectives of the thesis aimed to theorise and test the
psychological and social determinants of use, as well as the effect on perceived social inclusion
and subjective well-being. To ensure the theoretical robustness of the factors underpinning social
exchange relations, this thesis adopts the social exchange theory perspective. This theory explains
the principles of the social exchange relations and guides the selection of the constructs
predicting use behaviour (Blau, 1964, Coleman and Coleman, 1994, Cropanzano and Mitchell,
2005).
The second research model focuses on the perceived reciprocity and its relation to commitment.
The examination of that path helps tackle the objectives of the research aimed at understanding
the determinants of perceived reciprocity and its role in commitment to sharing economy
relations. The research utilises Equity Theory to theorise the factors that underpin the evaluation
of perceived reciprocity in relations and explores the behavioural and cognitive outcomes
resulting from the assessment. The adoption of the theory informs us about the psychological
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basis of reciprocity perception and responses to unfair relations in the group and inter-personal
context (Adams, 1963, Adams and Freedman, 1976, Walster et al., 1973).

Figure 11: Conceptual model of the thesis
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The following sections of this chapter provide a justification of the theoretical frameworks
adopted for this thesis and the development of the research models. Section 3.1 presents a review
of the main theories in social psychology and provides the reasoning behind the selection of
theoretical frameworks. Section 3.2 provides the theoretical background to the first research
model and elaborates hypotheses, while section 3.3 discusses the rationale for adopting Equity
Theory and the hypothesised relationships in the model.

3.1.

Social Psychology Theories on Consumer Behaviour

Consumer behaviour in the sharing economy represents collaborative relations based on the
interdependence on oneself and others, which can be explained by the theories of social
psychology. Social psychology is a social science that explains individuals’ experiences, beliefs
and behaviour through their actual or implied interaction with other people (Allport, 1984).
Therefore, the examination of the behaviour of sharing economy participants from the
perspective of social psychology makes it possible to understand both the social and personal
(cognitive, emotional) factors affecting behaviour.
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There are four main directions in social psychology research which explain individuals’
behaviour by focusing on social cognitions, social comparison, self and social reinforcement
(Chadee, 2011). The focus on social cognition has stimulated the development of the theories
explaining information processing, such as Cognitive Dissonance Theory, the Elaboration
Likelihood Model, Attribution Theory and Reactance Theory. These theories shed light on
mental activities, their triggers and subsequent behaviours. They explain the psychological states
and reactions to inconsistent cognitions (Festinger, 1962) and threats (Brehm and Brehm, 2013),
the factors that modify individuals' attitudes and persuasion (Petty and Cacioppo, 1986), and the
cognitive processes underpinning causal judgment (Laczniak et al., 2001).
Social comparison research focuses on the processes influencing people’s reasoning. This body
of research revolves around theories including Social Comparison Theory, Social Learning
Theory, Relative Deprivation Theory and Justice Theory. For example, Social Comparison
Theory explains the mechanism through which people assess personal costs and rewards in social
relations by comparing them with the costs and rewards of other people (Festinger, 1954). Social
Learning Theory presents social behaviour as a result of learning through the observation of
rewards and punishments for particular types of behaviour (Bandura and McClelland, 1977).
Social Justice Theory refers to the principles of a balanced distribution of wealth relative to other
actors in the society (Rawls, 2009). In a nutshell, these theories argue that social comparison is
the fundamental cognitive process underpinning attitudes and behaviour.
Social Psychology research concerning self and identity includes theories, the most prominent of
which are Social Identity Theory, Self-Categorisation Theory and Symbolic Interactionism.
These theories help examine the circumstances of the categorisation of people and oneself in the
group and predict the consequences of the categorisation in terms of intergroup behaviour
(Haslam et al., 2000, Tajfel, 1974). The symbolic interactionism perspective helps understand
how individuals are perceived through interactions with other members of the society. It states
that individuals' interactions have a symbolic meaning, which consequently shapes their
behaviour (Smith and Bugni, 2006).
The social reinforcement perspective in social psychology research is represented by theories
such as Social Exchange Theory, Equity Theory and Interdependence Theory. The main premise
of these theories is that individuals’ behaviour and social interactions are based on the
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reinforcement-punishment structure (Chadee, 2011). Specifically, Social Exchange Theory (SET)
focuses on exchange relations resulting from the subjective cost-benefit analysis of exchange,
facilitated by the structures of social organisation (Cook and Emerson, 1987, Cropanzano and
Mitchell, 2005). Interdependence Theory is the part of SET which argues that parties in the social
exchange are motivated to sustain relations if they can maximise rewards and minimise costs
(Johnson and Johnson, 2002). Equity Theory argues that relationships between people are
dependent on the degree to which inputs and outputs into these relations are equitable. Equity is
the core of relations, as the perception of equity forms individuals’ decisions, feelings and actions
following exchange relations (Adams, 1963).
Given the above, Social Exchange Theory and Equity Theory can explain the behaviour of
sharing economy participants. Compared to other theories in social psychology, they focus on
experiences produced in social interactions, and they explain the factors, mechanisms and
cognitions contributing to these experiences. Social Exchange Theory can provide information
about the drivers that motivate users to engage in sharing economy transactions. The use of
Equity Theory can help understand the conditions underpinning the perception of reciprocity in
sharing economy transactions and explore the forms of behaviour that perceived reciprocity
triggers. An extensive discussion of the theories and the justification of their fit to the objectives
of the research are provided in the following sections.

3.2.

Social and Psychological Antecedents and the Outcomes of Social

Exchange
3.2.1. Theoretical Background: Social Exchange Theory
The thesis uses Social Exchange Theory as it can inform the investigation of the antecedents of
exchange between actors and the social structures resulting from it. Social exchange is defined as
“the exchange of activity, tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or costly, between
at least two persons or more” (Homans, 1961). Social exchange theory can be used as a
framework, in order to explain both utilitarian and sociological views on dyadic and collective
relations within the social network (Cook and Emerson, 1987, Blau, 1964, Homans, 1961).
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There are three main propositions of social exchange theory that inform the thesis. First, social
exchange is stimulated by social capital. Social capital represents different forms of social
entities, including norms, rules, information channels, expectations and obligations. These
entities are embedded in the structures of social organisations. Social capital can not only
facilitate but also restrict the development of social relations and their outcomes (Nahapiet and
Ghoshal, 1998, Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Coleman and Coleman, 1994, Putnam, 1995). The
outcomes may include power and equity distribution within social networks. Thus, the structural
relation between the actors of the sharing economy platform reflects the number of valued
resources the actors control and the balance of resource distribution against other actors
(Coleman and Coleman, 1994).
The second proposition postulates that the stimulus to engage in exchange is based on the
subjective cost-reward analysis, with the purpose of producing mutually rewarding relationships
(Blau, 1964, Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005). Cost and benefit factors derived from the social
exchange are different from the economic exchange as the conditions and obligations are not
clearly specified (Blau, 1964). In social exchange, people embark on relations with an
expectation that the favour (i.e. contributions into relations) will be returned, though without the
requirement to do it immediately. The lack of a specific time-frame of the return of favour makes
social exchange long-term oriented, unlike one-off exchanges (Molm, 1997). According to Social
Exchange Theory, the participation in the exchange of resources through sharing economy
platforms is motivated by the social or utilitarian benefits that the person receives from other
actors in the exchange (Blau, 1964). Whether reciprocation is generalised or negotiated, the
behaviour of actors in sharing is opportunistic. In the case of non-monetary transactions, the
exchange of resources through sharing platforms is grounded on the principle that peers give
favour to one another, and the nature of the obligation and the timeframe for return is not
specified. Actors evaluate the participation in exchange by weighing the likelihood of satisfying
expected values (Friedkin, 1992, Blau, 1964). The more often individuals receive a reward for an
action, the more likely they will engage in future actions under similar conditions (Homans,
1974).
The third proposition argues that social exchange is defined by the degree to which the cost of the
transaction is considered to be fair by actors. The perception is dependent on individual norms of
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fairness, and thus it can be subjective and should be interpreted from the users’ perspective
(Homans, 1961, Blau, 1964). The user perception should address the differences among people,
in terms of exchange orientation, the differences in the comparison of costs and rewards over
time and in different contexts (Varey, 2015).
Social exchange theory encompasses a broad area of research under its domain. The framework
does not delimit the types of costs and rewards that people use to evaluate the tradeoff of the
behaviour. As a result, studies use context-specific measures of cost-reward assessment (Kanwal
et al., 2020, Kankanhalli et al., 2005). For example, the theory was applied to predict the response
of the community to infrastructural development. Factors such as a perceived negative impact
and perceived benefits of interventions were examined in the relation to satisfaction and support
towards those interventions. It was found that outcome behaviour can be predicted by a negative
correlation with perceived negative impact and a positive correlation with perceived benefits
(Kanwal et al., 2020). Another piece of research focused on the role of actual and potential costs
against extrinsic and intrinsic benefits of sharing activities in organisations. The sharing practice
was proved to be the result of the compromise between the input of effort to perform the practice,
the obligation to reciprocate, organisational rewards (e.g. salary increase, incentives, job
security), altruistic benefit (helping others) and perceived confidence about the positive outcome
of the practice (Kankanhalli et al., 2005). Aside from the focus on costs and rewards, the
literature studied factors enabling social exchange. For example, social capital in social exchange
relations was examined in terms of their role in positive and negative behaviour within
organisations. It was found that organisational social capital, reflecting collective commitment
and self-sacrifice of the leadership, contributes to cooperative behaviour and undermines
opportunistic behaviours (Mostafa and Bottomley, 2018). Social capital was examined not only
as a factor facilitating the cooperation between people, but as a reward of relations. It was found
that interpersonal interactions are driven by the expected maximisation of social benefits, such as
enhanced social ties and networks (Wang and Liu, 2019).
Social Exchange Theory is an influential tool in explaining relationship models functioning on
the basis of information systems (Stafford, 2008). It has been used in a number of studies to
examine the effect of different constructs related to costs and rewards on the exchange practices
in online systems (Kankanhalli et al., 2005, Tsai and Cheng, 2012, Geiger et al., 2017). For
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example, the Social Exchange Framework was helpful in identifying the factors referring to costs
and benefits of using online-based knowledge management systems, which has contributed to the
utilisation of the system for sharing knowledge among system members (Kankanhalli et al.,
2005). The propositions of the theory have guided studies exploring the utilisation of mobile
health-based interventions designed to propose medication adherence among patients. Negative
and positive reinforcement (i.e. cost and rewards) have been considered as encouraging or
discouraging the use of the system (Liu and Varshney, 2020). The principle of the cost-benefit
evaluation was also shown to be robust for studying the rationale for engagement in online social
networking websites. The application of the theory in such contexts suggests that the opportunity
to strengthen social ties and control privacy are considered against privacy risks entailed by using
social media tools (Wang and Liu, 2019).
Given the propositions of the theory and prior research validating theory assumptions in different
online/offline contexts, this thesis proposes the research model presented in Figure 12. This thesis
argues that the participation in the sharing economy represents a social exchange, as an outcome
of a consumer’s analysis of expected rewards, the degree of costs borne of a lack of reciprocity
and the effect of other psychological and social factors facilitating or inhibiting user interaction.
Given the focus of this thesis to examine the social factors underpinning use behaviour, the
theoretical model revolves around: 1) the factors of social capital that facilitate social exchange,
2) the expected degree of reciprocity and 3) perceived social values. The model also presents the
outcomes of participation in the sharing economy in the forms of satisfaction, social inclusion
and well-being. The relationships between variables are explained in the following sections.
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Figure 12: Research model: the Antecedence and Outcomes of Social Exchange
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3.2.2. Hypothesis Development
Social Capital Factors
This thesis adopted the framework of Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) to examine the effect of
different factors of social capital that facilitate the interaction of users in the sharing economy.
The framework is the result of a comprehensive analysis and classification of social capital into
three dimensions, namely: 1) structural (network ties, network configurations and appropriable
organisations), 2) cognitive (i.e. shared language and codes, and shared narratives) and 3)
relational social capital (trust, norms, obligations and identifications). Structural social capital
helps build connections between people through social interactions (Putnam, 1995). Cognitive
social capital refers to resources that enable community members to have a common
interpretation and understanding of events and things (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, Wasko and
Faraj, 2005). Relational social capital contributes to the development of relations through
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interpersonal trust, cooperative norms, obligations to participate in collective actions and
identification with other members of the community (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998, Coleman and
Coleman, 1994, Putnam, 1995, Lewicki and Bunker, 1996). However, Nahapiet and Ghoshal
(1998) focused on the examination of social capital in an organisational context. Later Wasko and
Faraj (2005) adapted the framework to an individual-level context. The adaptation resulted in the
exclusion of organisation-related constructs (i.e. network configurations and appropriable
organisations). Another study by Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) reduced the cognitive dimension to
only one construct, and conceptualised it as the shared vision. This facilitates the achievement of
collective goals and embraces the essence of collective actions (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998).
Drawing on the aforementioned literature and taking into consideration the context of this
research, the authors of this thesis used adapted structural and cognitive social capital constructs
for the development of the hypotheses.
Structural Social Capital Factor: Structural social capital, such as social ties, can intensify the
collaboration of people within communities, such as the sharing economy. The members of
communities develop social ties through repeated interactions with each other (Coleman and
Coleman, 1994). The likelihood of collective actions within communities increases with a high
frequency of previous collaborations (Marwell et al., 1988). Social ties have a direct and
mediated effect on exchange practices (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Ellison et al., 2007, Tsai and
Ghoshal, 1998). Connections within the community indirectly affect collaborative behaviour
through the development of trust in members (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). The relationship between
the density of social networks and the intention to engage in sharing is also mediated by attitude
(Chow and Chan, 2008). According to the social capital framework, social ties directly affect
users’ engagement in online communities (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Ellison et al., 2007). For
example, bonding ties have been shown to be significant predictors of the use of social
networking websites (Ellison et al., 2007). They significantly increase the likelihood of
collaboration and contribution to online networks (Wasko and Faraj, 2005). Hence, the first
hypothesis is that:
H1: Bonding social ties have a positive effect on the use of sharing economy platforms.
Cognitive Social Capital Factor: Shared vision is an important factor that underlies the work of
communities, whose members are united by common perceptions of goals, rules of conduct and
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ideas. Shared vision facilitates interpersonal communication and understanding, and encourages
people to contribute to their communities. Shared goals make people see value in the collective
exchange of goods and services (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). The facilitating role of shared vision
has been examined in relation to collective practices (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998, Wasko and Faraj,
2005, Kim et al., 2017). There are several ways in which this social capital factor can affect
behaviour. It has a strong influence on behaviour when it is mediated by perceived trust in the
members of a community (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998). The path to behavioural intention can also be
indirect through subjective norms and attitude to sharing (Chow and Chan, 2008). Shared vision
was also found to be very significant when it came to testing its direct effect on collaborative
relations (Li and Lin, 2006, Tsai et al., 2014). For example, it strongly contributes to the intensity
of information sharing and the quality of information in the relationships between trading
partners (Li and Lin, 2006). Also, common beliefs about organisational processes and work have
been found to be a strategically important precondition for knowledge sharing between people
within the same organisation (Tsai et al., 2014). Based on the above, the next hypothesis states
that:
H2: Shared vision has a positive effect on the use of sharing economy platforms
Relational Social Capital Factors: Identification, norms and obligations make a positive
contribution to social exchange and cooperation (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). Identification is
defined as “one's conception of self in terms of the defining features of self-inclusive social
category” (Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2002). It is manifested through the sense of belonging,
emotional commitment and loyalty towards a community. The high level of unity with other
members of a social group creates and strengthens motivation to exchange knowledge (Nahapiet
and Ghoshal, 1998). Consequently, the identification that is inconsistent with other group
members may hinder knowledge sharing practices (Chiu et al., 2006). There is evidence that
identification has an indirect effect on the behaviour of people (Kwon and Wen, 2010, Barnes
and Mattsson, 2017). Identification with the community underlies perceived usefulness and
perceived encouragement to use social networking sites that are positively correlated with actual
use (Kwon and Wen, 2010). When it comes to collaborative consumption, the effect of the sense
of belonging with the accommodation renting community was found to be significant through the
mediation of perceived enjoyment (Barnes and Mattsson, 2017). The identification with a
community was also confirmed to be a predictor of satisfaction with services and the continuous
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intention to use a car-sharing platform (Möhlmann, 2015). Hence, it can be assumed that
identification has a direct influence on the use of sharing platforms.
H3: Identification has a positive effect on the use of sharing economy platforms
Pro-environmental beliefs and norms may be predictors of the use of sharing platforms. This
argument draws on an extensive examination of the sharing economy literature. A systematic
examination of qualitative and quantitative studies suggests that sharing practices are strongly
associated with altruistic and pro-environmental initiatives (McArthur, 2015, Hong and Vicdan,
2016, Aptekar, 2016). For example, sustainability was one of the key influencing factors of
intention to collaborate on accommodation and online marketplace platforms (Tussyadiah, 2016).
In addition, perceived sustainability benefit had an indirect effect on collaborative consumption
through perceived usefulness (Barnes and Mattsson, 2017). Similarly, altruistic value had an
effect on actual use through perceived ease of use and social support of other group members
(Kwon and Wen, 2010). In general, the correlation between pro-environmental beliefs and use
behaviour can be explained by the value-belief-norm theory, which posits that pro-environmental
behaviour is the result of the influence of personal norms, originating from the beliefs in adverse
ecological consequences. The beliefs in adverse consequences are activated by three types of
values: biospheric (the basis for the beliefs that the valued objects are threatened and proenvironmental actions need to be undertaken to reduce the threat), altruistic (pro-social values) or
egoistic (value triggering resistance to environmental protection that can be associated with the
belief that it will harm oneself) (Stern, 2000). Hence, in accordance with the value-belief-norm
theory by Stern (Stern, 2000) and relevant evidence from the literature, this thesis posits that:
H4: a) altruistic and b) biospheric beliefs have positive effects on the use of sharing economy
platforms; c) egoistic beliefs have a negative effect on the use of sharing economy platforms.
The reciprocity norm combines two forms of social capital factors (i.e. obligations and norms),
because reciprocity refers to the condition under which a person is obliged or obliges others to
reciprocate with another party in the exchange (Blau, 1964). The participation in the sharing
economy can be based on negotiated and generalised reciprocity. Negotiated reciprocity implies a
quantifiable and immediate return. Under generalised reciprocity, the exact form of reward and
the time of payoff are not pre-determined. The exchange is based on the belief in supportive
transactions (Belk, 2010, Sahlins, 1974). In the context of free room sharing, reciprocation can
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fulfil the desire to make friends, whereby it helped demonstrate a feeling of compassion and
support toward other members of the community (Kim et al., 2017). The expectation of
reciprocity was one of the motivators to share knowledge in virtual communities (Chiu et al.,
2006). When it comes to market-place settings, the perception of mutual benefits was proved to
be a significant prerequisite of developing a positive attitude toward engaging in collaborative
purchasing (Shiau and Luo, 2012). Based on the abovementioned discussion, the following
hypothesis states that:
H5: Reciprocity norm has a positive effect on the use of sharing economy platforms
Perceived Social Values
This thesis adopts the conceptualisation of perceived value as a preferred outcome of behaviour,
proposed by Holbrook and Corfman (1985). They defined value as "an interactive relativistic
preference experience . . . characterising a subject's experience of interacting with some object.
The object may be any thing or event" (p. 40). Perceived social values reflect the belief of the
person that the objects or events represent symbolic meaning that will help him/her to play a
particular social role. On the one hand, a person may engage in social relationships to satisfy
personal needs (Belk, 1988, Solomon, 1983). For example, sharing economy users develop
relations with peers through repeated social interactions, especially when sharing accommodation
(Lampinen et al., 2015, Tussyadiah, 2016, Böcker and Meelen). Travellers receive the
opportunity to feel closer to local communities by interacting with hosts (Priporas et al., 2017).
On the other hand, behaviour may represent a means to establish one’s own social identity (Belk,
1988, Solomon, 1983, Belk, 2013). For example, the sharing economy realises the idea of people
having equal access to commodities while reducing overproduction, natural resources and
ecological pollution (Aptekar, 2016, Hong and Vicdan, 2016). The perceived social value is
strongly associated with the perceived usefulness of the sharing economy platform for the welfare
of the community (Barnes and Mattsson, 2017). Given the above, the use of sharing economy
platforms may be influenced by the desire to be seen as caring for the community, as well as to
satisfy personal needs for social interaction:
H6: Perceived social values have a positive effect on the use of sharing economy platforms.
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The Outcomes of Using Sharing Platforms
Positive outcomes of sharing reflect the degree to which individual goals are met (Fremstad,
2017, Tussyadiah, 2015, Tussyadiah, 2016, Hwang and Griffiths, 2017) and can be measured by
the extent to which users secure sustained benefits, such as social inclusion and well-being.
Social inclusion occurs when people at risk of social exclusion receive the opportunity to have a
full social, cultural and economic life, as well as enjoy well-being and normal living standards
(Huxley et al., 2012). The person is socially included when he or she feels integrated with the
society at the legal (being an equal citizen in society), the economic (e.g. availability of job,
financial resources), the social (benefit from public social services) and the interpersonal (having
family, friends and social network) levels (Huxley et al., 2012). Well-being can be conceptualised
as subjective well-being because it reflects the subjective definition of the standard of living and
subjective evaluation of the degree of someone's own happiness. Subjective well-being is a
multifaceted concept, embracing the degree of satisfaction with life, work, relations, the
experience of mood, emotions and other feelings (Diener, 2000).
Participation in the sharing economy may facilitate social inclusion and well-being through the
development of a social network, the sense of belonging with other members of a community, the
reinforcement of self-confidence. The interaction with other parties of relations enables platform
users to exploit resources that otherwise would not be affordable, implement environmental goals
and other meaningful activities (Yang et al., 2017, Ferrari, 2017, Hong and Vicdan, 2016,
Anderson et al., 2013). For example, time-banking is the form of social exchange of services
when the contribution of the parties is measured and reciprocated by time-units, instead of
money. Time-banking is a reflection of social cohesion, solidarity, support and the pro-social
values of the community, promoting equity and social inclusion. This form of exchange is based
on collective values that encourage meaningful relations between members of the community and
positively affect the sense of overall life satisfaction (Laamanen et al., 2018, Burroughs and
Rindfleisch, 2002). Reciprocity, trust, care, equity, integrity and the inclusion of each member of
the community foster collective well-being, while efficient collaborative production promotes
environmental sustainability (Laamanen et al., 2015, Belk and Llamas, 2012, Llamas and Belk,
2013). In addition, the sharing economy boosts informal employment, contributing to the welfare
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of socially-excluded groups and encourages new small-scale ventures, improving the financial
situation of communities (Pyka, 2017). For example, the adoption of ridesharing apps by taxi
drivers positively correlates with income and access to technologies, which in the long term may
contribute to social equality (Liu and Wayne Xu, 2019). In general, the sharing economy
transforms the consumption practices by emphasising hedonic and authentic experiences that are
positively associated with a heightened self-image and well-being (Davidson et al., 2018, Mody
et al., 2019). Hence, this thesis posits that:
H7: The use of sharing economy platforms has a positive effect on a) social inclusion and b)
subjective wellbeing.

3.2.3. Moderators
This thesis proposes that age, income, use frequency and use intensity have moderating effects on
the relationship between use behaviour and outcomes. Published research has shown that the
perceived values of the use of the sharing economy differ depending on the socio-economic
background of the respondents and the frequency of use (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016,
Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, Hwang and Griffiths, 2017). However, their moderating effects
on the strength of the relationship between use behaviour and long-term societal benefits have not
been investigated. Given the little empirical evidence about the perceived effect of the sharing
economy on users’ social inclusion and well-being, controlling for moderating variables will
provide a more comprehensive and holistic insight. Previous research on the relationship between
demographic variables and respondents’ perceived life satisfaction provides the grounds to
propose that age and income moderate the strength of perceived well-being and social inclusion
after using sharing economy platforms (Graham, 2004, Okun et al., 1984, Senik, 2003, Devlin,
2005). The majority of the literature provides evidence that the respondents of a higher economic
status experience a higher degree of life satisfaction (Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965, Graham,
2004, Senik, 2003). These findings are in line with the economic conceptualisation of societal
welfare, equating the quality of life to the economic status of the population (Senik, 2003).
Similarly, low-income people suffer social exclusion, resulting from deprivations in the domains
of social interaction, consumption of goods, political engagement and access to financial services
(Saatcioglu and Ozanne, 2013, Devlin, 2005). Hence, the positive effect of the sharing economy
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on overall well-being and social inclusion is more likely to be observable for wealthier users. Age
correlates with income level (Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965). It can be assumed that as people
grow older, they enhance their economic status and social activity, thus having higher chances of
feeling life satisfaction and being socially included (Devlin, 2005, Okun et al., 1984). However,
the prior research found that younger users were reported to have a higher quality of life
compared to older ones (Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965). In addition, when it comes to the
sharing economy, younger users find the new economic system more appealing, which can be
explained by a higher degree of innovativeness inherent in the younger generation (Tussyadiah,
2015). Given the context of this research, it can be assumed that since younger people find the
sharing economy more beneficial, they are more open to the positive outcomes of collaborative
consumption. In view of the above, the next hypothesis states that:
H8a: Age moderates the effect of use behaviour on social inclusion and subjective well-being in
such a way that younger people are more likely to feel socially included and experience wellbeing.
H8b: Income moderates the effect of use behaviour on social inclusion and subjective well-being
in such a way that people with a higher income are more likely to feel socially included and
experience well-being.
Social inclusion and well-being represent a cumulative and longitudinal outcome, rather than a
one-time result. It is logical to assume that more frequent and intense use of sharing platforms
results in a higher degree of perceived well-being and social inclusion. This assumption is
supported by the findings from the literature confirming that the frequency of interactions
facilitates the effect of social interaction on perceived happiness and overall life satisfaction
(Cooper et al., 1992). In addition, the quality of life in the social and economic domains has been
heavily contingent on the growing use of services enabled by the Internet (Broadbent and
Papadopoulos, 2013). In a similar vein, the internet-enabled sharing economy offers economic,
hedonic and social benefits to its users (Hamari et al., 2016). Intensive and consistent exposure to
those benefits makes it possible to translate them into the long-term goal of building a sociallyinclusive society.
H9a: Use frequency moderates the effect of use behaviour on social inclusion and subjective
well-being in such a way that people using sharing economy platforms more frequently are more
likely to feel socially included and experience well-being.
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H9b: Use intensity moderates the effect of use behaviour on social inclusion and
subjective well-being in such a way that people using sharing economy platforms more
intensively are more likely to feel socially included and experience well-being.
A summary of supportive evidence about the relationships between the main variables and
moderation effects is presented in Table 6.

Table 6: Supportive evidence on hypotheses
Hypothesis

Constructs

Path

Positive effect

H1

Social Ties
(ST)

ST--> TR --> B

(Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998)

ST--> ATT -->
B

(Chow and Chan, 2008)

ST --> B

(Wasko and Faraj, 2005,
Ellison et al., 2007)

ST --> B
H2

Shared Vision
(SVS)

(Kim et al.,
2017)

SVS -->TR -->
B
SVS --> TR -->
BI
SVS --> ATT -> BI

(Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998)

SVS --> B

(Wasko and Faraj, 2005)

(Chow and Chan, 2008)
(Chow and Chan, 2008)

SVS --> B
H3

H4a-b

Identification
(ID)

(Chiu et al.,
2006)

ID -->
(Kwon and Wen, 2010)
PU/PENC --> B
ID --> PEN --> (Barnes and Mattsson, 2017)
B
ID --> SAT/CIU
(Möhlmann, 2015)

ProAV --> PEOU -Environmental
>B
Beliefs (ProE)
ProE --> B

(Kwon and Wen, 2010)
(Stern, 2000)

ProE --> B
H5

Reciprocity

Negative effect

(Möhlmann,
2015)

REC --> BA

(Shiau and Luo, 2012)
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H6

Norm (REC)

REC --> B

(Chiu et al., 2006)

Social Value
(SV)

SV --> SAT

(Tussyadiah, 2016)

SV --> PU -->
BI
SV --> CIU

(Barnes and Mattsson, 2017)
(Tussyadiah,
2016)

H7a

Social Inclusion
(SI)

CO --> SI

(Burroughs and Rindfleisch,
2002)

H7b

Subjective
Well-being
(SWB)
Age

CO --> SWB

(Burroughs and Rindfleisch,
2002)

B -- > SI

(Devlin, 2005)

B -- > SWB

(Okun et al., 1984)

B -- > SI

(Devlin, 2005, Saatcioglu and
Ozanne, 2013)

B -- > SWB

(Senik, 2003, Ferrer-iCarbonell, 2005, Graham,
2004)

B -- > SI

(Lättman et al., 2016)

B -- > SWB

(Cooper et al., 1992)

B -- > SI

(Broadbent and
Papadopoulos, 2013)

B -- > SWB

(Broadbent and
Papadopoulos, 2013)

H8a

H8b

H9a
H9b

Income

Use Frequency
Use Intensity

(Bradburn and
Caplovitz,
1965)

(Ferrer-iCarbonell and
Gowdy, 2007)

Note: Trust (TR), Use Behaviour (B), Attitude (ATT), Behavioural Intention (BI), Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived
Encouragement (PENC), Perceived Enjoyment (PEN),Satisfaction (SAT), Continuous Intention to Use (CIU), Altruistic
Value (AV),Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), Behavioural Attitude (BA), Collective Orientation (CO)
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3.3.

Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing Economy

3.3.1. Theoretical background: Equity Theory
This thesis adopts Equity Theory as a theoretical framework to examine reciprocity and
commitment in the sharing economy (Adams, 1963). The theory originates from the field of
organisational psychology to bridge the gap in the literature lacking a theoretical explanation of
the psychological basis of inequity perception by employees. The theory provides an explanation
as to how the fairness of exchange between people is formed and proposes ways to regulate the
outcome of relations (Adams, 1963, Adams and Freedman, 1976). Equity Theory incorporates a
number of mini-theories in social psychology (e.g. the theory of delinquencies, the theory of
moral sentiments) under one umbrella to explain individuals’ motivation to perform a particular
behaviour and individuals’ responses to reciprocal/nonreciprocal relations. Beside the
explanatory robustness, the use of the theory makes it possible to predict how individuals may
behave by assessing the relative outcomes of relations (Walster et al., 1973).
Equity Theory is based on three theories of social science and psychology: Social Exchange
Theory, Social Comparison Theory and the Theory of Cognitive Dissonance (Festinger, 1962,
Festinger, 1954, Blau, 1964). Social Exchange Theory explains the context where equity occurs.
It is a broad theoretical area, which postulates that social relations are rooted in subjective
evaluation of the costs and benefits of participating in relations (Blau, 1964, Homans, 1961).
Social Exchange Theory brings in the notion of “rewards” and “costs” – i.e. “output” and “input”
of social exchange relations (Blau, 1964, Adams, 1963). Input relates to the contribution that the
participant in social exchange makes to initiate relations. Input may denote different objects and
forms, such as education, experience, skills, social status, effort and other attributes of the person,
such as personal characteristics and the level of attractiveness. Those variables determine what
people bring into relations, hence, they were defined as inputs. Those inputs are perceived by the
contributors and should be measured against their relevance to the particular social exchange
situation and should be recognisable by the parties of exchange. Output refers to the amount of
reward that an individual receives from the participation in relations with other individuals and
organisations. Outputs may represent financial rewards, intrinsic outcomes of behaviour, social
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and symbolic benefits and status. Similar to inputs, outputs were characterised in terms of
recognition and relevance (Adams, 1963, Adams and Freedman, 1976).
Social Comparison Theory explains the mechanism through which people evaluate the degree to
which the distribution of costs and rewards is fair or unfair in social exchange relations
(Festinger, 1954). The rationale for using the social comparison principle in Equity Theory
stemmed from prior evidence. It was found that the evaluation of perceived fairness by
employees of different groups in one division in an organisation made it possible to conclude that
the rewards were not considered to be fair if input was higher compared to that of other
colleagues (Homans, 1953). Social Comparison Theory was the basis to propose another two key
concepts, namelly, “person” and “others”, which are imprtant for evaluating equity in relations.
“Person” is an individual evaluating fairness in relations, while “others” can be any referent
people against whom equity is compared. It can even be the person himself/herself, but at another
point in time/situation/circumstances (Adams, 1963). The literature on social comparison
identified two directions of comparison: downward comparison and upward comparison.
Downward comparison means that people look at more disadvantaged members of the group to
evaluate their own input and output, and thus they may perceive the distribution of rewards to be
fair to themselves.

Upward comparison means that people look at other more advantaged

members of the group in order to evaluate their own rewards (Wills, 1981).
Cognitive Dissonance Theory explains the behaviour of people when they experience stress
induced by contradictory cognitions and the motivation of people to reduce stress by passive or
proactive measures (Festinger, 1962). The utilisation of Cognitive Dissonance Theory has
contributed to the understanding of the emotional and behavioural consequences of relations
evaluating costs and benefits. Drawing on supporting evidence and the theoretical framework of
cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1962) the effects of inequitable relations have been proposed
(Walster et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Adams and Freedman, 1976).
Equity Theory provides a detailed account to three main behavioural processes this research
focuses on (Walster et al., 1973, Rosette and Koval, 2018, Hogreve et al., 2017). The first process
underlines the evaluation of reciprocity, which is contingent on the degree to which individuals
perceive the relations to be fair. Perceived justice of relations results from the evaluation of the
output of relations against input into those relations (Walster et al., 1973, Hart et al., 2015). The
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disproportion between contributions and rewards is associated with negative emotions, although a
negative affective state is not always confirmed for exchange relations when rewards are bigger
than contributions (Greenberg, 1987, Liu and Brockner, 2015). The perception of justice is a
subjective process. The degree to which an individual perceives the value of the relationship can
be partly influenced by personal factors and social norms (Walster et al., 1973, Daverth et al.,
2016).
The second process which underpins the evaluation of reciprocity is social comparison. This is
the comparison of individuals’ input/output with the input/output of other people. In order to
perceive reciprocity in relations, individuals need to receive a reward which is proportional to the
amount of their input into relations and equal to the ratio of the input/output of others (Walster et
al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Lastner et al., 2019). There are two comparison strategies. Individuals
either refer to a “specified” referent person or a “generalised other” to draw the comparison. The
specified person belongs to inner circles. When using this comparison strategy, the subject of
relations has a dilemma about pursuing personal self-interest or collective goals. In other words,
individuals need to find a compromise between personal benefit-maximisation and collective
interests, as the interests of the two are in conflict, thus causing negative emotions. Generalised
comparison assumes comparing one’s input/output ratio against the commonly accepted
standards or predefined social norms (Greenberg, 1987).
The last process explains emotional and behavioural consequences following the perception of
reciprocity. It is believed that reciprocity evaluation resulting in perceived negative (the
perception that an individual received less rewards compared to contributions) and positive
inequity (the perception that rewards are greater than the contributions) leads to stress (Walster et
al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013) and induces emotions like guilt and anger
(Katyal et al., 2019, Sherf and Venkataramani, 2015). The relations producing output that is
discrepant from input trigger behaviour such as organisational absenteeism or the redistribution
of resources. Such behaviours aim to compensate or take revenge for the lack of reciprocation
(Biron and De Reuver, 2013, Rosette and Koval, 2018, Malc et al., 2016). The cognitive
processes, such as self-affirmation, denial of responsibility, justification of inequity, devaluation
of the input of the other party of relations may refer to the emotion-focused measures of inequity
restoration. Compensation for inequity (increase rewards to another party), self-deprivation
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(decrease reward to oneself to equate with the reward of another party) and retaliation against the
party of relations causing inequity fall into the pro-active behavioural measures to compensate for
inequity (Walster et al., 1973, Folkman and Lazarus, 1988, Folkman and Lazarus, 1990).
Apart from the theoretical rationale, the justification for using the theory in the research stems
from its wide application for exploring human behaviour in social exchange relations in a wide
range of settings.

A major body of knowledge has been generated in the domain of

organisational psychology. The framework has been used to study the satisfaction of employees,
the distribution of rewards in companies and the reaction towards the unequal distribution of
rewards (Fizel et al., 2002, Spencer and Rupp, 2009, Herriot et al., 1994, Hallock et al., 2004).
The principles of Equity Theory have been used to examine the effect of fairness perception on
employees’ negative and positive behaviour (Janssen, 2001, Moorman, 1991, Greenberg, 1990).
Specifically, theft represents a negative behaviour, which can result from the response to inequity
with the purpose of redistributing rewards (i.e. compensate for pay cuts) and lessen the
perception of inequity (Greenberg, 1990). In contrast, organisational citizenship behaviour
represents a positive outcome resulting from employees’ perception that they are being treated
equitably and rewards are fair (Moorman, 1991). Also, the Equity Theory framework was used to
explore the moderation effect of fairness perception on the relationship between job demands, job
performance and job satisfaction. In conditions of fair effort-reward allocation, people tend to
perform better and feel more satisfied (Janssen, 2001).
Equity Theory has motivated research in economics. Studies used the theory to propose the wageeffort hypothesis and discuss implications for the labour market (Akerlof, 1978, Jane et al.,
2009). It has been suggested that when actual wages fall short of employees’ fair wage,
employees tend to engage in withdrawal behaviour. The hypothesis was consistent with observed
wage differentials and unemployment patterns, which confirmed the power of the theory in
explaining economic indexes (Akerlof, 1978). The assumptions of Equity Theory were confirmed
in a study investigating short- and long-term implications of pay dispersion for publicly traded
firms in multiple industries. A longitudinal analysis made it possible to conclude that pay
dispersion has different effects on a firm’s short-term performance and their trend in long-term
performance over the ten-year time (Connelly et al., 2016). Also, the theory was used to
investigate the firm-level consequences entailed by CEO underpayment in an emerging economy.
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It was found that underpayment reduced firm value in poorly-governed firms, while overpayment
had no effect on firm value (Gyapong et al., 2020). From the marketing perspective, the
perception of price fairness was found to be a key factor in examining consumer behaviour
(Darke and Chung, 2005, Darke and Dahl, 2003).
With the development of IS research, Equity Theory was applied to explain users’ behaviour with
information systems. On the one hand, the theory was used to investigate the effect that
reciprocal relations have on behaviour. For example, the equitable needs fulfilment suggested by
the theory successfully predicted the information systems' implementation, such as mobile dating
apps, knowledge sharing and virtual communities (Au et al., 2008, Alexopoulos et al., 2020). For
example, the theory helped explain how an over-benefiting party in relationships is more likely to
use a dating app. That finding supports the theory's assumption whereby a positive inequity
correlates with reduced commitment to relations (Alexopoulos et al., 2020). The results of
another study demonstrated that the perception of online justice indirectly affects value cocreation behaviour (Chou et al., 2016). On the other hand, the theory was used to explain the
motivational factors driving reciprocity in the online context. It was found that the reciprocal
exchange of resources in online communities is underpinned by a feeling of indebtedness towards
other members of the community (Feng and Ye, 2016).
The proposed research model of this thesis suggests that: 1) the factors pertinent to social
comparison, justice perception and personality positively affect perceived reciprocity, and 2)
investigation of perceived reciprocity subsequently leads to emotional and behavioural
consequences (Figure 13). The proposed relationships are explained in the following sections.
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Figure 13: Research model: Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing Economy
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3.3.2. Hypothesis Development
Antecedents of Reciprocity Perception
Social Comparison: The processes of reciprocity evaluation and input/output comparison are
dependent on social identity. Social identity is the belief of oneself being part of a particular
social group (Turner, 1975, Tajfel, 1974). From the perspective of social psychology, the
categorisation of oneself into a certain social group increases the likelihood of cooperation with
members of the group (Anthony, 2005). Individuals with strong social identity believe in
equitable relations contributing to trusting behaviour (Tanis and Postmes, 2005). The likelihood
of cooperation in groups in the condition of salient social identity is preconditioned by the
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process of comparing the outcomes of cooperation with either ingroup or outgroup members. The
processes of comparing outcomes in social groups have been explained through competing
theoretical stances. On one hand, the dependence of cooperation within groups on social identity
can represent in-group favouritism, which is a biased evaluation of cooperation with members of
the same group compared to people outside of it. The identification of oneself with the group
increases self-esteem and the desire to distinguish this group from others (Tajfel, 1974). A
rational explanation of the favouritism assumes that it is self-interest and awareness of the
interdependency of one member of the group on another that makes people cooperate with group
members rather than seek out cooperation outside of the group. The behaviour of group members
is driven by the goal to maximise the chances of reciprocal relations by favouring (i.e. allocating
rewards to) members within the same social group (Rabbie et al., 1989, Karp et al., 1993).
However, there is an assumption that the positive outcome of cooperation in social groups cannot
be accounted for by the mere motive of self-interest (Velez, 2015, Tavares et al., 2016).
Irrespective of the amount of reward allocated in collective actions, social identification with a
group reconfigures the cost-benefit analysis of relations in favour of the group and initiates
mechanisms of compensation (Tavares et al., 2016), which can balance reciprocity in relations.
By identifying oneself with social groups, individuals extend the concept of the self and think of
themselves in relation to other social objects and subjects in the group (Coleman and Coleman,
1994). Moreover, perception of the behaviour of group members may be positively biased,
because of the conflict that the negative perception potentially creates in individuals’ cognition.
Particularly, because one individual identifies other social group members with him/her self, their
negative behaviour may create internal inconsistency. To preserve internal consistency, people
with stronger

group identity are more likely to be positive about the outcome of social

relationships, continue group membership and contribute to the relationship (Rosenblat and Stark,
2016, Tavares et al., 2016). Given the above, the first and the second hypotheses state that:
H1: Social identity has a positive effect on the perceived reciprocity of relations in the sharing
economy.
H2: a) The comparison of one's own outcomes with the outcomes of other members in sharing
economy communities has a positive effect on perceived reciprocity, while b) the comparison
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with the outcomes of people outside of sharing economy communities has a negative effect on the
perceived reciprocity of relations.
Justice Perception: Perceived distributive and procedural justice are the two types of cognition
which result from social exchange relations (Folger and Konovsky, 1989, McFarlin and Sweeney,
1992). Perceived distributive justice refers to the perception that the amount of reward for the
input in exchange is fair (Folger and Konovsky, 1989, Adams, 1963). Perceived procedural
justice refers to the degree to which an individual perceives the means of rewards distribution to
be fair (Folger and Konovsky, 1989). The assumption that distributive and procedural justice
contributes to perceived reciprocity in relations stems from evidence from prior literature. The
findings of the studies suggested that these two types of cognition lead users to believe that the
outcome of relations is favourable for them (Rubenstein et al., 2019, Chan and Lai, 2017). For
example, distributive justice was found to be a predictor of satisfaction and continuous behaviour
intention (Chiu et al., 2007, Chan and Lai, 2017). If distributive injustice is not perceived, people
feel emotional exhaustion as a result of relations (Piccoli and De Witte, 2015). While distributive
justice is mostly associated with personal outcomes, such as satisfaction with personal rewards,
procedural justice usually reflects a more general assessment of systems or organisations. As a
result, procedural justice is considered to have a more long-term effect on behaviour than
distributive justice (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992, Rubenstein et al., 2019). For example, fair
procedures have positive long-term implications. Perceived procedural justice triggers a positive
behaviour benefiting another party of exchange as an act of reciprocation for fair treatment
(Rubenstein et al., 2019). A positive evaluation of procedures enabling relations can translate into
the commitment to the other party (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). In addition, the perception of
fair procedures gives the feeling of control over procedures to the receiving party in relations.
The control over procedures mitigates any risks incurred by the relations with the providing party
and increases the likelihood of continued cooperation (Zhou, 2013). Given the above, both
distributive and procedural justice perceptions are important for the positive evaluation of the
outcome of an exchange. Hence, the next hypothesis is:
H3: a) Distributive justice and b) procedural justice have a positive effect on reciprocity
perception in the sharing economy.
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Personality Factors: The perception of reciprocity is subjective and may vary from one person to
another (Walster et al., 1973, Daverth et al., 2016). The equity sensitivity variable has been
invariantly used to explain the deviation of the perception of rewards and inputs in relations,
based on individuals’ psychometric characteristics (King Jr et al., 1993, Huseman et al., 1987,
Bourdage et al., 2018). Equity sensitivity differentiates three types of people that can be placed
along a continuum (Huseman et al., 1987). On the one end of the continuum are equity
benevolents, who tend to accept a negative distribution of rewards in relation to oneself. For
them, the likelihood of getting a satisfactory outcome of relations is high, as the input of
resources that they invest in exchange relations can exceed the output (Huseman et al., 1987).
The other extreme of the continuum is equity entitleds. In contrast to benevolents, they have an
output-focused expectation. Entitleds are intolerant to unfair rewards allocation and prefer to
receive more than they contribute into relations (King Jr et al., 1993).

The middle ground

between the two personalities is equity sensitive people, whose fairness perception is dependent
on the proportional ratio of output against inputs contributed to relations. To achieve a
satisfactory result of relations, there should not be any discrepancy in rewards allocation relative
to contributions made (King Jr and Miles, 1994).
Equity sensitivity has been used both as a predictor and moderator of behaviour (Shore et al.,
2006, Restubog et al., 2007, Bourdage et al., 2018). For example, equity sensitivity has been used
to measure the moderating role of personality in the relationship between behaviour and response
(Shore et al., 2006, Restubog et al., 2007). Entitleds are significantly less satisfied with the
outcome compared to benevolents when contributions exceed rewards, while the difference in
satisfaction level is minimal when rewards are greater than contributions (Shore et al., 2006).
Another stream of research used equity sensitivity to investigate its role in individuals’ response
to inequitable relations (Bourdage et al., 2018, Westerlaken et al., 2017). It was found that the
tendency towards benevolence predicts a positive attitude and voluntary commitment to the
social group, while the tendency towards equity entitlement contributes to deviant behaviour
(Bourdage et al., 2018). In a similar vein, the sense of entitlement decreases the desire to
reciprocate (Westerlaken et al., 2017). Given the above, the next hypothesis states that:
H4: Equity sensitivity has an effect on reciprocity perception in the sharing economy, whereby
benevolent people are more likely to perceive the reciprocal outcome of relations
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The other personality factor that can affect the perception of the outcomes of exchange relations
is an individual's predisposition to maximisation. This personality trait has been widely used to
illustrate individual differences in decision-making and explain individuals’ variance in postdecision satisfaction depending on the predisposition to maximise the outcome (Iyengar et al.,
2006, Karimi et al., 2018). People with a tendency to maximise (maximisers) pursue the best
choices, as a result of an extensive search for and analysis of alternatives. The opposite to
maximisers are satisficers, who search for alternatives until they attain the option that satisfies the
initial objective without questioning the choice and without engaging in counterfactual thinking
about potential better options they might have (Schwartz et al., 2002). Individuals who strive for
the maximisation of outcomes might achieve better results, but still feel unsatisfied due to
potentially better choices that they might have missed (Iyengar et al., 2006, Schwartz, 2004). The
negative relationship between the predisposition towards maximisation and the positive
perception of the outcome is more likely in nonutility-driven relationships. In such relationships,
people do not assess alternative outcomes rationally and rigorously (Herrnstein, 1990). Sharing
economy relations can be driven by non-rational motives, such as the maximisation of the utility
of products for the benefit of society and the environment rather than oneself (Schneider, 2017).
Hence, it can be assumed that reciprocity in collaborative relations is more likely to be perceived
by satisficers. Unlike maximisers, satisficers tend to improve their attitude to the choice if it does
not meet their expectations, which increases satisfaction with the choice (Sparks et al., 2012). In
line with the above findings, the fifth hypothesis states that:
H5: Predisposition towards maximisation has a negative effect on reciprocity perception in the
sharing economy.
Consequences of Reciprocity Perception: In this thesis the authors postulate that the perceived
reciprocity of relations contributes to the commitment of individuals to the community of sharing
economy platforms for two reasons. First, the relations of people are built on the expectation that
their contributions will be rewarded (Walster et al., 1973). For example, a recent study confirmed
that the use of sharing economy platforms is driven by the expectation that the exchange in
communities is reciprocated (Davlembayeva et al., 2019). People enter into social relations to be
reciprocated and ensure trustworthy behaviour (Thielmann and Hilbig, 2015), which is an
important contributor to relationship commitment (Wang et al., 2020). Second, given that social
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exchange relations are driven by reciprocity norms, the success in achieving reciprocal relations
is consistent with prior expectations. The consistency in cognitions drives satisfaction with the
outcome and subsequent commitment (Chye Koh and Boo, 2004). The direct and indirect effect
of reciprocity on the positive outcome of relations has been confirmed empirically (Myers et al.,
2013, Griffin and Hepburn, 2005, Coyle‐Shapiro et al., 2002). Reciprocal relations were proved
to foster commitment, contribute to satisfaction with relations and communication between the
parties (Myers et al., 2013). Also, reciprocity was found to have a mediating effect on
commitment through trust (Coyle‐Shapiro et al., 2002). Reciprocation in the form of support and
good treatment of social group members leads to commitment, which is manifested by an
emotional attachment to the group (Griffin and Hepburn, 2005).
H6: Reciprocity perception has a positive effect on relationship commitment.
The relationship between reciprocity and commitment can be indirect through coping
mechanisms, as there are strategies that are used to cope with the stress, arising from the
inconsistency between a prior expectation of reciprocal relations and the actual outcome (Walster
et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013). Stress may trigger physical and
psychological responses aimed at justifying or compensate for the lack of reciprocity to relieve
stress (Watkins et al., 2006, Walster et al., 1973, Lawrence and Callan, 2011). The perception of
nonreciprocal exchange in relations may cause emotional exhaustion and a feeling of reduced
personal accomplishments. Individuals tend to distance themselves from others who are being
unfair in relations as a coping mechanism to alleviate an emotionally negative state (Bakker et al.,
2000). Alternatively, individuals use pro-active measures, such as revenge, to compensate for
unequal reciprocation. Such behaviour may be in the form of negative word-of-mouth or actions
aimed at causing harm to the other party of relations and relieve stress (Malc et al., 2016,
Zdaniuk and Bobocel, 2012). The two mechanisms that can be used to measure the degree to
which one copes with stress are problem-focused and emotion-focused coping (Lazarus, 1998).
Problem-focused coping refers to deliberate and rational activities that are aimed at changing the
environment and/or adjusting one's own behaviour with the purpose of eliminating the problem
causing stress (Folkman et al., 1986). That means that sharing economy participants need to
undertake measures to compensate to the other party of transactions for the lack of reciprocity.
Emotion-focused coping refers to the cognitive and behavioural activities aimed at eliminating
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negative emotion, without affecting the problem causing those emotions (Folkman et al., 1986).
For example, users of sharing economy platforms may adjust the perception of the consequences
of inequitable relations, deny the seriousness of the situation or simply govern their emotions.
Although emotion-focused coping can help reduce stress, it may be less effective in maintaining
behaviour (Strutton and Lumpkin, 1994). Therefore:
H7: a) Reciprocity perception positively affects problem-focused coping and b) problem-focused
coping positively affects relationship commitment.
H8: a) Reciprocity perception positively affects emotion-focused coping and b) emotion-focused
coping negatively affects relationship commitment.
3.3.3. Moderators
In this thesis, the authors hypothesise that the hedonic and utilitarian value of rewards have a
moderating effect on the relationships between equity sensitivity, justice and reciprocity
perception, as well as relationships between reciprocity perception and commitment. The
rationale for hypothesising the moderation effect of values is drawn from the prior literature,
which postulated that the degree of satisfaction with social exchange relations depends on
whether exchange brings hedonic or utilitarian benefits (Mano and Oliver, 1993, Ha and Park,
2013). The significance and strength of the effects of hedonic and utilitarian values on the
evaluation of social relations varied depending on user groups, the resources being exchanged
and the aspects of relations under consideration (Mano and Oliver, 1993, Ha and Park, 2013).
The assumption that hedonic reward moderates the effect of equity sensitivity derives from
studies confirming that benevolent people are more affected by hedonic values and intrinsic
rewards, in contrast to entitleds, who value the extrinsic nature of outcomes (Miles et al., 1994,
Foote and Harmon, 2006). The intrinsic and hedonic nature of rewards are difficult to quantify,
and this is likely to entail negative emotions, caused by nonreciprocal relations (Elmadağ and
Ellinger, 2018), unless an individual is tolerant of inequitable reward distribution. The
moderating effect of hedonic and utilitarian value on the relationship between procedural and
distributive justice is suggested by the research confirming that procedural justice perception is
contingent on a strong perception of hedonic value of the reward, while distributive justice is
underpinned by a strong perception of the reward’s utility (Zapata-Phelan et al., 2009, Hoffman
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and Spitzer, 1985). When it comes to the moderation of the consequences of reciprocity
perception by hedonic value, a strong hedonic value of social exchange relations decreases the
commitment level and the need to employ coping strategies (Jones et al., 2006). Evidence about
the effect of utilitarian value on outcomes is inconsistent (Jones et al., 2006, Park and Ha, 2016).
However, in line with the study by Park and Ha (2016), it can be assumed that a stronger
manifestation of utilitarian value strengthens the affective response after use behaviour. In
addition, the findings of the research by Jones et al. (2006) suggest that utilitarian value increases
the effect on loyalty manifested through the enhanced commitment. Based on the above, the
following hypotheses state that:
H9: The perceived hedonic value of an outcome a) increases the effect of equity sensitivity and
procedural justice on reciprocity perception, b) decreases the effect of distributive justice on
reciprocity perception, c) decreases the effect of reciprocity perception on emotion-focused and
problem-focused coping, and d) decreases the effect of emotion-focused and problem-focused
coping on relationship commitment.
H10: The perceived utilitarian value of an outcome a) decreases the effect of equity sensitivity
and procedural justice on reciprocity perception, b) increases the effect of distributive justice on
reciprocity perception, c) increases the effect of reciprocity perception on emotion-focused and
problem-focused coping, and d) increases the effect of emotion-focused and problem-focused
coping on relationship commitment.
Self-efficacy, response efficacy and social influence are the three constructs which are considered
to be determinants of behavioural intention, especially in stressful situations (Liang and Xue,
2009, Johnston and Warkentin, 2010). Strong indicators of self-efficacy, response efficacy and
social influence determine the inclination of people to engage in activity that is supposed to
mitigate stress (Johnston and Warkentin, 2010). Self-efficacy refers to the belief in the personal
ability to effectively undertake actions (aimed at balancing non-reciprocal outcomes). Responseefficacy refers to the belief that the actions will bring the expected results (Witte, 1992). Social
influence relates to the impact that a social group has on the individual's decision to engage in
behaviour (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Reciprocity evaluation in the sharing economy may be
stressful, due to inconsistency between a prior expectation of reciprocal relations and the actual
outcome (Walster et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013). Hence, these
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constructs are assumed to moderate the relationship between reciprocity perception, coping
mechanisms and commitment. The moderation effect of the selected constructs is suggested by
the findings of previous studies postulating that strong self-efficacy, response efficacy and social
influence predict motivation to use coping strategies (Haney and Long, 1995, Lerner and
Kennedy, 2000, Liang and Xue, 2009, Johnston and Warkentin, 2010, Floyd et al., 2000).
Although self-efficacy and response efficacy are positively associated with both emotion and
problem-focused coping, their stronger manifestation is more correlated with problem-focused
coping (Long, 1989, Liang and Xue, 2009).
H11: a) Self-efficacy, b) response-efficacy and c) social influence increase the effect of
reciprocity perception on emotion-focused and problem-focused coping, and increase the effect
of both coping mechanisms on relationship commitment.
Table 7 presents evidence supporting the proposed moderation effects.

Table 7: Supportive evidence on the moderation effects
Moderator

Path

Positive effect

Negative effect

Hedonic Value

ES  RP

(Miles et al., 1994)

(Elmadağ and Ellinger,
2018)

PJ  B

(Zapata-Phelan et al.,
2009)

Utilitarian Value

Self-efficacy

RP  CM

(Jones et al., 2006)

CM  RC

(Jones et al., 2006)

ES RP

(Elmadağ and Ellinger, (Foote and Harmon,
2018)
2006, Miles et al.,
1994)

DJ  B

(Hoffman and Spitzer,
1985)

RP  CM

(Park and Ha, 2016)

CM  RC

(Park and Ha, 2016)

RP  CM

(Haney and Long,
1995, Lerner and
Kennedy, 2000)
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(Jones et al., 2006)

RP  EFC

(Long, 1989)

RP  PFC

(Liang et al., 2019,
Long, 1989)

EFC  RC

Response efficacy

Social influence

(Liang et al., 2019)

(Johnston and
Warkentin, 2010)

PFC  RC

(Han et al., 2016,
Johnston and
Warkentin, 2010,
Floyd et al., 2000)

RP EFC

(Liang and Xue, 2009)

RP  PFC

(Liang and Xue, 2009)

PFC  RC

(Floyd et al., 2000,
Johnston and
Warkentin, 2010)

EFC  RC

(Han et al., 2016)

SI  RC

(Liang and Xue, 2009,
Johnston and
Warkentin, 2010)

Note: equity sensitivity (ES), reciprocity perception (RP), procedural justice (PJ), behaviour (B),
distributive justice (DJ), self-efficacy (SE), coping mechanisms (CM), emotion-focused coping (EFC),
problem-focused coping (PFC), relationship commitment (RC), response efficacy (RE), social influence
(SI).
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4. Methodology
4.1.

Research Philosophy

A research paradigm is “a way of examining social phenomena from which particular
understandings of these phenomena can be gained and explanations attempted” (Saunders, 2011).
Social science paradigms represent a system of beliefs about the nature of society the research is
built upon (Kelemen and Rumens, 2008). The bottom line of any research paradigm is research
philosophy. This refers to the development of knowledge through the research, based on a set of
assumptions. Those assumptions are related to the nature of reality and the approach by which
researchers view the world. They underpin the research design and the methods that are utilised
to investigate research inquiry (Crotty, 1998). The understanding of the philosophical approach
that reflects the research methodology is essential for researchers as it affects the way in which
they see the subject and objects of the investigation and how they deal with it. The selection of
philosophical choices should be justified against other alternatives that could have been adopted.
The research in social science can be conceptualised in terms of ontological, epistemological
assumptions, the approaches to treating human nature and methodology (Burrell and Morgan,
2017) (Table 8).
Ontological assumptions concern the essence of the subject being investigated. Particularly,
social science research builds upon the question as to whether the social reality is external to
humans and outside of human consciousness, or whether it is produced by the individuals’
consciousness. In other words, the ontological choices come either from an “objective” stance
that considers the world to exist separate from individuals’ cognition, or a “subjective” stance,
considering the world to be a product of the human mind (Burrell and Morgan, 2017). Another
set of assumptions closely linked to ontology is epistemology. Epistemological assumptions
concern the nature of knowledge. Epistemological positions define the answers to the question as
to how we understand social reality and how we transfer the knowledge aboutreality to people
(Crotty, 1998, Burrell and Morgan, 2017). For example, one might wonder what types of
knowledge can be generated and how they can be justified as true. For some researchers,
knowledge is tangible, hard and measurable. For others, the knowledge is subjective, intangible
and based on an individual’s interpretation. In a nutshell, knowledge in social science can be
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treated as an outcome of personal experience, as well as quantifiable facts (Burrell and Morgan,
2017). Ontological and epistemological perspectives reflect the way in which the researcher treats
human beings in relation to the social reality. Different philosophical stances lead towards
different roles that humans play in shaping the environment. The research may regard a human’s
behaviour being shaped by the external environment. On the other hand, a human can be treated
as having a voluntarist role in controlling and mastering the environment around them (Guba and
Lincoln, 1994). Despite the existence of the two opposing perspectives on the continuum,
research often occupies a stance somewhere in the middle of it (Burrell and Morgan, 2017). The
last set of assumptions refers to the methodology of research. It derives from the process of
theory generation and the way in which the researcher comes to conclusions (Saunders, 2011).
The methodological choices are informed by the philosophical perspectives adopted by the
researcher. If the research treats the social world as an external objective reality that exists
independent of the mind of human beings, the scientific inquiry will most likely revolve around
the analysis of the universal relationship between variables. When the research focuses on the
social world that is produced by human cognition, the scientific endeavour will probably focus on
understanding and explaining unique and complex things (Burrell and Morgan, 2017).
There are two main paradigms that guide research in social science: (a) interpretivism and (b)
positivism. Interpretivism is based on the ontology of constructionism. Constructionism assumes
that “all knowledge, and therefore all meaningful reality as such, is contingent upon human
practices, being constructed in and out of interaction between human beings and their world, and
developed and transmitted within an essentially social context” (Crotty, 1998). This means that
individuals construct the social phenomenon and the meaning attached to it through social
interactions. The process is dynamic, hence the social world is constantly changing. The social
reality is subject to a specific interpretation of the researcher, which implies that social entities,
including social organisations, culture and relations, are not definitive (Chowdhury, 2014). For
example, according to the constructionist vantage point, culture is not regarded as a
predetermined phenomenon that exists in external reality; rather it emerges as a result of the
social processes – i.e. constant constructions and reconstructions. Culture, like any other social
entity, adapts to the needs of individuals and situations (Becker, 1982). However, the
constructionist position should not be pushed to the extreme (Crotty, 1998). Some scholars who
adopt a constructionist approach recognise that although the objects are meaningless without
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human beings, they are reference points and partners that help individuals generate that meaning
(Becker, 1982, Strauss et al., 1973). From the epistemological point of view, interpretivism
appreciates the difference between subjects and objects of the social world and thus requires the
researcher to transcribe and translate the subjective meaning of social phenomenon under
investigation (Schwandt, 1994, Guba and Lincoln, 1994). According to Thomas Schwandt (1994,
p. 125), “interpretivism was conceived in reaction to the effort to develop natural science of the
social. Its foil was largely logical empiricist methodology and the bid to apply that framework to
human inquiry”. Positivism is based on the ontology of objectivism, which implies that social
reality is beyond the reach of human beings. In contrast to interpretivism, positivism is based on
the assumption that the social world is independent of humans’ cognitions, it is external and
exists “out there”. People do not have the influence to construct or alter social reality. Therefore,
it is hard and concrete and should be studied using laws similar to natural science. The role of
individuals is determined by the environment they are in (Burrell and Morgan, 2017, Crotty,
1998).
This thesis adopts the ontological position of objectivism. That means that consumer behaviour in
the sharing economy is a phenomenon that is static, external and not constructed by the
researcher. When examining sharing economy users’ motives, this thesis follows the assumption
that humans' values, expectations, norms and beliefs are not socially-constructed, but rather
predetermined and beyond the influence of the researcher. Epistemologically, this thesis adopts
the position of positivism. That means that the research aims to explain the social reality by
adopting “universal laws”, whereby the role of the researcher is to observe and draw conclusions
objectively, without attaching a subjective meaning to social events.

Table 8: Core assumptions in social science research
Approach

The subjectivist approach to
social science

The objectivist approach to
social science

Theoretical Perspective

Interpretivism

Positivism

Ontology

Socially constructed
May change
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External
Objective

Subjective
Multiple

Independent of social actors

Epistemology

Subjective meanings
Focus on the details in
situations
Subject of interpretation

Data derived from observable
events
Research based on facts
Focus on causality
Focus on generalisation
Phenomenon can be reduced to
simpler elements

Human Nature

Voluntarism
External environment is
produced by human beings

Determinism
No human role in sharing the
environment

Methodology
(research approach and
design)

Ideographic
Small samples
In-depth investigation of
events (e.g. ethnography,
discourse analysis, grounded
theory)
Inductive approach
Theory generation
Qualitative methods

Nomothetic
Large samples
Structured process of research
Measurements
Deductive approach
Hypothesis testing
Mostly quantitative methods

4.2.

Research Approach

The adoption of the objectivist and positivist philosophical stances has implications for the
methodological choices and procedures of this research. The methodology of the research that
adopts an interpretivist perspective has an ideographic nature. The ideographic methodology
assumes that the researcher gets an insight into the phenomenon by being in close contact with
the subjects of the study and letting themes emerge throughout the course of the investigation
(Burrell and Morgan, 2017). This types of research is inductive and often implemented using a
qualitative research design (Newman et al., 1998). Qualitative research is used to understand
complex phenomena by examining the meanings that social actors assign to those phenomena.
The process of the research is not pre-determined, which enables flexibility in the investigation
procedures and new questions to emerge. Data collection is usually conducted in the subjects’
settings. As a result of data collection, the researcher generates a broad body of knowledge from
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a particular research inquiry. The inductive method of data analysis makes it possible for the
researcher to interpret data through a subjective understanding of the social event (Creswell and
Poth, 2017).
The positivist approach encourages research based on a deductive approach and a quantitative
methodology. The aim of such research is to test theories by examining theoretically-driven
hypotheses of the relationships between variables. The deductive nature of the research prevents
bias by eliminating personal interpretation of the findings and alternative explanations. The
inference of causal relationships, based on a large sample, not only makes it possible to test
hypotheses but also to make predictions. The relationships are measured and quantifiable through
statistical procedures. The research procedures are structured and should be sufficiently rigorous
to ensure the replicability of findings. These make it possible to generalise findings to a larger
population (Creswell and Poth, 2017).
Consistent with the positivist view, this research uses a quantitative research design. The
quantitative design addresses the aims of this research: a) to make observations about the role of
the specific groups of factors in the behaviour of sharing economy users, b) to draw inferences
about the significance of the observed variables and c) to make generalisable conclusions. Given
the deductive method of knowledge generation, the thesis tests theories rather than generating
them. For example, the first research model, focusing on the social and psychological antecedents
and outcomes of the use of the sharing economy, was developed based on prior research and
theories, such as Social Exchange Theory and the framework of social capital factors. The second
research model, about the determinants of perceived reciprocity and commitment, was built on
evidence drawing on the research on reciprocity in the sharing economy, Equity Theory and
coping behaviours. By testing the theories, this thesis gives information about the degree to
which the principles of Social Exchange Theory, Social Capital Theory and Equity Theory are
successful in predicting human behaviour in the sharing economy context. In addition, the
findings of the thesis have an explanatory and predictive nature, as the data is generated
deductively from a large sample of the population. The quantitative analysis of data makes it
possible to make inferences about the likely behaviour of sharing economy users in similar
circumstances. This research is among the majority of other scientific work in the domain of the
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sharing economy, which has quantitatively examined the use of platforms from the user's
perspective (Kim et al., 2015, Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016, Hamari et al., 2015).

4.3.

Research Design

Research design is a plan about how a researcher is going to answer the research question. The
plan dwells on the objectives of the research, and is implemented using research methods. The
research method is a set of different techniques and tools for collecting and analysing data which
ensure a better understanding of the social world (De Vaus and de Vaus, 2013). The research
design underpinned by the objective of the research can be exploratory, descriptive or
explanatory (Kowalczyk, 2015). The aim of an exploratory study is to grasp the idea on the topic
and understand a complex problem. Therefore, the flexibility of a research design is important for
gaining an in-depth insight into the issue. Descriptive research is conducted with the purpose of
gaining an accurate description of events, people or situations (Walter, 2006). The aim of an
explanatory study is to confirm a causal relationship between variables (Bhattacherjee, 2012).
Considering the purpose of this thesis is to explore the correlation of a set of variables – i.e. the
antecedents of the sharing economy, use behaviour and outcomes – this research takes an
explanatory stance. That means that the research aims to examine more than one variable, thus
descriptive statistics are not applicable. Although descriptive research may claim that some of the
variables co-vary, to model the effect of variables in such research is not legitimate (Mitchell and
Jolley, 2012). The exploratory design is not applicable either, because the goal of exploratory
research is to generate theory/hypotheses through an in-depth analysis of the phenomenon, rather
than to test it (Kothari, 2004).
Having identified philosophical positions and the purpose of the study, the researcher needs to
determine the research design and strategies associated with it. The three main categories of
research design are qualitative, quantitative and mixed-method (Bernard and Bernard, 2013,
Neuman, 2014, Morgan, 2007) (Table 9). Quantitative research is used to examine the
relationship between variables through statistical techniques. It is associated with experimental,
cross-sectional and longitudinal research strategies, such as surveys, diary studies and structured
observations (Bhattacherjee, 2012). The above research strategies make it possible to investigate
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relationships between two or more variables. However, in experimental research an independent
variable can be manipulated (Kothari, 2004).
A qualitative research design is associated with the interpretivist philosophy, as the phenomenon
under investigation is perceived to be complex and socially constructed (Denzin and Lincoln,
2005). From the constructivist point of view, a human being interprets the world subjectively.
Therefore, the researcher needs to employ open-ended questions to draw the meaning from
individuals’ views. In addition, the understanding of social reality is contingent on the context
and culture. Hence, the data should be collected personally within the social premises and data
should be interpreted from the perspective of the researcher’s background and experiences. The
research is conducted through strategie such as case studies, narratives, phenomenologies,
ethnographies, focus groups and grounded theories (Schwandt, 1994).
A mixed-method research design incorporates both quantitative and qualitative elements in the
design. The mixed-method is associated with pragmatism (Creswell and Clark, 2017, Johnson
and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The knowledge claim arises from satiation and the selection of the
research method comes as a solution to a research problem (Patton, 1990). The research is not
guided by any system of reality or philosophy. The researcher has the freedom to select the
methods, techniques and procedures that best apply to the solution of the research problem.
However, before mixing the methods, the researchers need to justify the selection of the
combination of methods (Cherryholmes, 1992). The combination of qualitative and quantitative
methods can be in a variety of ways.

First, it can be at the stage/stages of research

implementation, such as data collection, analysis or interpretation. Second, mixing can be in
terms of timing within research processes. For example, the researcher may use different methods
in a single phase (concurrently) or multiple phases (sequentially) of data collection. The
implementation of different methods can be the emerging need that is used to complement/enrich
existing findings. Alternatively, it can be guided by the ideology of the research, whereby
irrespective of the domain of the study, the ultimate goal is to advocate for transformation
(Creswell et al., 2003). Third, the degree of qualitative versus quantitative elements within a
research design may vary (i.e. they can be equal or skewed towards either the qualitative or
quantitative approach) (Nastasi et al., 2010).
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Table 9: Research design and strategies
Quantitative

Qualitative

Mixed Method

Strategies

Experiments
Surveys

Narratives
Phenomenology
Grounded theory
Case studies
Ethnographies
Action research
Focus Groups

Sequential
Concurrent
Transformative

Procedures

Predetermined
Instrument based
Performance data
Observation data
Attitude data and
census data
Statistical analysis

Emerging methods
Open-ended questions
Observation data
Interview data
Audiovisual data /
document data
Text and image
analysis

Both predetermined
and emerging
Both open- and
closed-ended
questions
Multiple forms of
data
Statistical and text
analysis

Based on the above, this research employs a quantitative research design and cross-sectional
strategy. This selection is explained on the basis that the purpose of the research is to infer the
effect of social and psychological factors on use behaviour and use outcomes at a single point in
time.

4.4.

Data Collection

4.4.1. Survey Approach
This research employs a survey research method of data collection. Surveys are mostly associated
with the deductive approach of generating knowledge and positivist research philosophy (De
Vaus and de Vaus, 2013). In contrast to experiments that are conducted to investigate why people
behave and think in a certain way, the survey is the optimal method to identify what people think,
feel or do (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012). The survey makes it possible to employ inferential
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statistics to suggest possible reasons as to how the variables under investigation correlate. It is
one of the most convenient and inexpensive ways to gather data about individuals’ beliefs,
attitudes and behaviour (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012) using primary data (Ghauri and Grønhaug,
2010). In the context of this thesis, the survey enabled us to identify the effect of a certain group
of factors on the behaviour of sharing economy users and the outcomes resulting from it.
According to Mitchell and Jolley (2012), there are three main objectives that each study adopting
a survey approach should meet. First, the study should be theoretically driven and the hypotheses
should be clearly identified. The deduction of hypotheses is the result of a rigorous examination
of the previous literature, which helps identify the focus of the research. Secondly, data collection
technique should be developed in such a way as to ensure the validity of the measurements of the
variables. Therefore, the utilisation of a proper data collection instrument and validated scales are
of paramount importance. Thirdly, the survey results should be generalisable. To meet this
objective, the researcher needs to recruit the target population.
There are two main types of surveys that can be employed to measure individuals’ attitudes,
opinions and behaviours: structured interviews or self-administered questionnaires. They can be
conducted either face-to-face or by employing communication channels, such as telephones, post
or emails (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012, Blackmon and Maylor, 2005). Structured interviews enable
a standardised approach to collecting data across the sample. The answers are fixed and closedended. The advantages of this data collection instrument are the reduction of the error rate and the
accuracy of the results due to standardised questions and answers (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012).
Self-completion questionnaires are administered by the respondents themselves. Compared to
structured interviews, the advantage of this instrument is that it is quicker and cheaper to
administer, there is a higher degree of standardisation (i.e. the sequence of questions is
maintained), and there is no social desirability bias, which refers to the variance of answers
depending on the interviewees’ perception of the social desirability of the answers (De Leeuw,
1992). Self-completion questionnaires can be conducted in three ways: 1) they can be delivered
and collected from a certain location, 2) they can be distributed through online communication
channels (e.g. web, email), 3) the can be distributed by post (Blackmon and Maylor, 2005).
For the purpose of this thesis, the authors utilise web-based self-administered questionnaires for
both surveys. This data collection tool was considered to be appropriate for data collection, given
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that the research examines the antecedents and outcomes of collaborations on online sharing
economy platforms. In addition, the use of this data collection tool increased the efficiency of
data collection and minimised administration costs. The web-based approach enables higher
sample dispersion in terms of geography. The respondents had to access the survey pages
through URLs and complete questionnaires following guidelines on the first page of the surveys.
4.4.2. Questionnaire design
The design of the data collection instrument is one of the primary factors ensuring the reliability
of the study. Therefore, the possible disadvantages of the self-completion questionnaire, such as a
lower response rate due to lower control over the procedure and the risk of missing data, should
be eliminated (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012). To eliminate the first risk, participation in both
questionnaires was stimulated by incentives, which has been shown to be effective in increasing
the quality and rate of responses (Church, 1993). The questionnaires were deployed on a webbased platform and were distributed to consumer panels (i.e. sharing economy users) located in
the USA with the help of a crowd-sourcing platform provider. A monetary incentive was offered
for each completed questionnaire. To eliminate the second risk, all responses in the
questionnaires were forced, which means that submission of the questionnaire would not have
been possible if any question was left unanswered.
The questionnaires consisted of three sections. The first section included the introductory
information with the purpose 1) to inform participants about the aim of the survey and 2) warn
them that by proceeding to the survey questions, the respondents were giving consent to
participate in the research. Groves (2004) recommended that to increase the survey response rate,
the researcher should not oblige respondents to sign a consent form. Therefore, the introductory
text gave the opportunity for respondents to make an informed decision about the participation in
the research project without, though, providing a written signature. Both questionnaires for this
thesis were designed in such a way as to preserve the anonymity of the participants. The second
part of the questionnaires included questions aimed at collecting demographic characteristics and
to measure control variables (Table 10). The third part of the questionnaires consisted of
questions that were aimed at measuring the main constructs. All questions were closed-ended.
The purpose of employing closed-ended questions was three-fold. First, the application of closedended scales adopted from the literature increases the reliability and validity of the results.
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Second, the administration of closed-ended questions is easier for respondents, which increases
the response rate. Third, the application of closed-ended questions increases the accuracy of the
measurements (Zhou et al., 2017).

Table 10: Measurements: demographic variables
Variable

Answer Options

Gender

1) Male
2) Female

Age

1) under 20
2) 20 - 29
3) 30 - 39
4) 40 -49
5) 50 - 59
6) Over 60

Employment Status

1) Full time employed
2) Part time employed
3) Out of work (but looking for)
4) Out of work (but not looking for)
5) Homemaker
6) Student
7) Retired
8) Unable to work

Ethnicity

1) Non-Hispanic White or Euro-American
2) Black, Afro-Caribbean, or African American
3) Latino or Hispanic American
4) East Asian or Asian American
5) South Asian or Indian American
6) Middle Eastern or Arab American
7) Native American or Alaskan Native
8) Mixed
9) Other

Education

1) Some high school or less
2) High school graduate or equivalent
3) Vocational/technical school (two year program)
4) Some college, but no degree
5) College graduate (four year program)
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6) Some graduate school, but no degree.
7) Graduate degree (MSc, MBA, PhD, etc.)
8) Professional degree (M.D., J.D., etc.)
Area of residence

1) Urbanized Area (50,000 or more people)
2) Urban Cluster (at least 2,500 and less than 50,000
people)
3) Rural (all other areas)

Income

1) $0 - $24,999
2) $25,000 - $49,999
3) $50,000 - $74,999
4) $75,000 - $99,999
5) More than $100,000

Marital Status

1) Single (never married)
2) Married
3) Separated
4) Widowed
5) Divorced

Use Frequency

The frequency of engagement with carsharing services (e.g.
Lyft, Uber, Zipcar, Car2Go), apartment sharing services (e.g.
Airbnb, Couchsurfing), product-service communities (e.g.
Peerby, Taskrabbit), retail platforms (e.g. Bag Borrow and
Steal), peer-to-peer lending platforms (e.g. Crowdfunder,
Lend Club) and coworking spaces (e.g. We Work) was
measured with a 7-point Likert scale:
1) never
2) Tried, but do not use them now
3) Once a year
4) Once a month
5) 2 – 3 times a month
6) Once a week
7) A few times a week

Use Intensity

The intensity of engagement with carsharing services (e.g.
Lyft, Uber, Zipcar, Car2Go), apartment sharing services (e.g.
Airbnb, Couchsurfing), product-service communities (e.g.
Peerby, Taskrabbit), retail platforms (e.g. Bag Borrow and
Steal), peer-to-peer lending platforms (e.g. Crowdfunder,
Lend Club) and coworking spaces (e.g. We Work) was
measured with a 7-point Likert scale:
1) Non-use
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2) Almost never use
3) Use but not intensively
4) Neutral
5) Slightly intensive
6) Intensive
7) Extremely intensive
The frequency of the use of
platforms

This scale was used to measure the frequency of the use of the
following monetary and nonmonetary platforms based on a 9point Likert scale with anchors “1=never” to “9=every day”
Monetary platforms:
1) Monetary-based accommodation sharing (e.g. Airbnb,
HomeAway)
2) Monetary-based access to clothing, accessories and
toys (e.g. Rent the Runway, DesignerShare,
BabyQuip)
3) Monetary-based transportation (e.g. Uber, Lyft, Gett,
Zimride)
4) Monetary-based childcare, petcare, babysitting and
caregiving (e.g. Care.com, UrbanSitter, Bubble,
DogVacay, Rover)
5) Monetary-based access to everyday items, equipment
and household goods (e.g. Fat Llama, GoShare, Dolly,
Zilok)
6) Monetary-based rent of space (e.g. Just Park,
Peerspace)
7) Monetary-based knowledge and talent sharing (e.g.
TaskRabbit, Zaarly, Upwork)
8) Finance (e.g. CrowdCube. Kickstarter, Sofi, Lending
Club)
9) Monetary-based experience sharing (e.g. Vayable,
EatWith)
10) Monetary-based book exchange (e.g. PaperBack
Swap)
Nonmonetary platforms:
1) Nonmonetary-based accommodation (e.g.
Couchsurfing, GuesttoGuest, HomeExchange)
2) Nonmonetary-based access to clothing, baby
equipment and accessories (e.g. Outdress)
3) Nonmonetary-based access to everyday items and
household goods (e.g. Freecycle, Freegle)
4) Gifts exchange (e.g. GiftFlow, Ziilch, Exchango,
Freelly)
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5) Nonmonetary-based rent of space (e.g. Shared Earth,
YardShare)
6) Nonmonetary-based knowledge and talent sharing
(e.g. TimeBank, free skills provision through
StreetBank)
7) Nonmonetary-based book exchange (e.g. BookMooch,
BookCrossing)

There are four main types of variables: a) nominal, in which different labels are assigned to
different types of responses, b) ordinal, in which responses are ranked, c) interval, in which
response scales are ranked and the distance between each response category is equal, and d) ratio,
which are similar to interval variables, but the minimum value can be equal to zero (Hair, 2014).
This research included nominal (demographic characteristics, such as age, gender and income)
and interval variables measuring the main constructs referring to attitudes, behaviour and
perceptions.
All constructs were measured with Likert-type scale items: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3)
slightly disagree, (4) neither agree nor disagree, (5) slightly agree, (6) agree, and (7) strongly
agree. The utilisation of a Likert-type scale is very useful in questionnaires in two ways. First,
this makes it possible to collect data that more accurately represent individuals’ attitudes, beliefs
and behaviour. Second, Likert-type questions give the opportunity to employ more powerful
statistical tools for analysing the data (Mitchell and Jolley, 2012).
To ensure the validity and reliability of the questionnaire, pilot testing was conducted (Boudreau
et al., 2001). The purpose of the pilot test is to check some aspects of the questionnaire to ensure
that no difficulties will occur later (Alreck and Settle, 1994). The use of the pilot test made it
possible to evaluate the feasibility of the study in terms of the time and effort taken to fill in the
questionnaire, the understanding of the questions, the clarity of the wording, the design
convenience, as well as the scales' applicability. The questionnaire was distributed to eleven
students of Newcastle University, using sharing economy platforms. Based on the comments
from the pilot study, some questions were clarified. No reliability and validity concerns were
raised. Therefore, the measurement constructs and items were not changed.
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4.5.

Measurements

The questionnaire for the first survey employed 11 multi-item reflective scales to measure the
relationships between main constructs (Table 11). Structural social capital was represented by
bonding social ties. The items for this construct were adapted from the study by Chiu et al.
(2006). The items for the cognitive social capital, represented by the shared vision, originated
from the studies by Tsai and Ghoshal (1998) and Leana and Pil (2006). The items for the
relational social capital were associated with three constructs, which are identification (Chiu et
al., 2006), the reciprocity norm (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Morales, 2005, Suh and Shin, 2010) and
pro-environmental beliefs (Snelgar, 2006). Pro-environmental beliefs is a three-dimensional
construct reflecting altruistic, biospheric and egoistic beliefs (Snelgar, 2006). To assess the social
value, the scale by Rintamäki et al. (2006) was used. The use behaviour measure was adapted
from the previous literature examining the behaviour of users in the context of IS systems (Ajzen
and Fishbein, 1980, Taylor and Todd, 1995, Riemenschneider et al., 2003, Venkatesh et al.,
2012). When it comes to the outcomes of the behaviour, this study adapted the social inclusion
scale from Richardson and Le Grand (Richardson and Le Grand, 2002), while the subjective
well-being measure was adapted from Diener et al. (Diener et al., 2010). All items were measures
using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “1 - strongly disagree” to “7 – strongly agree”. In
regards to the moderators, the study assessed the effect of respondents’ socio-demographic
characteristics, such as age and income.

Table 11: Measurement items for survey 1
Measurement Item

Loading

Bonding Social Ties (Chiu et al., 2006)

Cron-bach's
α
0.969

Apart from transactions, I have frequent communication
with some users

0.943

I know some users on a personal level

0.926

I spend a lot of time engaging in social interactions with
some users

0.953

I maintain close social relationships with some users

0.946

Shared Vision (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998, Leana and Pil,
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0.959

2006)
All users are in total agreement with the vision of the
platforms

0.86

Users view themselves as partners in charting the direction
of the platforms

0.915

Users are committed to the goals of the platforms

0.936

Users have the same purpose of using the platforms

0.893

I am enthusiastic about pursuing the collective goals and
missions of platforms

0.884

I share the same ambitions and vision with other users

0.877

Identification (Chiu et al., 2006)

0.960

I am proud to be the member of communities

0.916

Users behave in a consistent manner

0.842

I have a strong positive feeling toward communities

0.937

I have the feeling of togetherness or closeness in
communities

0.931

I feel a sense of belonging toward communities

0.932

Altruistic Belief (Snelgar, 2006)

0.902

Environmental protection benefits everyone

0.917

Environmental protection will help people have a better
quality of life

0.91

The effects of pollution on public health are worse than we
realise

0.745

Pollution generated here harms people all over the earth

0.783

Biospheric Belief (Snelgar, 2006)

0.835

Over the next several decades, thousands of species of plants
and animals will become extinct

0.848

Modern development threatens wildlife

0.847

Egoistic Belief (Snelgar, 2006)

0.859

Laws to protect the environment limit my choices and
personal freedom

0.795

Protecting the environment will threaten jobs for people like
me

0.949

Reciprocity (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Morales, 2005, Suh
and Shin, 2010)
I believe that the benefits I give to other users will be
reciprocated
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0.945
0.907

It is fair to help other users when they want help with the
service/product-related inquiry

0.902

I trust that some users would help me if I were in a similar
situation

0.907

I know that other users will help me, so it is only fair to help
users of platforms

0.89

Social Value (Rintamäki et al., 2006)

0.946

I find products/services that are consistent with my style

0.866

I feel that I belong to the user segment of platforms

0.892

I am eager to tell my friends/acquaintances about platforms

0.863

Patronising platforms creates an image that I want to help
others

0.773

I feel like a smart user, because I make successful
acquisition/distribution of products/services on platforms

0.886

It gives me something that is personally important or
pleasing

0.9

Use Behaviour (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980, Taylor and Todd,
1995, Venkatesh et al., 2012, Riemenschneider et al., 2003)

0.891

I would have no difficulty telling others about the results of
using platforms

0.705

I believe I could communicate to others the consequence of
using platforms

0.891

The results of using platforms are apparent to me

0.915

I would have no difficulty explaining why platforms may or
may not be beneficial

0.767

Social Inclusion (Richardson and Le Grand, 2002)

0.945

I have enough money for food

0.786

I have access to childcare and general care facilities

0.581

I am able to obtain credit

0.785

I have access to public services

0.785

I have access to health care

0.792

I can get medical help immediately if required

0.784

I am able to afford transport costs

0.831

I have access to community facilities

0.736

I am economically active

0.75

I have access to financial services

0.841

I have access to educational opportunities

0.783
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I have access to transportation

0.807

Well-Being (Diener et al., 2010)

0.965

The engagement with sharing economy platforms makes it
possible to...
- Lead a purposeful and meaningful life

0.855

- Have supportive and rewarding social relations

0.882

- Make my daily activities engaging and interesting

0.891

- Contribute to the happiness and well-being of others

0.884

- Be competent and capable in the activities that are
important to me

0.901

- Be a good person and live a good life

0.905

- Be optimistic about my future

0.879

- Be respected by other people

0.855

For Survey 2, multi-item reflective scales were adopted from prior literature to measure the
eleven constructs of the main model (Table 12). To measure social identity, the scale developed
by Luhtanen and Crocker (1992) was adapted. Outgroup and ingroup comparison were measured
by the scales derived from the study by Hess et al. (2010), while procedural and distributive
justice were measured by the scales adapted from the study by Colquitt (2001), Leventhal (1980).
Predisposition towards maximisation scale was adapted from the studies by Lai (2010), Schwartz
et al. (2002), Highhouse et al. (2008), Equity sensitivity scale was adapted from the studies by
Huseman et al. (1987), King Jr et al. (1993). Reciprocity perception was measured by the scale
developed by Bakker et al. (2000). Emotion-focused and problem-focused coping were measured
by the scale developed by Billings and Moos (1981). Finally, the items for measuring relationship
commitment derived from the study by Anderson and Weitz (1992). All items, except the equity
sensitivity scale, were measured using a Likert scale with anchors between “1 – strongly
disagree” to 7 – strongly agree”. Equity sensitivity was measured by a 10-point scale, where “1”
characterised entitlement and “10” characterised benevolence. To measure the moderating effect
of hedonic and utilitarian values, we used the scale developed by Babin et al. (1994). The factors
moderating the relationship between reciprocity perception, coping strategies and relationship
commitment included self-efficacy, response efficacy and social influence constructs. Selfefficacy and response efficacy were adopted from the study by Warkentin and Siponen (2015),
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while social influence originated from the study by Venkatesh et al. (2012). Moderators were
measured by a 7-point Likert scale.

Table 12: Measurement items for survey 2
Measurement Item

Loa-ding

Social Identity (Luhtanen and Crocker, 1992)

Cron-bach's
α
0.953

Overall, my membership in sharing economy platforms and
the associated communities reflect the way I feel about
myself

0.869

The sharing economy platforms and the associated
communities I belong to have been an important reflection
of who I am

0.930

The sharing economy platforms and the associated
communities I belong to have been important to my sense of
what kind of person I am

0.949

In general, belonging to sharing economy platforms and the
associated communities is an important part of my selfimage

0.915

Outgroup Comparison (Hess et al., 2010)

0.934

The overall benefits of using sharing economy platforms are
greater than the benefits one receives when using traditional
providers

0.896

Overall, using sharing economy platforms is more beneficial
compared to when using traditional providers

0.928

The overall impact of using sharing economy platforms is
more favourable than when using other traditional providers

0.903

Ingroup Comparison (Hess et al., 2010)

0.909

My overall benefits of using sharing economy platforms are
greater than the benefits experienced by other users

0.891

Overall, sharing economy platforms have been more
beneficial to me compared to other users

0.936

Procedural Justice (Colquitt, 2001, Leventhal, 1980)

0.913

The procedures of engaging in transactions are free of bias

0.886

The procedures of engaging in transactions are based on
accurate information

0.889

Users are able to appeal the outcomes of procedures when

0.868
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engaging in transactions
Distributive Justice (Colquitt, 2001, Leventhal, 1976)

0.903

The outcomes are appropriate for what users undertake to
complete a transaction

0.907

The outcomes reflect what users have contributed into the
transactions, in terms of money, effort or time spent

0.907

Predisposition towards maximisation (Lai, 2010, Schwartz et
al., 2002, Highhouse et al., 2008)

0.894

Whenever I’m faced with a choice, I try to imagine what all
the other possibilities are, even ones that aren’t present at
the moment.

0.861

My decisions are well thought through

0.868

I am uncomfortable making decisions before I know all my
options.

0.699

Before making a choice, I consider many alternatives
thoroughly

0.874

Equity Sensitivity (Huseman et al., 1987, King Jr et al.,
1993)

0.855

When having exchange relationships with people it is
important ...
(1) to receive ….(10) to give

0.659

(1) I am concerned with what I receive ….(10) I am
concerned with what I contribute

0.689

(1) I watch out for my own good ….(10) I help others

0.788

(1) my hard work should benefit me ….(10) my hard work
should benefit others

0.737

(1) to look out for myself ….(10) to give than to receive

0.816

Reciprocity Perception (Bakker et al., 2000)

0.928

How often do you feel you invest more in the relationship
with other parties of sharing economy transactions than you
receive in return?

0.894

How often do you feel you lay out yourself too much in view
of what you achieve?

0.913

How often do you feel you give sharing economy platforms
and associated communities a lot of time and attention, but
meet with little appreciation?

0.895

Emotion-focused coping (Billings and Moos, 1981)

0.712

I prepare for the worst

0.736

Sometimes, I take it out on other people when I feel angry or

0.751
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depressed
Problem-focused coping (Billings and Moos, 1981)

0.874

I talk about the situation with other people who have been
using sharing economy platforms

0.825

I talk with a spouse or other relative about the problem

0.808

I talk with a friend about the situation

0.875

Relationship Commitment (Anderson and Weitz, 1992)

0.960

I have a strong sense of loyalty to sharing economy
platforms and associated communities

0.844

I am very committed to sharing economy platforms and
associated communities

0.898

I am quite willing to make long-term investments in using
sharing economy platforms

0.930

My relationship with sharing economy platforms and
associated communities is a long-term alliance

0.933

I am patient with sharing economy platforms and associated
communities when they make mistakes that cause me trouble

0.874

I am willing to dedicate whatever people and resources it
takes to make sharing economy platforms and associated
communities to prosper

0.897

4.6. Sampling
Sampling is an important procedure in the research design, as it ensures the quality of the data.
Sampling is a technique that is employed to select the units of the population who will help
answer the research question. It is used when it is not feasible to collect data from the entire
population. Prior to conducting this research, the two available categories of sampling methods
were considered: probability (representative) and non-probability sampling (Bradley, 1999,
Uprichard, 2013). Probability sampling is often associated with survey or experiment-based
research. The employment of any probability sampling technique ensures that the sample selected
for the research is representative of the population. This means that the probability of being
selected for the study is equal for all respondents (Saunders, 2011). The four common probability
sampling techniques are simple random sampling, systematic sampling, stratified random
sampling and multi-stage cluster sampling (Trochim and Donnelly, 2008). The most popular
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probability sampling technique employed in research is simple random sampling. This technique
implies that respondents are selected randomly from the population, whereby the odds of being
selected are equal for all units of the population (Bryman, 2011). Systematic random sampling is
the random selection of participants not from the population, but a sampling frame (units of the
population from which the sample derives), which can be justified theoretically or by the purpose
of the study. For stratified random sampling, the researcher divides the population into groups
(strata reflecting the population in terms of its proportionate dispersion of characteristics), from
which the final sample is randomly and proportionately selected (Hibberts et al., 2012). Cluster
sampling is a multi-stage process. At the first stage, the researcher randomly selects clusters of
the population and at the second stage, the researcher randomly selects a sample from each
cluster (De Vaus and de Vaus, 2013).
In contrast to probability sampling, non-probability sampling implies no random selection of the
units of population (Vehovar et al., 2016). It means that the sample is formed based on the
judgement of the researcher or convenience. Three main non-probability methods used in social
science are convenience sampling, quota sampling and snowball/network sampling (Hibberts et
al., 2012). A convenience sample is selected because the sample is accessible and available for
the researcher. Like stratified sampling, quota sampling implies the procedure of stratifying the
population, but the selection of a sample within strata is non-random (Vehovar et al., 2016). For
snowball and network sampling, the researcher recruits initial subjects of the study, who
subsequently recruit further respondents from their acquaintances (Browne, 2005, Hibberts et al.,
2012).
Given the characteristics of each sampling technique, non-probability sampling was utilised. The
primary reason for this selection method was that the findings of the research cannot be
generalisable to the entire population, but only the users of sharing economy platforms.
Respondents were recruited from the pool of the suppliers and providers participating in sharing
economy transactions in the US. More specifically, the collection of data was in line with the
convenience sampling method, because access to the consumer panel was provided by an
independent research company. The reasons for selecting convenience sampling were two-fold.
First, that enabled the researchers to set the eligibility criteria. The collected data needed to be
specific to answer the research questions set by the thesis, which revolved around the usage of
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sharing economy platforms. Hence, the questionnaires included screening questions that were
aimed at filtering out the non-users of sharing economy platforms. Second, the use of a consumer
panel made it possible to keep a high response rate. Respondents could access the online survey
through a URL, which ensured the anonymity of the responses. The final sample for the first
survey consisted of 487 respondents (Table 13). The respondents represented the users of the six
main types of sharing economy services, such as carsharing, apartment sharing, product-service
exchange, retail, peer-to-peer lending and coworking. The final sample for the second survey
comprised 398 users of sharing economy platforms (Table 14). The sample consisted of the users
of monetary and non-monetary platforms (e.g. accommodation, care services, clothes sharing,
space renting, experience sharing etc), categorised by the degree to which the exchange relations
imply monetary rewards. The size of the samples was optimal for running inferential analysis and
identifying the strength of the inter-correlation between the variables (Hair et al., 2006).

Table 13: Demographic profile of respondents for survey 1
Demographic
Characteristic
Gender
Age

Current Employment Status

Type

Percentage

Male

Frequency
(n=487)
237

Female

250

51.3

under 20

2

0.4

20 - 29

63

12.9

30 - 39

108

22.2

40 -49

74

15.2

50 - 59

114

23.4

Over 60

126

25.9

Full time employed

280

57.5

Part time employed

59

12.1

Out of work (but looking for)

12

2.5

Out of work (but not looking
for)

3

0.6

Homemaker

37

7.6

Student

4

0.8

Retired

80

16.4

120

48.7

Ethnicity

Education

Area of Residence

Household Income

Use of Sharing Economy
Platforms

Unable to work

12

2.5

Non-Hispanic White or EuroAmerican

368

75.6

Black, Afro-Caribbean, or
African American

44

9.0

Latino or Hispanic American

41

8.4

East Asian or Asian American

15

3.1

South Asian or Indian
American

12

2.5

Native American or Alaskan
Native

6

1.2

Other

1

0.2

Some high school or less

4

0.8

High school graduate or
equivalent

78

16.0

Vocational/technical school
(two year program)

27

5.5

Some college, but no degree

89

18.3

College graduate (four year
program)

167

34.3

Some graduate school, but no
degree

13

2.7

Graduate degree (MSc, MBA,
PhD, etc.)

87

17.9

Professional degree (M.D.,
J.D., etc.)

22

4.5

Urbanized Area (50,000 or
more people)

227

46.6

Urban Cluster (at least 2,500
and less than 50,000 people)

155

31.8

Rural (all other areas)

105

21.6

$0 - $24,999

53

10.9

$25,000 - $49,999

102

20.9

$50,000 - $74,999
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26.1

$75,000 - $99,999

83

17.0

More than $100,000

122

25.1

Carsharing services

400

82.1

121

Apartment sharing

183

37.6

product-service exchange
communities

64

13.1

Retail platforms

77

15.8

Peer-to-peer lending platforms

116

23.8

Coworking spaces

58

11.9

Table 14: Demographic profile of respondents for survey 2
Demographic
Characteristic

Type

Frequency
(n=398)

Percentage

Gender

Male

189

47.5

Female

208

52.3

Prefer not to say

1

0.3

under 20

9

2.3

20 – 29

43

10.8

30 – 39

88

22.1

40 -49

84

21.1

50 – 59

83

20.9

Over 60

91

22.9

Full time employed

211

53.0

Part time employed

32

8.0

Out of work (but looking for)

16

4.0

Out of work (but not looking
for)

2

0.5

Homemaker

26

6.5

Student

9

2.3

Retired

87

21.9

Unable to work

15

3.8

Non-Hispanic White or EuroAmerican

293

73.6

Age

Current Employment Status

Ethnicity

122

Education

Area of Residence

Household Income

Black, Afro-Caribbean, or
African American

25

6.3

Latino or Hispanic American

16

4.0

East Asian or Asian American

38

9.5

South Asian or Indian
American

7

1.8

Middle Eastern or Arab
American

4

1.0

Native American or Alaskan
Native

3

0.8

Other

7

1.8

Mixed

5

1.3

Some high school or less

7

1.8

High school graduate or
equivalent

45

11.3

Vocational/technical school
(two-year program)

23

5.8

Some college, but no degree

68

17.1

College graduate (four-year
program)

113

28.4

Some graduate school, but no
degree

16

4.0

Graduate degree (MSc, MBA,
PhD, etc.)

89

22.4

Professional degree (M.D.,
J.D., etc.)

37

9.3

Urbanised Area (50,000 or
more people)

198

49.7

Urban Cluster (at least 2,500
and less than 50,000 people)

146

36.7

Rural (all other areas)

54

13.6

$0 - $24,999

55

13.8

$25,000 - $49,999

68

17.1

$50,000 - $74,999

82

20.6
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4.7.

$75,000 - $99,999

72

18.1

More than $100,000

121

30.4

Data Analysis

4.7.1. Test of the Measurement and Structural Models
The data collected from both surveys and hypotheses were tested using SPSS v.24 and SPSS
Amos v.24. Structural equation modelling (SEM) was used for the main analysis of the data.
Structural equation modelling makes it possible to empirically examine theoretical models by
testing both a measurement model and a structural model in one analysis. In line with procedures
suggested by (Hair et al., 2006), prior to the analysis of structural paths, confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted to test the measurement model and ensure the reliability and
validity of the constructs. CFA makes it possible to test how well the measured items represent
the constructs in the research models. Although there are two procedures available for a
researcher to test the quality of measurements, namely exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis, the latter was used due the research design underpinning this thesis.
Given that the purpose of the thesis is to test a theory, the validated measures were used to
represent constructs. CFA uses a statistical technique, whereby a researcher assigns the factors to
constructs based on the theory and tests the degree to which the constructs hold true (i.e.
confirmed) in the context of the study (Albright and Park, 2009). In other words, CFA provides a
test confirming “how measured variables logically and systematically represent constructs
involved in the theoretical model” (p. 603) (Hair et al., 2006). EFA is philosophically different in
that factors are not pre-assigned according to an underpinning theory, but are derived from the
statistical results. That means that the software is run to identify the underlying patterns of the
data and the factor structure. That is why EFA is applicable in theory-building research, whereby
the researcher lets new findings emerge from the data (Brown, 2015).
After specifying the model, model fit indices were examined to see the degree to which the
research model and the observed data on the variables matched. CFA provides many goodness-
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of-fit values showing absolute fit (e.g. GFI, RMSEA, RMR), incremental fit (e.g. NFI, NNFI,
CFI) and parsimony fit (e.g. AGFI, PNFI) indices, in addition to the X2 results. Following the
rule of thumb suggested by (Hair et al., 2006), the X2 results, one absolute fit index (i.e. RMSEA)
and one incremental fit index (CFI) were used to confirm the fit of the measurement model. As
far as the cut-off values are concerned, the guidelines by (Hair et al., 2014) were adopted (Table
15).

Table 15: Goodness-of-fit statistics
Sample size

>250

Number of observed
variables

<12

between 12 and 30

>30

X2

Insignificant p-values
even with good fit

Significant p-values
expected

Significant p-values
expected

CFI

.95 or better

Above .92

Above .90

RMSEA

Values < .07 with CFI Values < .07 with CFI Values < .07 with CFI
of .97 or higher
of .92 or higher
of .90 or higher

4.7.2. Validity and Reliability Test
CFA using AMOS produces estimates enabling the researcher to assess construct validity, which
is important prior to embarking on the path analysis. Construct validity is tested to define the
quality and accuracy of the research by confirming that the items are actually measuring the
constructs they are designed to measure. There are several coefficients that show the convergent
and discriminant validity of the measured construct (Table 16) (Hair et al., 2006). Convergent
validity implies that items of a latent construct do converge and share a sufficient proportion of
variance (Myers et al.). Convergent validity is estimated by factor loading, average variance
extracted and reliability indices. The loading on the factor is measured by standardised
coefficients, ideally, not less than .7, which would mean that the factor explains around half of
the variance in the item, although .5 factor loading is also acceptable (Hair et al., 2006). Average
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variance extracted (AVE) is calculated for each factor loading on a construct by dividing the total
standardised factor loadings by the number of items (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). AVE should be
not less than .5 to confirm the validity of the construct (Hair et al., 2006). Convergent validity is
also estimated by the composite reliability coefficient, which indicates the internal consistency
within the scale (Bacon et al., 1995). Composite reliability “is computed from the squared sum of
factor loadings (Li) for each construct and the sum of the error variance terms for a construct (ei)
(p.619) (Hair et al., 2006). Another reliability test which is often used in studies is Cronbach’s
alpha. This test shows how closely a set of items are related to each other (Cronbach, 1951).
Either of the above reliability estimates should beequal or above .7 to confirm that the items
consistently measure the same construct (Hair et al., 2006). Finally, discriminant validity
demonstrates the extent to which the construct is different from others (Anderson and Gerbing,
1988, Bagozzi and Phillips, 1982). To confirm discriminant validity, the variance-extracted
estimates of the constructs should be greater than the squared correlation estimate between the
constructs (Hair et al., 2006).

Table 16: Reliability and validity coefficients

Factor Loading
> .5 acceptable
>.7 ideal

Convergent validity
AVE
CR / Cronbach Alpha
>.5

>.7

Discriminant Validity
Discriminant Validity
AVE > R2

4.7.3. Common Method Variance
Common method variance (CMV) has become increasingly recognised as a potential problem for
behavioural research based on self-reported data collected from one source (Podsakoff et al.,
2003). Common method variance suggests that the variance shared among variables is due to
systematic error (Richardson et al., 2009), which threatens the validity of the conclusions.
Method variance is attributable to the method rather than to the theoretical construct of interest
(Bagozzi and Yi, 1991). This provides an alternative interpretation of the relationships between
the constructs, which is irrelevant to the hypothesised ones. The adverse effect of common
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method variance in research has prompted the development of several methods that can be used
to control for CMV or lessen the possibility of its occurrence in the data. A few scholars came up
with two sets of remedies that researchers may use (Bagozzi, 1984, Podsakoff et al., 2003,
MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012). One way is to undertake procedural remedies relating to the
design of a survey, which decreases respondents’ ability to provide biased responses. The second
way is to conduct post-hoc tests that identify the possibility of common method variance in the
data (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012, Podsakoff et al., 2003).
In this thesis, both procedural and statistical post-hoc remedies were used to eliminate and
identify the possibility of common method bias. In line with the guidelines provided by
MacKenzie and Podsakoff (2012), the questionnaire was constructed in such a way as to ensure
high comprehension and clarity of terms and concepts. Vague terminology, complex wording and
compound questions were avoided to ensure that reading capabilities and topic comprehension
did not affect the accuracy of the responses (Krosnick, 1991). To increase the motivation to
provide accurate responses, participation in the survey was voluntary and incentivised. In
addition, to diminish the possible effects of social desirability bias and subjective attitude to the
interviewer, all questionnaires were anonymous and distributed online without physical contact
with the researchers (MacKenzie and Podsakoff, 2012).
Among the variety of statistical remedies to control for CMV, Harman’s single factor test and the
latent variable approach were used. Harman’s single factor is the most widely used technique to
check the availability of the potential issue related to common method variance. Similar to prior
studies (Andersson and Bateman, 1997, Aulakh and Gencturk, 2000, Karatepe et al., 2009,
Karatepe, 2010), the factor loadings of all the variables were analysed using an unrotated factor
solution in exploratory factor analysis. The assumption of this test is that either several factors
will emerge or one general factor will account for less than 50 % of the covariance among the
variables. The second approach controls for the effect of unmeasured latent factors, which was
found useful in a number of published research studies (Conger et al., 2000, Elangovan and Xie,
2000, Facteau et al., 1995, MacKenzie et al., 1991, MacKenzie et al., 1993). The procedure
involves the inclusion of the first-order factor, whereby the items of the theoretical constructs are
loaded both on the latent common factor and the theoretical constructs they belong to. Then,

127

items’ standardised regression weights are examined with and without a latent common method
factor to identify variance due to trait, method and random error (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

4.7.4. Multiple Regression and Multivariate Assumptions
To ensure that results are trustworthy, the assumptions conducive to multiple regression and
multivariate analyses were tested, which are multicollinearity, normality, outliers, linearity and
homoscedasticity (Table 17) (Osborne and Waters, 2002, Tabachnick et al., 2007). By checking
these assumptions, researchers make sure that results are trustworthy and the significance of
relationships are not over-or underestimated (Osborne and Waters, 2002). Multicollinearity
occurs when independent variables are highly correlated. This jeopardises the accuracy of the
interpretation of relationships as the effect size of the variable could be due to its correlation with
other independent variables (Tabachnick et al., 2007). Collinearity diagnostics can be performed
by checking tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) coefficients. Tolerance indicates the
degree to which the variability of one predictor is not explained by the other predictor. The
coefficient should be above .10, which is estimated by the formula “1- R2 for each variable”. The
VIF coefficient is inverse of the tolerance value, which should be less than 10 (Thompson et al.,
2017).
Outliers are extreme scores that affect the normality of the data. These are the cases with
standardised residuals above 3.3 or below -3.3. Outliers can be detected by inspecting the
Scatterplot, Mahalanobis Distances and Cook’s Distance values when performing multiple
regression analysis in SPSS. If residual statistics demonstrate any cases with values above or
below the acceptable range, researchers are recommended to examine Cook’s Distances. Values
not higher than 1 suggest that outliers have no effect on the accuracy of the results (Tabachnick et
al., 2007).
Normality, linearity and homoscedasticity assumptions indicate the nature of the examined
relationships and the distribution of scores.

Normality means that residuals are normally

distributed about the dependent variable scores. Linearity is illustrated by the straight line of the
relationship between independent and dependent variables. Homoscedasticity implies that all
scores have the same variance of the residuals about the scores of dependent variables. To check
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whether the assumptions are met, the Normal P-P Plot and Scatterplot should be inspected to
confirm that all values lie in a reasonably straight diagonal line and are concentrated around the
“0” point on the Scatterplot (Tabachnick et al., 2007). Also, the linearity of distributed scores can
be analysed through curve estimation in SPSS. To confirm the linear relationship between each
independent and dependent variable, the output should demonstrate that the linear model is
significant and stronger than other possible relationship types (e.g. inverse, logarithmic, cubic
etc.).

Table 17: Multiple regression assumptions test
Tolerance

VIF

Standardised
residuals

Cook’s Distance

Curve estimation

> .10

< 10

between -3.3
and 3.3

<1

 F value higher for linear
model than other types of
models
 p-value <0.05

4.7.5. Analysis of Moderation Effects
The analysis of the moderation effect for both research models was conducted using multi-group
analysis with Amos. Multi-group analysis makes it possible to estimate path coefficients for two
or more models, thus providing a comparison of the relationship between variables by controlling
for a certain condition/factor (Arbuckle, 2011). Similar to published papers (e.g. (Lee et al., 2014,
Lu et al., 2019)), the multi-group analysis was performed in two steps. Prior to embarking on the
analysis with Amos, the sample needs to be assigned into clusters. The two possible techniques of
clustering respondents include the median split method or two-step clustering analysis. For the
first research model, the clustering of the sample was based on socio-demographic factors (age,
economic status) and use patterns of sharing economy platforms (use frequency and use intensity)
through the two-step clustering analysis. For the second research model, hedonic value, utilitarian
value, self-efficacy, response efficacy and social influence continuous variables were converted
into binary ones using a median split method. The median values of the variables were identified
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to split the values into two categories: weak (below the median) and strong (above the median).
Table 18 presents the frequency statistics of the moderating variables. Then, the measurement
model between the groups was analysed to ensure that the relationships between observed and
latent variables are invariant, while the structural weights between the two groups are
significantly different. The second step was to analyse the moderation effect by containing the
path of interest (Arbuckle, 2011).

Table 18: Clusters for moderation analysis
Moderator
Survey 1
Age
Annual Income
Use Frequency

Use Intensity

Survey 2
Hedonic Value
Utilitarian Value
Self-efficacy
Response-efficacy
Social Influence

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

20 - 39 years
N = 171
$0 - $74,999
N = 282
used in the past or use once
a year
N = 235
almost never use or use not
intensively
N = 190

≥40 years old
N = 316
≥ $75,000
N = 205
use once a month to few
times a week
N = 252
Neutral use to extremely
intensive use
N = 297

Weak hedonic value
N = 164
Weak utilitarian value
N = 209
Weak self-efficacy
N = 233
Weak response-efficacy
N = 198
Weak social influence
N = 209

Strong hedonic value
N = 234
Strong utilitarian value
N = 189
Strong self-efficacy
N = 165
Strong response-efficacy
N = 200
Strong social influence
N = 189
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4.8.

Ethics

The research in social sciences involves potential moral issues that could arise between the
researcher and participants. Researchers usually face the dilemma of addressing the objectives of
the research vs respecting participants’ values and rights. In such situations, ethical guidelines
advise researchers to put the rights of the participants above the research objectives (Cohen et al.,
2013, Aronson et al., 1990). Research ethics is defined as “a matter of principled sensitivity to the
rights of others. Being ethical limits the choices we can make in the pursuit of truth. Ethics say
that while the truth is good, respect for human dignity is better, even if, in the extreme case, the
respect of human nature leaves one ignorant of human nature” (Cavan, 1977).
Ethical issues can be related to different stages of a research study. For instance, ethical issues
may stem from the chosen research design, the type of analysis and the adopted approach to
reporting results. Although ethical issues could arise at different points of the research, it is
important to obtain informed consent from respondents prior to conducting the research
(Frankfort-Nachmias and Nachmias, 2007). Informed consent is defined as “the procedures in
which individuals choose whether to participate in an investigation after being informed of facts
that would be likely to influence their decision” (Diener and Crandall, 1978). The respondents
should be told about the benefits of participating in the given research and warned about potential
associated risks. Informed consent demonstrates that the participants’ rights are acknowledged
and they reserve the right to participate in the survey or refuse. Informed consent outlines the
importance of four elements: competence, voluntariness, full information and comprehension.
Competence refers to the principle whereby the respondents are qualified to participate in the
survey and they are in the right state of mind. Voluntariness refers to the condition whereby the
respondent is given an option to refuse to participate. Full information implies that participants
are provided full information about the research objectives and the impact. In a situatio when this
condition cannot be upheld, reasonably informed consent should be employed (FrankfortNachmias and Nachmias, 2007). Still, the information should be sufficient to clearly
communicate the benefits of the research and explain potential risks that the individual might be
exposed to. The last element is comprehension, which refers to the assumption that respondents
fully understand the objectives of the research study. Informed consent can be satisfactory only if
all conditions are met (Cohen et al., 2013, Soble, 1978).
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The compliance with ethical procedures was ensured by following the ethical protocol developed
by Newcastle University Business School. Before starting the data collection an ethical team
assessed the potential risks associated with the data collection. For the assessment, the researcher
provided a document outlining the topic of the thesis, the nature of the research, its objectives and
the sampling requirements (e.g. age, education, gender). Based on the ethics form, the university
granted the approval to start data collection, implying that the research would not violate privacy,
anonymity and confidentiality procedures. Secondly, informed consent was obtained from all
respondents. To ensure the compliance to the standards of informed consent, the researchers
ensured that all respondents were competent in the subject of the research, their participation was
voluntary, they had sufficient information and understood the focus as well as the implications of
the study. The first page of the online survey included full information about the research. In
addition, the respondents were provided with a statement that the collected data would be
confidential and their identity would not be exposed. Then, the respondents were advised about
the option to withdraw at any point of the survey. Finally, the researcher’s email address was
provided in case respondents needed assistance or additional information.
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5. Results and Findings
5.1.

Survey 1: The Antecedents and Outcomes of Social Exchange

5.1.1. Validity and reliability analysis
The reliability and validity of the data from the first survey was evaluated based on CFA model
fit indices, measurement reliability and validity coefficients and the analysis of the possibility of
common method bias. The CFA model fit indices, comprising Chi-Square test results, absolute fit
index and incremental fit index, were satisfactory: χ2(1484) = 3748.23, CMIN/DF = 2.526, CFI =
0.926, RMSEA = 0.056. As far as measurement reliability and validity are concerned, the
analysis confirmed that the measurements were reliable and the model had no validity issues. The
coefficients of factor loading were above the acceptable threshold for all items (> 0.7). Construct
reliability was in the range between 0.836 and 0.969, which is above the satisfactory level (C.R.
> 0.7). The lowest Cronbach’s α among all constructs was 0.835, which suggests the reliability of
the constructs (Hair, 2014). Average variance extracted coefficients were between 0.600 and
0.887, which is higher than the cut-off point (AVE > 0.5). AVE, CR and Cronbach’s α
coefficients are presented in Table 19 along with the results of the discriminant validity test.
Discriminant validity results are presented as diagonal bold figures, which show that the
variance-extracted estimates of the constructs are greater than the squared correlation estimates
between the constructs. Finally, the result of the Harman’s single-factor test demonstrated that a
single factor did not account for the majority of the variance in the data (43%), which enabled us
to conclude that common method bias is not an issue for this survey.
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Table 19: Convergent and discriminant validity tests for survey 1
Construct

C.R.

AVE

α

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Social Inclusion

0.947

0.600

0.945

0.774

Social Ties

0.969

0.887

0.969

0.035

0.942

Reciprocity

0.946

0.813

0.945

0.285

0.666

0.902

Identification

0.961

0.832

0.960

0.161

0.793

0.851

0.912

Shared Vision

0.960

0.800

0.959

0.120

0.796

0.796

0.870

0.895

Altruistic Belief

0.906

0.709

0.902

0.318

0.342

0.487

0.433

0.404

0.842

Biospheric Belief

0.836

0.718

0.835

0.277

0.273

0.434

0.344

0.336

0.808

0.848

Social Value

0.946

0.747

0.946

0.277

0.658

0.748

0.826

0.765

0.462

0.434

Egoistic Belief

0.867

0.766

0.859

0.157 -0.425 -0.297 -0.404 -0.432

0.058

0.005 -0.349

Use Behaviour

0.867

0.766

0.891

0.536

0.402

0.607

0.540

0.525

0.406

0.380

0.658 -0.021

0.824

Well-Being

0.965

0.777

0.965

0.365

0.566

0.666

0.700

0.630

0.480

0.469

0.790 -0.237

0.705

0.864
0.875

Notes: Diagonal figures represent the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) and the figures below represent the between-constructs correlations
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11

0.882

5.1.2. Multiple Regression and Multivariate Assumptions
The collinearity statistics produced during the analysis of multiple regressions between
independent variables and use behaviour demonstrated that the Tolerance values were between
0.163 and 0.771, and VIF values between 1.238 and 6.145, confirming the absence of collinearity
among the variables. The Scatterplot and Normal P-P Plot of distributed standardised residuals
show that the scores lie along the diagonal line and around the “0” point (Figures 14, 15).
However, the case-wise diagnostics showed one case with values (3.415 and -3.479) that fall out
of the normal distribution range (-3.0 and 3.0). To check whether that case affected the model,
Cook's Distance values were reviewed. The maximum value was 0.23, which is far less than the
cut-off point, confirming that the outlier did not affect the accuracy of the results. The results of
curve estimation for each relationship are provided in Table 20. The values for a linear
relationship are significant and higher than the values for other types of relationships, indicating
the linearity of the effects of the predictors on the dependent variables.

Figure 14: Normal P-P Plot
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Figure 15: Scatterplot
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Table 20: Curve estimation results

Path
Social Ties ->
Use Behaviour
Shared Vision ->
Use Behaviour
Identification ->
Use Behaviour
Reciprocity ->
Use Behaviour
Altruistic Belief ->
Use Behaviour
Biospheric Belief ->
Use Behaviour
Egoistic Belief ->
Use Behaviour
Social Value ->
Use Behaviour
Use Behaviour ->
Subjective Wellbeing
Use Behaviour ->
Social Inclusion

Linear
68.843
***
131.65
***
149.453
***
200.299
***
72.414
***
56.878
***
116.247
***
252.09
***
343.75
***
252.09
***

Logarithmic

Inverse

44.598
***
101.211
***
117.541
***
144.989
***
52.077
***
44.787
***
99.294
***
199.06
***
295.291
***
227.341
***

26.433
***
63.761
***
73.422
***
68.617
***
24.069
***
23.117
***
59.861
***
112.821
***
180.036
***
164.003
***

Quadra
tic
52.842
***
69.286
***
79.389
***
106.182
***
41 ***
29.386
***
58.743
***
127.851
***
173.134
***
127.614
***

Model Type
Compo
Cubic
und
Power
35.186
***
46.249
***
54.044
***
70.958
***
28.013
***
19.795
***
39.087
***
85.428
***
115.839
***
91.232
***

Significant at p: ns≥0.05; ∗< 0.05; ∗∗< 0.01; ∗∗∗< 0.001.
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55.6 ***
112.617
***
129.452
***
169.296
***
52.502
***
51.976
***
94.802
***
227.341
***
277.937
***
199.06
***

39.461
***
100.175
***
119.515
***
136.294
***
40.568
***
46.29
***
89.307
***
217.51
***
281.069
***
217.51
***

S
25.409
***
73.682
***
88.997
***
72.952
***
21.255
***
29.802
***
62.098
***
151.349
***
207.988
***
202.552
***

Growth

Exponential

Logistic

55.6 ***
112.617
***
129.452
***
169.296
***
52.502
***
51.976
***
94.802
***
227.341
***
277.937
***
199.06
***

55.6 ***
112.617
***
129.452
***
169.296
***
52.502
***
51.976
***
94.802
***
227.341
***
277.937
***
199.06
***

55.6 ***
112.617
***
129.452
***
169.296
***
52.502
***
51.976
***
94.802
***
227.341
***
277.937
***
199.06
***

5.1.3. Path Analysis
The model fit indices (χ2(1501) = 4011.336, CMIN/DF = 2.672, CFI = 0.918, RMSEA = 0.059)
demonstrated that the structural model had a good fit to examine the significance of the proposed
paths (Table 21, Figure 16). The model explained 57.6 % of the variance for the behaviour of
sharing economy users, 28.3% of the variance for the feeling of being socially included and
54.8% for the perception of their subjective well-being. Out of ten proposed paths, six were
found to be significant. The analysis of the relationships demonstrated that use behaviour was
explained by the effect of four factors: Identification, Egoistic Belief, Reciprocity and Social
Value (H3, H4c, H5 and H6). However, the correlation between Identification and Use Behaviour
was negative, demonstrated by the effect of -0.23. In contrast, the effect of Egoistic Belief (H4c)
was significant and positive, explaining the change in use behaviour by a standard deviation of
0.219. The other two antecedents had stronger effects on Use Behaviour (H4 and H6).
Reciprocity Norm (H5) had a significant moderate effect, explaining almost 36% of the variance
for Use Behaviour, whereas Social Value had a strong effect in association with the behaviour of
sharing economy users (H6). Hypotheses H7a and H7b about the outcome of use behaviour were
both significant, with path coefficients much stronger than for the antecedents of use behaviour.
Four relationships were insignificant, disconfirming the effect of some constructs on use
behaviour (H1, H2, H4a and H4b). Particularly, the effects of Social Ties, Shared Vision,
Altruistic and Biospheric Beliefs were not supported.

Table 21: The results of hypothesis testing: the Antecedents and Outcomes of Social
Exchange
Hypo-theses

Path

Coef.

(t-test)

H1

Social Ties

--->

Use Behaviour

-0.031

(-0.478ns)

H2

Shared Vision

--->

Use Behaviour

0.087

(1.019ns)

H3

Identification

--->

Use Behaviour

-0.23

(-2.024*)

H4a

Altruistic Belief

--->

Use Behaviour

0.009

(0.118ns)

H4b

Biospheric Belief

--->

Use Behaviour

0.029

(0.373ns)
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H4c

Egoistic Belief

--->

Use Behaviour

0.219

(4.907***)

H5

Reciprocity

--->

Use Behaviour

0.357

(4.399***)

H6

Social Value

--->

Use Behaviour

0.631

(8.041***)

H7a

Use Behaviour

--->

Social Inclusion

0.532

(10.186***)

H7b

Use Behaviour

--->

Subjective WellBeing

0.74

(13.985***)

Figure 16: Structural equation model: the Antecedents and Outcomes of Social Exchange

Factors of Social
Exchange
Social Ties

H1 -0.031 ns

Shared Vision

H2 0.087 ns

Identification

H3 -0.023*

Altruistic Belief

H4a 0.009 ns

Biospheric Belief

H4b 0.029 ns

Egoistic Belief

H4c 0.219***

Reciprocity Norm

Perceived Social
Value

H7a 0.532***

Social Inclusion

Use Behaviour

H7b 0.740***

Subjective
Well-being

H5 0.357***

H6 0.631***

Significant at p: ns≥0.05; ∗< 0.05; ∗∗< 0.01; ∗∗∗< 0.001.

5.1.4. Moderation Effects
All hypotheses except H8b showed significant effects on the paths between use behaviour and
behavioural outcomes (Table 22). The moderation effect of age was found to be significant for
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both hypothesised paths. The younger group of respondents (20 – 39 years old) felt more socially
included and more likely to experience well-being associated with the use of sharing economy
platforms. The moderation effect of annual income on the relationships between sharing economy
usage, perceived social inclusion and subjective well-being was not confirmed. As far as use
frequency and use intensity were concerned, the feeling of social inclusion and the perception of
well-being was stronger among users who used platforms more intensively and frequently. The
effect of use frequency is stronger for the relationship between use behaviour and well-being,
demonstrated by a standard deviation of 0.277 .

Table 22: The moderation effects of use patterns and socio-demographic factors
H8a: Age
Path

∆χ²

Sig

20 - 39 years old Coef.
(t-test)

≥40 years old Coef. (ttest)

Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion

59.23

***

.654 (8.174; ***)

.597 (7.029; ***)

Use Behaviour --> Subjective Wellbeing

9.979

**

.875 (8.348; ***)

.722 (10.972; ***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

$0 - $74,999 Coef. (ttest)

≥ $75,000 Coef. (t-test)

Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion

1.848

ns

.518 (7.702; ***)

.554 (6.621; ***)

Use Behaviour --> Subjective Wellbeing

3.16

ns

.782 (11.585; ***)

.701 (8.008; ***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion

14.536

***

.546 (4.52; ***)

.584 (9.63; ***)

Use Behaviour --> Subjective Wellbeing

9.756

**

.374 (7.045; ***)

.651 (11.298; ***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

almost never use or use
not intensively Coef. (ttest)

Neutral use to
extremely intensive
use Coef. (t-test)

Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion

32.336

***

.567 (4.899; ***)

.634 (12.27; ***)

Use Behaviour --> Subjective Wellbeing

7.644

**

.690 (9.332; ***)

.788 (14.442; ***)

H8b: Annual Income

H9a: Use Frequency
used in the past or use
use once a month to
once a year Coef. (t-test) few times a week Coef.
(t-test)

H9b: Use Intensity
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To facilitate the interoperation of the relationships between the variables in the model, the
moderation of the effects of determinants by gender, age and income was tested (see Appendix
9.3.). The moderation analysis demonstrated that gender and income do not have significant
effects on the relationships between the antecedents of social exchange (i.e. identification,
egoistic belief, reciprocity norm, perceived social value) and use behaviour. However, it was
found that gender moderates the path between use behaviour and subjective wellbeing in such a
way that the perception of wellbeing is stronger with men (by 0.039 standard deviations). In
contrast, age was found to explain the variance in the effects of almost all the determinants. The
effect of identification on use behaviour is significant for young respondents (β= -0.091, p<0.01).
The effect of reciprocity norm decreases by a standard deviation of 0.016 for the older group of
the sample. Also, a negative moderation effect on the relationships between perceived social
value and use behaviour suggests that the importance of social value for users decreases by a
standard deviation of 0.164 as people grow older.
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5.2.

Survey 2: Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing Economy

5.2.1. Validity and Reliability Analysis
Confirmatory factor analysis, the analysis of the reliability and validity of measurements and
common method bias tests were performed. As a result of the CFA analysis of the data from the
second survey, model fit indices were satisfactory. Chi-Square test results are demonstrated by
χ2(574) = 1219.18 and CMIN/DF = 2.124. As required, the absolute fit index was below 0.08
(RMSEA = 0.053) and the incremental fit index was above 0.9 (CFI = 0.956) (Hair, 2014).
The reliability and validity of the constructs were confirmed by factor loadings, Cronbach’s α and
a construct reliability coefficient above the acceptable threshold ( > 0.7), satisfactory average
variance extracted (AVE > 0.5) and convergent validity results (Hair, 2014). The lowest factor
loading was 0.659 and the Cronbach’s α was 0.705. Construct reliability results were in the range
between 0.712 and 0.961, while average variance extracted coefficients were between 0.553 and
0.840, as demonstrated in Table 23. Diagonal bold figures represent the square root of AVE. The
values are higher than the between-constructs correlations, confirming that there are no
discriminant validity issues.
To eliminate the possibility of misleading results, the Harman’s single-factor test and a statistical
procedure using the effect of a latent method factor were performed. The Harman’s single-factor
test demonstrated that a single factor accounts for 52% of the variance in the data, which is
slightly above the acceptable threshold. Therefore, a second method by controlling the effect of
an unmeasured latent construct was used. This method was suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003)
and is widely used by researchers (Conger et al., 2000, Elangovan and Xie, 2000, Facteau et al.,
1995, MacKenzie et al., 1991, MacKenzie et al., 1993) as a robust test of the identification of the
possibility of common method variance (CMV). Table 24 shows that the difference in the
regression weights among measurement models with and without the common latent factor is
minimal (between 0 – 0.09), suggesting that no single factor is affected by common method bias.
After rejecting the possibility of CMV, the model fit in SEM and the hypothesised relationships
were tested using Amos v.25.
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Table 23: Convergent and discriminant validity tests for survey 2
C.R.

AVE

α

1

Equity Sensitivity

0.858

0.548

0.855

0.740

Social Identity

0.954

0.839

0.953

0.348

0.916

Outgroup Comparison

0.935

0.826

0.934

0.370

0.823

0.909

Ingroup Comparison

0.910

0.835

0.909

0.355

0.865

0.872

0.914

Procedural Justice

0.912

0.776

0.912

0.337

0.769

0.841

0.805

0.881

Distributive Justice

0.903

0.823

0.903

0.356

0.710

0.857

0.768

0.860

0.907

Reciprocity Perception

0.928

0.811

0.928

0.287

0.698

0.582

0.729

0.639

0.556

0.901

Emotion-focused Coping

0.712

0.553

0.712

0.134

0.637

0.629

0.636

0.650

0.598

0.723

0.744

Problem-focused Coping

0.875

0.700

0.874

0.330

0.712

0.758

0.713

0.788

0.777

0.613

0.715

0.836

Relationship Commitment 0.961

0.804

0.960

0.353

0.792

0.788

0.830

0.821

0.754

0.709

0.646

0.766

0.897

Maximisation Predispos.

0.687

0.894

0.355

0.554

0.733

0.608

0.729

0.803

0.461

0.564

0.735

0.677

Construct

0.897

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

0.829

Notes: Diagonal figures represent the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) and the figures below represent the between-constructs
correlations
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Table 24: Results of the latent common method factor test

Construct

Social Identity

Outgroup Comparison
Ingroup Comparison
Distributive Justice

Procedural Justice

Equity Sensitivity

Predisposition towards
maximisation

Reciprocity

Problem-focused
coping
Emotion-focused
coping

Commitment

Item

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 1
Item 2
Item 1
Item 2
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 1

Standardised
regression
weights (model
with a latent
factor)
0.871
0.927
0.948
0.924
0.876
0.916
0.897
0.882
0.931
0.846
0.872
0.873
0.877
0.882
0.64
0.675
0.776
0.747
0.829
0.764
0.748
0.658
0.784
0.898
0.904
0.883
0.813
0.786
0.863
0.736

Standardised
regression
weights (model
without a latent
factor)
0.869
0.93
0.949
0.915
0.896
0.928
0.903
0.891
0.936
0.907
0.907
0.886
0.889
0.868
0.659
0.689
0.788
0.737
0.816
0.861
0.868
0.699
0.874
0.894
0.913
0.895
0.825
0.808
0.875
0.736

Difference

-0.002
0.003
0.001
-0.009
0.02
0.012
0.006
0.009
0.005
0.061
0.035
0.013
0.012
-0.014
0.019
0.014
0.012
-0.01
-0.013
0.097
0.12
0.041
0.09
-0.004
0.009
0.012
0.012
0.022
0.012
0

Item 2

0.781

0.751

-0.03

Item 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Item 5

0.846
0.898
0.931
0.934
0.875

0.844
0.898
0.93
0.933
0.874

-0.002
0
-0.001
-0.001
-0.001
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Item 6

0.895

0.897

0.002

5.2.2. Multiple Regression and Multivariate Assumptions
The test of multiple regression assumptions produced satisfactory results. The possibility of
multicollinearity was eliminated as the Tolerance values were between 0.211 and 0.862, and the
VIF values were between 1.145 and 4.872. According to the Scatterplot and Normal P-P Plot of
distributed standardised residuals, all scores were placed along the diagonal line and around the
“0” point (Figures 17, 18). Still, the case-wise diagnostics showed that four cases were beyond
the normal distribution range (-3.0 and 3.0). However, Cook's Distance analysis suggested that
those extreme cases did not affect the results, as the maximum value was 0.059, which is less
than the maximum cut-off point. Table 25 presents the results of curve estimation for each
relationship. The values for a linear model are significant and higher than the values for other
types of models, indicating the linearity of the relationships between variables.

Figure 17: Normal P-P Plot
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Figure 18: Scatterplot
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Table 25: Curve estimation results

Path
Social Identity -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Outgroup Comparison -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Ingroup Comparison -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Equity Sensitivity -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Predis. to Maximisation -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Procedural Justice -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Distributive Justice -->
Perceived Reciprocity
Emotion-Focused Coping -->
Commitment
Problem-Focused Coping -->
Commitment
Perceived Reciprocity -->
Commitment
Perceived Reciprocity -->
Emotion-Focused Coping
Perceived Reciprocity -->
Problem-Focused Coping

Linear
301.194
***
167.222
***
335.955
***
26.015
***
95.33
***
213.251
***
139.295
***
161.152
***
398.205
***
330.38
***
211.242
***
170.308
***

Logarithmic
209.163
***
134.531
***
245.234
***
13.593
***
78.975
***
173.277
***
114.091
***
96.008
***
293.164
***
216.663
***
148.16
***
99.007
***

Inverse
99.342
***
83.003
***
126.863
***
3.58
ns
49.015
***
104.64
***
71.167
***
34.562
***
161.272
***
119.768
***
84.611
***
46.647
***

Quadrat
ic
167.14
***
95.723
***
188.434
***
28.753
***
54.493
***
120.775
***
82.412
***
120.174
***
234.69
***
214.902
***
125.74
***
151.769
***

Significant at p: ns≥0.05; ∗< 0.05; ∗∗< 0.01; ∗∗∗< 0.001.
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Cubic
111.165
***
64.838
***
125.718
***
19.329
***
41.536
***
82.454
***
60.563
***
80.075
***
156.927
***
142.911
***
83.965
***
100.938
***

Model Type
Compou
nd
191.779
***
93.582
***
204.379
***
18.434
***
53.168
***
125.246
***
74.149
***
104.148
***
260.644
***
245.21
***
141.039
***
136.304
***

Power
151.282
***
81.886
***
171.832
***
9.798
**
50.268
***
110.546
***
65.308
***
71.168
***
225.038
***
191.247
***
113.11
***
87.295
***

S
82.701
***
58.87
***
107.984
***
2.569
ns
40.339
***
77.916
***
47.858
***
31.961
***
157.582
***
125.831
***
74.391
***
46.056
***

Growth
191.779
***
93.582
***
204.379
***
18.434
***
53.168
***
125.246
***
74.149
***
104.148
***
260.644
***
245.21
***
141.039
***
136.304
***

Exponential
191.779
***
93.582
***
204.379
***
18.434
***
53.168
***
125.246
***
74.149
***
104.148
***
260.644
***
245.21
***
141.039
***
136.304
***

Logistic
191.779
***
93.582
***
204.379
***
18.434
***
53.168
***
125.246
***
74.149
***
104.148
***
260.644
***
245.21
***
141.039
***
136.304
***

5.2.3. Path Analysis
The results of the analysis of the structural model are presented in Table 26 and Figure 19
demonstrated satisfactory model fit indices (χ2(596) = 1622.9, CMIN/DF = 2.723, CFI = 0.931,
RMSEA = 0.066). The model explained 69% of the variance for Reciprocity Perception, 58% of
the variance for Emotion-focused Coping, 47% for Problem-focused Coping and 70% for
Relationship Commitment. Out of 12 proposed relationships, nine were significant. The test of
the hypotheses about the determinants of Reciprocity Perception indicated a significant effect of
four factors: Social Identity, Ingroup Comparison, Procedural Justice and Predisposition Towards
Maximisation (H1, H2a, H3b, H5). The effect of Social Identity was small, represented by a
standard deviation of 0.3. The relationship between Ingroup Comparison and Reciprocity
Perception was quite strong, represented by an effect of 0.635. The effect size of Procedural
Justice was illustrated by a standard deviation 0.264 , while the effect of Predisposition Towards
Maximisation was 0.144. As suggested, the negative effect of Outgroup Comparison (H2b) on
Reciprocity Perception was confirmed too. However, the effects of two antecedents were not
significant, namely Equity Sensitivity and Distributive Justice. These results rejected Hypotheses
H3a and H4. The results demonstrated that out of all the variables, the most important was
Ingroup Comparison, which explained more variance in the dependent variable compared to other
factors. As far as the cognitive and behavioural outcomes of perceived reciprocity are concerned,
hypotheses 6, 7a and 8a were supported. That means that Perceived Reciprocity positively
correlated with Relationship Commitment, Problem-Focused Coping and Emotion-Focused
Coping, illustrated by the effect size of 0.493, 0.685 and 0.762 respectively. The path from
Reciprocity Perception to coping behaviours was strong, suggesting that after exchange relations,
individuals are more likely to have emotional or physical responses, rather than commit to future
transactions. The hypothesis about the correlation of Problem-Focused Coping and Relationship
Commitment was supported, showing a moderate strength of the relationship (H7b). In contrast,
the effect of Emotion-focused Coping on Relationship Commitment was not confirmed (H8b).
Figure 21 illustrates the structural paths of the model.
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Table 26: Results of hypothesis testing: Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing
Economy
Hypothesis

Path

Coef.

(t-test)

H1

Social Identity



Reciprocity Perception

0.335

(3.854***)

H2a

Ingroup Comparison



Reciprocity Perception

0.635

(5.351***)

H2b

Outgroup Comparison



Reciprocity Perception

-0.474

(-3.797***)

H3a

Distributive Justice



Reciprocity Perception

-0.038

(-0.333 ns)

H3b

Procedural Justice



Reciprocity Perception

0.264

(2.665**)

H4

Equity Sensitivity



Reciprocity Perception

0.012

(-0.296 ns)

H5

Maximisation Predisposition



Reciprocity Perception

0.144

(1.983*)

H6

Reciprocity Perception



Relationship Commitment

0.493

(6.645***)

H7a

Reciprocity Perception



Problem-focused Coping

0.685

(12.867***)

H7b

Problem-focused Coping



Relationship Commitment

0.452

(7.889***)

H8a

Reciprocity Perception



Emotion-focused Coping

0.762

(13.078***)

H8b

Emotion-focused Coping



Relationship Commitment

-0.040

(-0.568 ns)

Significant at p: ns≥0.05; ∗< 0.05; ∗∗< 0.01; ∗∗∗< 0.001.
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Figure 19: Structural equitation model: Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing
Economy
Social Comparison

Social Identity

H1 0.335*
Ingroup
Comparison

H2a 0.635***
Outgroup
Comparison

Emotionfocused coping

H2b -0.474***

Justice Perception
Distributive Justice

H8b -0.040ns

H8a 0.762***
H3a -0.038ns

H6 0.493***

Perceived
reciprocity

Relationship
Commitment

H3b 0.264**
Procedural Justice

H7a 0.685***
H4 0.012ns

Problemfocused coping

H7b 0.452***

Personal Factors
Equity Sensitivity

H5 0.144*

Predisposition
towards
maximisation

Significant at p: ns≥0.05; ∗< 0.05; ∗∗< 0.01; ∗∗∗< 0.001.

5.2.4. Moderation effects
The results demonstrated that hedonic value moderates all hypothesised paths, except the
relationship between procedural justice and perceived reciprocity (H9). The higher the effect of
hedonic value, the lower is the strength of the relationships between reciprocity, problem-focused
coping and relationship commitment. The variance in the effect of reciprocity on emotionfocused coping between users with weak vs strong hedonic value is significant but very mild.
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The moderation effect of utilitarian value was confirmed for all hypothesised paths (H10). The
relationship between procedural justice and reciprocity perception is significant for people who
have weak utilitarian value. The perception of the utility of relations in the sharing economy
increases the effect of perceived reciprocity on coping mechanisms. The effect on emotionfocused coping is different by a standard deviation of 0.045 between the two user clusters, while
the effect on problem-focused coping differs by a standard deviation of 0.233. Although the
moderation effect on the path from problem-focused coping to relationship commitment was
significant, the difference in the effect size between the two clusters of respondents is minimal.
The moderation effect of self-efficacy (H11a) was found to be significant for the relationships
between perceived reciprocity and both coping behaviours. The result shows the stronger effects
on emotion-focused and problem-focused coping for users who have strong self-efficacy. In
addition, hypotheses 11b and 11c were partly supported. The results show that a high degree of
response efficacy increases the effect of perceived reciprocity on emotion-focused coping (by a
standard deviation of 0.235) and problem-focused coping (by a standard deviation of 0.321), and
increases the effect of problem-focused coping on relationship commitment (by a standard
deviation of 0.228). Similarly, individuals who are more subjected to social influence are more
likely to use coping mechanisms. The results of moderation analysis are presented in Table 27.

Table 27: The moderation effects of values, self-efficacy, response-efficacy and social
influence
H9: Hedonic value
Path

∆χ²

Sig

Weak hedonic
value
Coef. (t-test)

Strong hedonic
value
Coef. (t-test)

Procedural Justice ---> Reciprocity

1.133

ns

0.214 (0.044ns)

0.237 (2.467*)

Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused Coping

33.269

***

0.564 (10.253***)

0.563 (3.004**)

Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused Coping

16.993

***

0.554 (8.095***)

0.371 (1.815ns)

Problem-Focused Coping ---> Relationship
Commitment

11.891

**

0.589 (6.904***)

0.436 (3.815***)

∆χ²

Sig

Weak utilitarian
value
Coef. (t-test)

Strong utilitarian
value
Coef. (t-test)

H10: Utilitarian value
Path
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Procedural Justice  Reciprocity

4.807

*

0.261 (3.212**)

0.195 (-0.296ns)

Reciprocity  Emotion-Focused Coping

19.046

***

0.624 (3.488***)

0.669 (10.539***)

Reciprocity  Problem-Focused Coping

3.971

*

0.427 (3.637***)

0.660 (8.837***)

Problem-Focused Coping  Relationship
Commitment

5.391

*

0.386 (3.664***)

0.365 (5.697***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused Coping

34.573

***

0.604 (2.834**)

0.682 (11.535***)

Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused Coping

3.900

*

0.445 (4.442***)

0.654 (8.038***)

Problem-Focused Coping ---> Relationship
Commitment

3.624

ns

0.407 (4.701***)

0.430 (5.576***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

Weak response
efficacy
Coef. (t-test)

Strong response
efficacy
Coef. (t-test)

Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused Coping

13.856

***

0.471 (3.662***)

0.706 (9.951***)

Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused Coping

12.089

**

0.371 (1.840ns)

0.692 (9.313***)

Problem-Focused Coping ---> Relationship
Commitment

9.316

**

0.321 (3.968***)

0.549 (6.032***)

Path

∆χ²

Sig

Weak social
influence
Coef. (t-test)

Strong social
influence
Coef. (t-test)

Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused Coping

28.000

***

0.597 (2.840**)

0.609 (9.339***)

Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused Coping

25.699

***

0.404 (1.159ns)

0.627 (8.802***)

Problem-Focused Coping ---> Relationship
Commitment

3.802

ns

0.420 (4.143***)

0.412 (5.473***)

H11a: Self-efficacy
Weak self-efficacy Strong self-efficacy
Coef. (t-test)
Coef. (t-test)

H11b: Response efficacy

H11c: Social Influence

The research model was also tested by controlling for the effects of socio-demographic variables,
such as gender, age and income. The results of the analysis are provided in Appendix 9.4. When
controlling for the effect of gender, the analysis showed that the effect of social identity on
perceived reciprocity is significant only for women (β=0.364, p<0.001). For female respondents,
the negative relationship between outgroup comparison and perceived reciprocity weakens (by a
standard deviation of 0.059), and the positive relationship between ingroup comparison and the
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perception of reciprocity decreases (by a standard deviation of 0.136). The effect of procedural
justice is significant only for men (β=0.405, p<0.01). The effect of perceived reciprocity on
emotion-focused coping is stronger for women (by a standard deviation of 0.022), while the
effect on problem-focused coping is stronger for men (by a standard deviation of 0.147). Women
are more committed to sharing economy platforms following the evaluation of reciprocity in
relations. This is represented by the effect size of the factor for the female cluster (β= 0.636,
p<0.001) compared to the male group of respondents (β= 0.585, p<0.001). Also, only women
tend to feel commitment to platforms after problem-focused coping behaviour (β= 0.414,
p<0.001).
Age moderates the relationships in the model in such a way that the positive effect of social
identity (β= 0.303, p<0.001) and a negative effect of outgroup comparison (β= -0.402, p<0.01) on
perceived reciprocity is significant only for older people. Consequently, older people are less
likely to compare their rewards and costs with the rewards/costs of people inside their social
group (by a standard deviation of -0.148). The effect of the predisposition towards maximisation
is significant only for younger respondents (β= 0.209, p<0.05), while the effect of procedural
justice is supported only for older respondents (β= 0.186, p<0.05). The effects of perceived
reciprocity on emotion- and problem-focused coping are stronger for younger people (by
standard deviations of 0.074 and 0.097). Similarly, the correlation between problem-focused
coping and commitment is stronger for the younger group of respondents. In contrast, older
people are more likely to feel committed to platforms after the evaluation of reciprocity (by a
standard deviation of 0.068).
As far as the income moderation is concerned, the results demonstrated that the effect of social
identity on reciprocity is slightly stronger for people with lower income (by a standard deviation
of 0.04). The control variable positively moderates the effects of comparison factors, meaning
that there is a higher dependence of perceived reciprocity on ingroup comparison (by a standard
deviation of 0.047) and a lower dependence of perceived reciprocity on outgroup comparison (by
a standard deviation of 0.09) among respondents with high-income. The role of procedural justice
is significant only for the high-income cluster (β= 0.265, p<0.05), while the effect of
predisposition towards maximisation is significant for younger respondents (β= 0.209, p<0.05).
High income increases the contribution of perceived reciprocity to problem-focused and emotion153

focused coping (by 0.046 and 0.034 standard deviations). Also, it decreases the effects of
reciprocity and problem-focused coping on relationship commitment (by standard deviations of
0.007 and 0.11).
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6. Discussion
6.1.

The Social and Psychological Antecedents and the Outcomes of Social

Exchange
6.1.1. Social Capital and Social Value
The thesis adopted the social exchange approach to explore the sharing economy from the user's
perspective. In line with the theory and previous research on the sharing economy, the effects of
eight constructs (social ties, identification, shared vision, reciprocity, altruistic, biospheric and
egoistic beliefs and social value) on use behaviour were hypothesised. The main premises of the
social exchange theory were confirmed. However, some antecedents related to social capital were
insignificant, disconfirming their power in explaining sharing economy practices.
Four hypotheses about the relationship between social ties, shared vision, pro-environmental
beliefs and use behaviour were not supported. The thesis sheds light on the relationship between
bonding social ties and use behaviour, which have been controversial to date (e.g. (Wasko and
Faraj, 2005, Ellison et al., 2007, Kim et al., 2017)). For example, the study examining the
cooperation of people through the electronic network of practice (computer-mediated forums
enabling discussion and the exchange of knowledge about the problems of practice) confirmed
the positive effect of structural social capital on the exchange of knowledge (Wasko and Faraj,
2005). The availability of social ties was also found to be a significant determinant of the
evaluation of knowledge sharing (Chiu et al., 2006). This is in contrast to the finding indicating
lack of correlation between social ties and accommodation sharing (Kim et al., 2017). This thesis
provides a result which is in line with the latter study, suggesting that people use sharing
platforms irrespective of the strength of social ties within a community. They engage in the
sharing economy to make new connections and increase bridging ties in the network. The finding
of the role of social capital suggest redefining the role of bonding social ties in the reinforcement
of connections (Putnam, 1995) in virtual collaborative spaces. While developing bonding ties
sustains offline communities, online platforms have the capability to substitute those relations by
semi-automated functions, like reputation systems, storage, feedback and reviews. Similarly, the
effect of shared vision is not an important driver of collaborations either. The insignificant effect
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is inconsistent with prior research suggesting that users’ collaborative behaviour in knowledge
sharing networks is explained by the positive influence of cognitive social capital (Wasko and
Faraj, 2005, Chiu et al., 2006). There are two plausible explanations for this result. First, drawing
on the finding of a previous study (Chiu et al., 2006), the effect of shared vision could differ
depending on the type of platform that respondents used. Hence, it is suggested that the effect of
the construct be tested, taking into account the moderating role of the type of platform, thus
throwing light on the correlations between the type of practice, shared vision and use behaviour.
Second, in view of the insignificant effect of social ties, it is predictable that people do not
develop collective self-esteem, a feeling of partnership and commitment based on shared
background with other users of the platforms. Accordingly, the findings provide new insight into
the role of shared vision in social relations enabled by online sharing platforms. The insignificant
effect of pro-environmental beliefs is surprising in view of the published literature arguing that
sustainability and altruistic motives are strong predictors of use (Kwon and Wen, 2010, Stern,
2000, Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002). However, the quantitative research by Möhlmann
(2015) postulated that pro-environmental values are not central for the compensated practice of
car and accommodation sharing. A possible interpretation of the insignificant effect of proenvironmental beliefs is that values differ depending on the type of practice. The prevailing
driver for monetary-based transactions could be cost-savings, which would outweigh altruistic
and environmental motives. Given the thesis did not control for the type or practice, this
argument could be developed further in future empirical studies.
The hypothesised effects of identification, reciprocity norm, egoistic belief, social value on use
behaviour, and the positive relationship between behaviour and outcomes were supported. A
significant path between reciprocity norm and use behaviour suggests that participation in the
sharing economy is based on the belief that the exchange of resources will be reciprocated either
immediately or in future transactions. This is consistent with the research examining reciprocity
norms in the context of free and market-based exchange (Shiau and Luo, 2012, Kim et al., 2017).
Prior research found that consumer satisfaction with buying through online platforms is
predetermined by the expectation of reciprocity (Shiau and Luo, 2012). Evidence from previous
studies also suggested that the norm of reciprocity manifests a significant influence on behaviour
not only in market-based relations, but in non-commercial exchange of intangible resources. It
was found that the intensity of knowledge sharing is explained by individuals’ salience of
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reciprocity norm. That means that people contribute as much effort as they think they will receive
in return (Chiu et al., 2006). Hence, this research demonstrates that the investigation of the
reciprocity norm concept in the sharing economy context provides a result which is congruent
with the rest of the above literature. Also, the finding that age moderates the effect of reciprocity
norm on behaviour suggests that as people grow older, the predictive role of the reciprocity norm
in exchange relations declines. The finding of this thesis provides much-needed empirical
evidence in relation to the discussion about the lack of pure altruistic motives in gift-giving and
sharing practices (Skågeby, 2010). The significant positive effect of egoistic belief contradicts the
majority of previous studies (Kwon and Wen, 2010, Stern, 2000). However, it is consistent with
the established insignificant effect of pro-environmental beliefs on use behaviour. This means
that people care more about the satisfaction of their own needs rather than helping others or
contributing to a sustainable environment. Both the insignificant role of pro-environmental
beliefs and the positive role of egoistic belief demonstrate a new perspective on the drivers of the
sharing economy. Against the popular opinion in the academic literature that the sharing
economy rests upon the idea of challenging overconsumption, overproduction, social and
economic inequality and pollution issues (Martin, 2016, Martin and Upham, 2016),
environmental benefits seem to be rather unintended outcomes. These results may demonstrate
the transformation of the sharing economy into a commercially-oriented system, thus signalling
the need to reconsider the conceptualisation and framing of the phenomenon and the role of
consumers in it. The effect of the identification of users with the community is negative, which
goes against most evidence in the literature (Kwon and Wen, 2010, Barnes and Mattsson, 2017).
When testing the path by controlling for socio-demographic characteristics, it was found that the
effect of identification is significant only for young people. This result suggests that it is not
likely that young people feel very positive, proud and close to other members of sharing economy
platforms to embark on transactions. In light of the established significance of egoistic belief and
reciprocity norms, strong commitment towards communities may hinder the fulfilment of
personal goals that conflict with the socially-oriented agenda of sharing economy platforms. The
strongest predictor of all the proposed constructs was social value, which is relatively more
important for younger respondents. This finding confirmed the assumption that people are
motivated by the belief that the sharing economy satisfies their personal needs, facilitates social
relationships with other members of the community, and creates an image of environmentally
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conscious behaviour (Barnes and Mattsson, 2017, Lampinen et al., 2015, Böcker and Meelen,
2017, Priporas et al., 2017). By juxtaposing the correlation results of social value and proenvironmental belief with use behaviour, the findings of this thesis provide an interesting picture
of the psychological underpinnings of sharing economy users’ behaviour. The findings indicate
that against the backdrop of anti-consumption movements and green planet initiatives, people are
growing conscious about the favourable model of behaviour in the society, although having no
belief in the need and positive consequences of pro-environmental behaviour. This research
opens a different perspective on the behaviour of platform users by suggesting that the sharing
economy does not transform the way people use resources, but rather repackages it in a more
socially appealing way.
6.1.2. Outcomes of Using the Sharing Economy
The analysis of behavioural outcomes suggests that users of platforms feel socially included and
to a greater extent experience subjective well-being. While previous research gave grounds to
suggest that collective-oriented practices are positively correlated with subjective well-being
(Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002), no empirical investigation in the context of the sharing
economy has ever taken place. For instance, examination of materialism and subjective wellbeing
indicated a negative correlation between the two constructs. Material values were found to
undermine collective values, such as those that support family relations. The conflict between the
two types of values creates a psychological tension, which reduces the perception of wellbeing
(Burroughs and Rindfleisch, 2002). As far as evidence from the sharing economy literature is
concerned, the positive outcomes of the emergent economy were suggested by the impact on
socio-economic structures (e.g. the development of informal employment, contribution to the
welfare of socially-excluded groups and boosting new small-scale ventures) (Pyka, 2017). In
light of the above, this thesis provides the first empirical evidence of the users’ perceived
inclusion in society and life satisfaction following the use of sharing economy platforms. The
findings confirm that the sharing economy promotes the integration of users with the community
by providing access to vital resources to achieve satisfactory living standards. To enrich the
insight, use frequency, use intensity, income and age were controlled for when examining
correlations between use behaviour and outcomes. The significant moderating effects of use
frequency and use intensity mean that users accumulate a feeling of satisfaction with life, social
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integration, the accessibility to financial resources and social benefits over the course of engaging
with the sharing economy. As far as socio-demographic factors are concerned, the findings
suggest that the perception of wellbeing is stronger for male respondents. When it came to
controlling for income, the results were in conflict with the majority of previous research in terms
of the relative importance of lower and higher-income clusters (Bradburn and Caplovitz, 1965,
Graham, 2004, Senik, 2003). This result can be explained by looking at the effect of comparison
income (i.e. relative income of a referent group) on the perception of social inclusion and wellbeing. The moderating effect of comparison income was proposed in a small stream of research
(e.g. (Clark and Oswald, 1996)). The tendency of people to compare their benefits with the gains
of referent others, potentially from the same group (Festinger, 1954), might explain the
perception of the low variance of the economic status of people in the sharing economy. Younger
users were more optimistic in relation to the outcomes of the use behaviour irrespective of their
economic status. This is surprising considering that age is associated with income. These findings
suggest that people’s norms, beliefs and values are formed irrespective of their economic
background, but are nurtured as people grow older. People tend to reassess the prominence of
their position within the community, and at the same time develop more scepticism about the
idealistic outcomes of their behaviour.

6.2.

Reciprocity and Commitment in the Sharing Economy

6.2.1. Antecedents of Reciprocity Perception
The established effects of ingroup and outgroup comparison factors support evidence from prior
research (Anthony, 2005), suggesting that individuals with a strong social identity tend to
collaborate with members of the sharing economy community, rather than outside of it. Such a
tendency is stronger among young people with high income. The size and the direction of the
effect of comparison factors (ingroup and outgroup comparisons) suggest two potential reasons
that influence people’s evaluation of reciprocity. The first plausible reason is that the tendency to
compare input/output with those of other members of sharing economy platforms may represent a
form of in-group favouritism (biased attitude), which can be manifested unconsciously (Tajfel,
1974). The second possible interpretation could be that ingroup comparison reflects a rational
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decision to favour members of the group they belong to, with the purpose of building long-term
collaborative relations (Rabbie et al., 1989).
The insignificant effect of distributive justice was against the major stream of the literature,
which found a positive correlation between a fair distribution of rewards and positive outcomes
of relations (e.g. reciprocity, satisfaction) (Chan and Lai, 2017, Adams, 1963, Piccoli and De
Witte, 2015). Specifically, prior research found that the perception of distributive and procedural
justice determines the outcome of inter-personal relations (Rubenstein et al., 2019). Distributive
justice was found to predict positive affective responses (Chan and Lai, 2017) and behaviour
intention (Chiu et al., 2007), while procedural justice was found to be a contributor to
relationship commitment (McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992). The inconsistent finding of this thesis
can be explained by the context of the research. Distributive justice has mostly been examined in
an organisational context, where reciprocation is quantifiable. In contrast, collaborative relations
are based on the exchange of intangible resources (i.e. services, skills) that are often difficult to
measure. This finding denotes that the role of justice can be different depending on the type of
practice and the resources being exchanged. The positive effect of procedural justice is consistent
with prior literature (Folger and Konovsky, 1989, Van Dijke et al., 2019). Against the
insignificant effect of distributive justice, the supported relationship between procedural justice
and reciprocity confirms that users are more concerned with the degree to which procedures of
sharing economy transactions are fair, rather than focus on the fair outcome of relations. A
possible interpretation of the finding is that procedures play a significantly more important role in
regulating relations in sharing economy communities, because the sharing economy is primarily
enabled by social interactions and communication between actors. The results of the analysis by
controlling for age and income provide a deeper understanding of the significance of this factor
for particular social groups. They suggest that the fairness of the procedures of resources
exchange is more important for older groups of respondents with a higher income. With higher
income and more experience in social relationships, older people can be more demanding in
terms of how they are treated by other parties of the sharing economy.
The insignificant effect of equity sensitivity on perceived reciprocity is against prior research,
which suggests that benevolent people are more likely to perceive the fairness of relations and
experience satisfaction (Huseman et al., 1987, King Jr and Miles, 1994, Westerlaken et al., 2017,
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Bourdage et al., 2018). This means that the degree to which people perceive reciprocity in
relations does not depend on the degree to which people tolerate inequity. The positive effect of
predisposition towards maximisation on reciprocity perception means that individuals who aim
for result maximisation are more satisfied with the outcome of relations between parties in
sharing economy transactions. When it comes to the effect of the age variable on the relationship
between the outcome maximisation trait and perceived reciprocity, young people are more
inclined to maximise outcomes when engaging in exchange relations. This could mean that
young people are idealistic and willing to maximise outcomes in all tasks that unfold. Older
people are effective in prioritising the choices and activities that are most important for them. The
positive effect of the factor is inconsistent with prior research (Iyengar et al., 2006, Schwartz,
2004). The potential explanations of the established relationship can be drawn from the study by
Karimi et al. (2018), who argued that maximisers may be more satisfied with outcomes than
satisficers if they do not think about forgone alternatives. This condition may be achieved if users
of sharing economy platforms conduct a rigorous evaluation of the decision prior to engaging in
transactions, thus ruling out all potential alternatives. Such a scenario seemed not plausible, given
that the use of sharing economy platforms is often associated with utility maximisation for the
benefit of the society rather than oneself (Schneider, 2017). However, the finding suggests that
individuals' predisposition towards maximisation may stay dormant or manifest itself differently
across different sharing economy transactions. Those transactions vary greatly by the resources
that are exchanged through platforms (i.e. second-hand vs new, tangle vs intangible), the payment
terms and the activity sectors (transport, service, retail etc.).
6.2.2. Consequences of Reciprocity Perception
The significant effect of reciprocity perception on the commitment to sharing economy platforms
demonstrates that the perception of reciprocity contributes to the development of trustworthy
relations in the community, which is the condition of long-term relationships (Thielmann and
Hilbig, 2015, Wang et al., 2020). The findings are consistent with the stream of research
investigating the positive impact of reciprocal relations, in terms of fostering commitment, interpersonal relations and relationship satisfaction (Myers et al., 2013). In addition, the findings
complement the research which indicated that the relationship between the fair outcome of
relations and commitment is mediated by cognitive and affective factors (Coyle‐Shapiro et al.,
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2002, Griffin and Hepburn, 2005). As for the indirect effect of perceived reciprocity on
commitment, the findings demonstrated that the principles of Equity Theory can be applied in the
sharing economy context. In line with the theory, any inconsistency between expected and
perceived outcome may induce stress and psychological and physical responses aimed at coping
with stress. The reduction of stress increases the likelihood of a positive behavioural outcome
(Walster et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013). The findings of this thesis add
to the literature on the outcomes of equity perception by theorising the effect of reciprocity
evaluation on commitment through problem-focused and emotion-focused coping. Specifically,
the examination of the paths showed the positive effect of reciprocity perception on problemfocused coping, which, in turn, positively correlates with commitment. The effect of the
reciprocity on problem-focused coping is stronger compared to its direct effect on commitment.
The findings demonstrate that commitment is not always secured by a mere reciprocation of
exchange.

People may undertake effective measures, such as adjusting behaviour or the

environment, to ensure that future transactions bring fair returns. In a similar vein, the significant
strong effect of reciprocity on emotion-focused coping suggests that sharing economy users
resort to emotional adjustment following the evaluation of reciprocity. The results of path
analysis by controlling for socio-demographic variables demonstrated that emotion-focused
coping following reciprocity evaluation is more typical for women, while problem-focused
coping is more common for men. These results can be explained by the evidence from prior
research arguing that women and men have different responses to distressing situations. Such
situations stimulate men towards active behaviour to elevate their mood, while women focus on
thinking about the problem (McQueeney et al., 1997). Although the negative effect of emotionfocused coping on the commitment to sharing economy platforms was insignificant, the finding
supports the assumption that the regulation of emotions is counter-effective in maintaining
behaviour (Strutton and Lumpkin, 1994).
6.2.3. Moderation effects
The results of the moderation analysis suggest that procedural justice has an effect on the
perception of reciprocity only if the outcome of exchange represents low utility for sharing
economy users. This result is consistent with assumptions based on the prior literature (Hoffman
and Spitzer, 1985), confirming the correlation of utilitarian value and distributive justice (vs
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procedural justice) and the mediating role of intrinsic motivation in the relationship between
procedural justice and behavioural performance. This finding provides missing evidence about
the moderating influence of hedonic value on the effect of procedural justice. Also, the confirmed
effect explains the scenarios and situations when collaborative relations most likely end up in
positive evaluation. The effect of utilitarian value on the relationships between outcome variables
indicates that a stronger utilitarian value of outcomes increases the likelihood of regulating
emotions as a mean of coping with the unfair allocation of rewards. Given the insignificant
relationship between emotion-focused coping and commitment and the established moderating
effect of utilitarian value, people who perceive a high utility of relations are more likely to stop
using platforms to avoid nonreciprocal outcomes in future transactions. The established
moderating role of hedonic value was found to be negative, which is consistent with the
assumption suggested by the prior research (Jones et al., 2006). However, the difference in effect
sizes between the two groups of respondents (weak hedonic value vs strong hedonic value) is
very minimal, which means that the inhibiting role of hedonic value on the relationship between
reciprocity perception and emotion-focused coping is very weak. The effect of reciprocity on
problem-focused coping and the commitment to sharing economy platforms is conditioned by the
perception of the low hedonic outcome of relations. These findings add to the existing literature,
which only tested the direct effects of value on loyalty, intention to continuous behaviour and
affective state (Jones et al., 2006, Park and Ha, 2016). The results of the moderating analysis
provide information about situational conditions that explain the variability of the behaviour of
people following reciprocity evaluation. Finally, the insignificant effect of hedonic value on the
path between procedural justice and reciprocity perception means that the fairness of procedures
in the sharing economy is evaluated irrespective of the degree to which relations bring hedonic
benefits.
The confirmed moderation effects of social influence, self-efficacy and response efficacy are in
line with prior research (Long, 1989, Liang and Xue, 2009, Johnston and Warkentin, 2010)
suggesting that the constructs determine individuals’ behaviour in stressful situations and
intention to engage in activity mitigating stress (Johnston and Warkentin, 2010). Specifically, the
results of the moderation analysis suggest three main conclusions. First, people emotionally and
pro-actively cope with stress when they believe in personal capability to readdress the stress,
when they expect coping behaviour to bring effective results and when they are under the
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influence of social groups. Second, there is more probability that after pro-active coping with
stress, people will commit to sharing economy communities if they have a strong belief in the
effectiveness of coping measures. This finding is consistent with prior evidence (Rippetoe and
Rogers, 1987, Johnston and Warkentin, 2010) supporting the idea that response efficacy has a
stimulating effect on adaptive behaviour. Third, problem-focused coping results in relationship
commitment irrespective of the strength of perceived social influence and self-efficacy. Although
these results are not consistent with the initial assumption of the study rooted in prior literature
(Liang and Xue, 2009, Han et al., 2016, Floyd et al., 2000), the insignificant effects are logical.
By undertaking measures to cope with the consequences of unfair relations, people handle the
social pressure and improve their self-concept. That makes these variables not important for
further behaviour. The above findings provided new evidence to the literature on consumer
behaviour in the sharing economy (Harvey et al., 2020) following reciprocity evaluation and
enriched the body of research focusing on coping behaviours (Strutton and Lumpkin, 1994,
Folkman et al., 1986).

6.3.

Overall Discussion

The examination of the two research models has addressed three objectives of the thesis aimed at
providing evidence on different stages of consumer behaviour in the sharing economy. The first
objective concerned social and psychological underpinnings and implications of compensated
and non-compensated collaborations in the sharing economy. In line with the objective, the thesis
examined the degree to which the factors of social exchange facilitate or inhibit the participation
in the sharing economy, as well as the degree to which the participation resulted in the perception
of better quality of life. The relationships between three groups of social factors (i.e. the factors
of social capital, expected reciprocity, perceived social value), use behaviour and perceived
outcomes (i.e. social inclusion and subjective wellbeing) were tested to answer the research
questions. While the effects of expected reciprocity and social value were confirmed, only two
out of six social capital factors were significant. The findings demonstrated that the principles of
the Social Exchange Theory are successful in explaining the behaviour of sharing economy
participants, while the role of social capital factors is rather weak in the given context. The
explanatory power of Social Exchange theory is not surprising considering the prior research
which successfully validated the theory's utility in different contexts (Cropanzano et al., 2002,
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Huang et al., 2016, Liu et al., 2016). The success of the theory is owing to its broad
conceptualisation of social relations, which can be applied across a number of disciplines,
including social psychology, management and anthropology (Cropanzano and Mitchell, 2005).
The main principle of the theory postulates that social exchange relations represent sequential
transactions between parties guided by the norm of reciprocity (Blau, 1964, Mitchell et al.,
2012). The reciprocation can be dependent on the relationships between the parties and personal
norms (Blau, 1964, Hamon and Bull, 2016). A number of prior studies focused mostly on the
reciprocity norm, by examining how the expectation of benefits against the risk of having
nonreciprocal exchange drives relations (Cropanzano et al., 2002, Huang et al., 2016). In
contrast, this thesis tested not only the effect of reciprocity norm, but the role of values and social
capital factors defining the nature and structure of relations with other parties. The inclusion of
those variables gave a richer insight into the motives and expectations which people hold prior to
embarking on collaborations.
As a result of the hypothesis testing, only relational social capital factors (i.e. identification,
reciprocity norm and egoistic belief) and social value were found to be significant, whereas the
effect of identification was negative. The findings indicated that the participation is underpinned
by neither cognitive association nor physical bonds with other parties of platforms. This is not
consistent with other studies supporting the role of structural and cognitive social capital in
exchange relations (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998, Wasko and Faraj, 2005). The findings offer two
possible explanations. First, the strength of egocentrism and focus on personal outcome
maximisation may undermine the creation of dense and close networks united by common
interests. Social structures with strong bonding ties, a sense of belonging and shared vision create
social liability, which restricts the economic and entrepreneurial potential of relations (Pillai et
al., 2017, Weber and Weber, 2011). Strong engagement with existing social networks impedes
the development of new potentially benefiting connections and the diversification of resources
(Pillai et al., 2017, Locke et al., 1999). Hence, the insignificant effect of bonding social ties,
shared vision and the negative effect of identification may be due to the individuals’ desire to
maximise the entrepreneurial/market potential of collaborations by avoiding socially binding
conditions and the homogeneity of relations. The second interpretation could be that relational
social capital has a stronger role in strategic outcomes, which could be in the interest of sharing
economy participants. Strategic goals are more likely to be sustained by collaborative rather than
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transactional relations (Villena et al., 2011). The findings inform the literature, where evidence
about the negative role of social capital is outnumbered by the findings on the facilitating role of
relational, structural and cognitive social capital in relations (Wasko and Faraj, 2005, Tsai and
Ghoshal, 1998, Ferrari, 2016). In addition, the findings provide evidence confirming that the
motives of people participating in the sharing economy have a more rational and economic
nature.
Against the backdrop of the positive role of reciprocity, social value and egoistic belief, the
positive effect of sharing practices on the user-perceived wellbeing and social inclusion is logical.
Social inclusion and subjective wellbeing measure the degree to which people meet the benefits
at social, economic, legal and interpersonal levels (Huxley et al., 2012). That means that people’s
rewards reflect the self-centred motives for collaboration aiming to improve ones’ standards of
living. In addition, social inclusion might be the result of the insignificant effect of bonding social
ties. The assumption is drawn from the literature suggesting that unlike bridging ties, bonding ties
intensify relations, which may contribute to the social exclusion (Putnam, 1995). That leads us to
conclude that by not restricting oneself to an existing social network, individuals are more likely
to diversify relations and receive wider opportunities. Such opportunities are more likely to be
experienced by the participants of a younger age and who have greater exposure to those
platforms. Overall, the analysis of social and psychological determinants and outcomes of the
participation in the sharing economy suggest that the behaviour of people reflects an economic,
rather than a communal practice, as portrayed in the majority of prior studies (Ferrari, 2017,
Whitham and Clarke, 2016).
Another objective of the thesis was to examine the determinants of perceived reciprocity. To
address this objective, the research model was developed based on the Equity Theory framework.
The model gave information as to how reciprocity is evaluated in the context when people are
confronted with the choice to maximise benefits for oneself or the community. To address the
objective, the model integrated three groups of factors: social, justice and personality ones. Social
factors included social identity and social comparison. Justice perception was measured by
distributive and procedural justice. Individuals’ personality was captured by equity sensitivity
and predisposition towards maximisation. The results of the hypothesis testing confirmed that
perceived reciprocity is positively influenced by social identity, ingroup comparison, procedural
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justice and personal predisposition to maximise outcomes. The role of distributive justice was not
supported, while procedural justice was only significant for people expecting a low utilitarian
value of exchange. This finding contradicts the majority of the literature postulating the
importance of justice in social exchange relations (Chan and Lai, 2017, Chiu et al., 2007, Piccoli
and De Witte, 2015). The partial support for the role of justice in relations is surprising,
especially considering the supported relationship between the tendency to maximise outcomes
and reciprocity evaluation. The effect indicates that the evaluation of reciprocity is dependent on
the meticulous analysis of alternatives to achieve the most rewarding outcomes (Iyengar et al.,
2006, Schwartz, 2004). It can be concluded that the prominence of justice was offset due to the
high contingency of sharing transactions on services and interactional aspects, which make the
evaluation of the fairness of distributed rewards complicated. The lack of concrete indication of
rewards affects the clarity of judgment, thus making the justice perception weaker (Conlon et al.,
1989). In addition, the effect of justice perceptions is downplayed against the significant and
moderate effect of ingroup comparison and the confirmed effect of social identity. The
significance of those factors implies that the identification with the group cast subjectivity on the
judgment of relational outcomes (Tajfel, 1974, Tavares et al., 2016). Considering that social
identity contributes to the selection of reference people for the comparison of inputs and outputs
of relaitons (Anthony, 2005), it can be inferred that social orientation within sharing economy
communities has a primary effect on reciprocity perception. Therefore, the reciprocity evaluation
in sharing economy transactions is mostly contingent on the degree to which people associate
themselves with the community, which determines the favourable attitude toward the behaviour
of another party of the transaction. The findings denote that to understand reciprocity perception
in the sharing economy the effect of rational judgement (justice perceptions) needs to be
considered in association with social and personality factors.
The third objective was to examine the cognitive and behavioural outcomes of perceived
reciprocity. To understand the behaviour of people caused by the inconsistency between expected
and received rewards, the research model theorised the direct and the indirect effect of reciprocity
on commitment through coping behaviours. The emotion-focused and problem-focused coping
mechanisms were explored to understand the behavioural responses to perceived reciprocity. In
addition, the moderation effects were tested to explore how personal and situational factors affect
the strength of perceived reciprocity and subsequent cognitive and behavioural outcomes. All the
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hypothesised relationships were confirmed except for the effect of emotion-focused coping on
commitment. Compared to the direct effect of reciprocity on commitment, the effects on coping
mechanisms were stronger. That indicated that even though people perceive the outcomes of
relations to be fair, they may not be as expected, which triggers stress and the need for physical
or emotional coping (Walster et al., 1973, Adams, 1963, Biron and De Reuver, 2013). Individuals
may use pro-active measures or emotional distancing to cope with stress (Lazarus, 1998). By
engaging in problem-focused coping the partners of exchange undertake measures to compensate
to the other party in the transactions for the lack of reciprocity. Emotion-focused coping refers to
the cognitive and behavioural activities aimed at eliminating negative emotion, without affecting
the problem causing those emotions (Folkman et al., 1986).

The paths between perceived

reciprocity and both coping mechanisms were stronger for people who have a strong utilitarian
value (vs hedonic value) of exchange, strong response efficacy, self-efficacy and social influence.
That means that the utility of rewards, the influence of the social group and the belief in having
capabilities and resources to cope with stress stimulate stress regulation mechanisms (Long,
1989, Liang and Xue, 2009, Johnston and Warkentin, 2010). Overall, the established
relationships between outcome variables and the results of moderation analysis suggest three
scenarios of users’ behaviour. First, sharing economy users grow committed to sharing platforms
after evaluating the reciprocity of exchange. Second, the evaluation of reciprocity triggers the
engagement in problem-focused behaviour, which helps reduce stress, leading to relational
commitment. Third, when people engage in emotion-focused coping after reciprocity evaluation,
they feel less attachment and commitment to sharing economy communities.
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7. Conclusion
The thesis has pursued four objectives, which were addressed by conducting a systematic
literature review and two surveys. The systematic literature review made it possible to analyse
resources and their implications, practices of consumption, user motives, the expected and actual
outcomes of collaborations in the sharing economy. Those topics were covered from the
economic, social and technological perspectives. The outcomes of the synthesis of the streams of
the literature were three-fold. First, it helped build a holistic picture of the sharing economy by
capturing divergent aspects found in different streams. Second, the review enabled the
researchers to identify themes and concepts which are well-researched and the areas of the
research requiring further investigation. Finally, the gaps identified provided the ground for the
development of the research models examined in this thesis.
In the first survey, the psychological and social antecedents and outcomes of the use of the
sharing economy were explored. The research model for the survey was drawn on Social
Exchange Theory and the Social Capital Framework. Social Exchange Theory informed the
researchers about the selection of the variables determining use behaviour. The use of the
framework on social capital factors provided a comprehensive set of the facilitators of social
exchange driving individuals’ motivation. The survey employed users of sharing economy
platforms to measure the relationships between the antecedents and the outcomes of use
behaviour. The analysis of the research model demonstrated that out of ten hypotheses, six were
found significant. The findings made it possible to conclude that the use of sharing economy
platforms is preconditioned by the small but negative effect of identification and the positive
effects of reciprocity norm, egoistic belief and social value. The strongest determinant of
behaviour was found to be social value, suggesting the need for social benefits (e.g. favourable
social image, the fulfilment of personal needs and social interaction). The significance of the
norm of reciprocity indicates that individuals embark on relations due to the belief that platforms
provide mutual benefits and whenever the exchange occurs it will be reciprocated. The supported
effect of egoistic motive reflects the selfish desire to satisfy one’s own needs when using sharing
economy platforms, irrespective of the environmental consequences that their use might incur.
The effects of shared vision, social ties, altruistic and biospheric beliefs were not supported. Also,
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the findings of the research model provided first-hand data about the impact of sharing economy
platforms on the user's life. The research found a significant correlation between use behaviour
and social inclusion. This correlation means that users think that the sharing economy helped
secure sustained benefits, in terms of the integration with the society at the social, legal,
economic and interpersonal levels. The research also found a strong effect of use behaviour on
subjective well-being, meaning that collaborations through sharing economy platforms led to a
heightened perception of overall life satisfaction. The likelihood of perceived outcomes is
stronger for younger users and those who use platforms more frequently and intensively.
The second survey was conducted to examine the determinants of perceived reciprocity and the
commitment to the sharing economy. The thesis adopted the Equity Theory framework and
examined the role of social factors explaining the evaluation of reciprocity when individuals are
confronted by the choice to behave rationally vs pursue collective benefit maximisation. Based
on the analysis of the research model focusing on the sample of sharing economy users, four out
of six hypothesised determinants were found to be significant. The main predictors of reciprocity
were found to be a strong feeling of social identity and the tendency to compare personal
outcomes of relations with the outcomes of other members of sharing economy communities.
Also, the thesis found that the reciprocity of relations is the outcome of fair procedures of
transactions. The positive evaluation of reciprocity was found to be dependent on the degree to
which individuals tend to maximise outcomes. The effects of equity sensitivity and distributive
justice were rejected respectively.
To examine the mechanisms contributing to relationship commitment, the survey employed a
two-dimensional coping scale, which measures problem-focused and emotion-focused
behaviours. Except for the direct effect of reciprocity on the relationship commitment, the
research found the indirect effect through problem-focused coping. However, the effect of
emotion-focused coping does not translate into relationship commitment. To understand the
variance in perceived reciprocity, cognitive and behavioural processes depending on situational
and personal factors, the moderation effects of the value of exchange, social influence, response
efficacy and self-efficacy were tested. It was confirmed that utilitarian and hedonic values
moderate the strength of the effect of procedural justice on perceived reciprocity and regulate the
relationship between perceived reciprocity, coping strategies and commitment. The selection of
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coping strategies following the evaluation of reciprocity was more likely for users who had high
levels of self-efficacy, response efficacy and social influence. Given the moderation effect of
social and personal factors, the strongerthe effect of social influence, self-efficacy and response
efficacy, the more likely users of platforms try to relieve the consequences of reciprocity
evaluation at the emotional or physical levels.

7.1.

Theoretical contributions

The findings of the thesis contribute to the literature in four ways. First, the multi-perspective
review of the literature contributes to the existing body of knowledge by providing a
comprehensive analysis of resources redistributed in the sharing economy, their applications,
technical specifications of platforms, user motives, expected and actual outcomes covered in the
social, economic and technological streams of the literature. Such an approach is different from
prior review papers (Dredge and Gyimóthy, 2015, Cheng, 2016, Cheng and Edwards, 2019),
which brings a novel agenda for further research on monetary and non-monetary practices. The
multi-perspective analysis of the literature helps identify the emergent themes in the literature and
limitations that future research needs to build upon. In the frame of this thesis, the systematic
literature review made it possible to identify the gaps to advance research in the domain of
consumer behaviour.
The second contribution of the thesis is that it broadens the understanding of the social and
psychological underpinnings and implications of sharing economy practices.

The findings

provide empirical evidence contributing to the literature that have long been debating the role of
community-oriented motives in the sharing economic relations, though without providing a
comprehensive empirical examination (Ferrari, 2017, Whitham and Clarke, 2016). Guided by the
social exchange theory, this thesis validated the significant role of three groups of factors, which
are factors facilitating/inhibiting social exchange, expected reciprocity and social values. The
positive effect of egoistic beliefs, the expectation that the use of sharing economy platforms
would create mutual benefits and social image, challenged the concept of the sharing economy as
a community-oriented system. This research takes a further step in explaining the role of
individual factors facilitating social exchange pertinent to each dimension of social capital. The
adopted approach provides a new insight into the nature of collaborative relations, which goes
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against the common and established representation of the sharing economy. The findings
demonstrated that social facilitators and pro-environmental underpinnings had an insignificant
correlation with use behaviour. However, the significance of social value points to the complex
nature of collaborations and sheds light on the reason for the misinterpretation of the social
premises of collaborations. This finding demonstrates the importance of delineating social value
and social factors, as the former serves a personal agenda rather than a collective role. In
addition, the relationships were tested across users of diverse sharing economy segments, in
contrast to the previous research, which focused only on users of specific platforms (Priporas et
al., 2017, Boateng et al., 2019). Higher external validity widens the implications of the findings
and adds value to the research.
The thesis provides the first empirical evidence about the effect of the sharing economy on
perceived social inclusion and subjective well-being. The findings enrich the literature with the
data about the individual-level impact that the sharing economy has on people’s lives, while the
majority of the discourse in the literature to date has been about the macro-level changes brought
about by the sharing economy (Bonciu and Bâlgar, 2016, Retamal, 2017, Fremstad, 2017,
Watanabe et al., 2017, Bachnik, 2016, Mair and Reischauer, 2017, Geissinger et al., 2018). The
findings of the research are particularly valuable for the stream of the literature focusing on the
implications of online systems for the well-being of society. The results of the analysis of
moderation effects provide a better understanding of the user segment, which is most affected by
the sharing economy.
The third contribution of the thesis is that it provides insight into the social psychological and
personality factors that determine the degree to which relations in the sharing economy are
perceived to be fair. The adoption of the equity theory framework enabled to theorise and
investigate the correlation between justice perceptions and the personal and social groups of
factors on the perception of reciprocity in sharing economy relations. The research confirmed the
insignificance of distributive justice and interpreted findings, thus opening a new perspective on
the equity theory in the sharing economy context. It was found that the main determinants of
reciprocity are strong social identity and the tendency to compare outcomes to other people
within the sharing economy community. The analysis of the hypothesised relationships explains
collaborations in the context of social dilemma, whereby individuals may pursue both collective
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and self-interest. The integration of the variables addressing users’ social identity and social
comparison mechanisms reconciles the social and rational perspectives on collaborative
consumption. In addition, the analysis of the effects of predisposition towards maximisation and
equity sensitivity explains the predictive power of personal traits. Given the positive impact of
reciprocal relations on collective wellbeing (Laamanen et al., 2015, Llamas and Belk, 2013), an
understanding of the determinants of reciprocity is important for securing the positive outcome of
relations and, in turn, facilitating the welfare of the society.
Finally, this thesis contributes to the current body of knowledge by explaining the direct and
indirect effect of perceived reciprocity on relationship commitment. The examination of emotionfocused and problem-focused coping on following reciprocity perception sheds light on the
individuals’ behavioural and cognitive responses following reciprocity perception in the sharing
economy (Harvey et al., 2014b). The results of the analysis of paths between perceived
reciprocity and coping mechanisms give evidence about the factors determining the commitment
of people to sharing economy platforms. Those findings shed new light on the application of
equity theory. They explain behavioural and cognitive responses that people initiate after
reciprocity evaluation in the sharing economy and elucidate how they contribute to the
commitment of people to sharing economy platforms. The knowledge that the thesis provides is
important considering evidence about the role of commitment in determining people’s loyalty to
relations (Dagger et al., 2011). The findings help understand what behaviours someone embarks
on that may potentially sustain long-term collaborations in platforms.
In addition, this research explains the variance in perceived reciprocity and its consequences in
sharing economy transactions depending on situational differences. Particularly, the thesis
examined the moderating role of the value of exchange on the direct relationships between equity
sensitivity, justice and reciprocity perception, as well as relationships between reciprocity
perception, coping and commitment. In addition, the role of social influence, self-efficacy and
response efficacy in facilitating and inhibiting behavioural and cognitive responses to perceived
reciprocity were explored. Prior studies examined the direct role of those factors in perceiving
relational outcomes or underpinning behavioural intention and coping mechanisms (Ha and Park,
2013, Haney and Long, 1995, Lerner and Kennedy, 2000, Liang and Xue, 2009, Johnston and
Warkentin, 2010, Floyd et al., 2000). This research extends the application of the factors and
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explains the moderating effect they have on the relationship between perceived reciprocity, its
determinants and cognitive/behavioural outcomes. An examination of moderation effects is
important, as it gives a richer insight into the dependence of reciprocity evaluation and
commitment on situational conditions and explains possible variations in the predictive strength
of the examined variables.

7.2.

Practical implications

From a practice perspective, the examination of the determinants of collaborations in the sharing
economy provides insight into the psychological patterns of the sharing economy users. The
results suggest the importance of three groups of factors, which can help regulate relations and
increase collaborations between supply-side and demand-side users. The significant effect of the
reciprocity factor suggetss three possible implications. The finding informs intermediaries
(sharing economy platforms) about the importance of developing rules of conduct regulating the
conditions of transactions through platforms. Such a regulatory policy should include the type of
reward which is expected to be returned, the period within which the exchange should be
reciprocated, as well as the obligation of supply-side and demand-side users to rank each other
following exchange transactions. Given that some sharing economy platforms operate on a noncommercial basis, the type of return may be of a hedonic nature (e.g. experience, service). The
availability of a regulatory tool on platforms can reassure providers and receivers that any
misconduct is the subject of liability, which is most likely to satisfy the need for reciprocity.
Also, it is important that platforms embed ranking systems in users’ profiles, indicating their
history of reciprocation. A reciprocity ranking system makes it possible to evaluate the degree to
which a user can be trusted. High rankings may promote the profiles of vendors who are on top of
the lists and increase views. Also, a ranking system can facilitate the regulation of relations by
labelling the most trusted vendors and encouraging collaborations with them. Apart from
implications for intermediaries, the significant effect of reciprocity norm advises providers and
receivers about the need for building trustworthiness and the reputation of being a reliable
partner. This can be done by integrating visual and identification attributes, such as photos, which
was found to positively correlate with the perception of trustworthiness (Ert et al., 2016). The
second significant factor which needs to be considered in practice is users’ egoistic motivation
driving exchange relations. Egoistic motivation explains the importance of the reciprocity norm,
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indicating users’ selfish desires. The third factor is social value, which points to the importance of
services that are consistent with users’ lifestyles, helps them keep up a socially-favoured image
and performs a particular social role. To demonstrate social value, platforms should incorporate
communication forums enabling users to share experience and suggestions, which would help
address the interests of each member in the network. Such a tool may be integrated in
transportation, accommodation clothes swapping, book sharing and other platforms. To offer
greater social value to potential exchange partners, users of platforms need to utilsie personalised
contact channels and one-to-one communication, which will enable long-term cooperation
beyond a one-time transaction.
Evidence about the effect of the use of sharing economy platforms on social inclusion and
subjectiev well-being can be useful for policy-makers. Particularly, the strong relationship
between use behaviour, social inclusion and subjective well-being signals the societal importance
of the sharing economy model of consumption. This thesis equips policy-makers with evidence
that can be set against the discussions on potential socio-economic disruptions incurred by the
sharing economy. For example, much has been said about the downsides of the sharing economy
in terms of licensing, taxation, employee protection, quality standards, as well as the effect on the
economy in general (e.g. (Miller, 2016, Sprague, 2015)). In a number of instances, legislation is
not yet ready to allow sharing economy platforms to compete in markets. While it is important to
recognise regulatory challenges, the potential threats should not overshadow the opportunities
that the sharing economy unveils both for consumers and for entrepreneurs. The thesis points to
the need for a closer look at the economic initiatives at regional and national levels to put
forward an efficient and flexible economy that is built around people’s concerns. To facilitate the
societal and economic impact of the sharing economy, business incubators and research centres
could be created to attract investments and develop start-ups. In addition, the government should
develop regulations that would protect consumers’ rights without compromising on satisfying
their needs. Also, given the positive moderating effect of use frequency and use intensity on the
perception of long-term outcomes, the potential of the sharing economy can be fully embraced by
redeveloping state procurement frameworks and facilitating the digital inclusion of the
population. These would make the marketplace more competitive and give sharing economy
providers a wider exposure to the public along with traditional services/goods.
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The findings of the effect of justice perception on reciprocity and subsequent outcomes also have
implications in practice. On the one hand, the findings provide guidelines about potential
interventions that can be developed to ensure higher satisfaction with platforms due to increased
reciprocity. The findings indicate that there are three main conditions that need to be met, in
order to increase the likelihood of reciprocity in relations. First, users need to associate
themselves with other platform members and compare the outcomes of relations with other peers.
To strengthen the feeling of belonging to sharing economy communities, platforms need to
facilitate the communication and interaction of users with platforms and with other members. A
possible way to make the communication more effective is to analyse users’ orders and search
patterns, identify their interest and build the communication and interaction around their
preferences. Such an approach would be possible for platforms with customisable multicriteria
search tools, such as accommodation or product-swapping. For example, a search for a particular
type of house would make it possible to identify the preference in size, budget, location and
interior and provide weekly updates with targeted offerings. Apart from strengthening social
identity, targeted promotions simplify the evaluation of options, which is important for users with
a tendency to maximise outcomes. The finding of the significant effect of procedural justice on
reciprocity perception provides another implication for practice. Against the insignificant effect
of distributive justice, the positive effect of procedural justice suggests that all parties of
transactions should focus more on the clarity of procedures and the compliance with the policies
of transactions, rather than the final outcome. To increase the perception of the fairness of
procedures, platforms should also imply the liability for any unfair treatment in exchange
relations between the two parties.
On the other hand, the findings of the thesis inform practitioners on how to ensure the loyalty of
the users of sharing economy platforms. As perceived reciprocity is an important predictor of
relationship commitment, the intermediaries of transactions (i.e. platforms) need to develop a
clear policy on the reciprocation terms and conditions. This would help in the exchange of
rewards that are difficult to measure and monetise. In addition, the confirmed effect of problemfocused coping on commitment suggests that receivers and suppliers on platforms may offer
feedback strategies that would compensate for an insufficient degree of perceived reciprocity.
The potential measures can include online blogs and communities discussing concerns and issues

Page 176 of 251

that users face in the exchange with each other. The interaction with other members of the
community would help find a solution to a problem or inform about potential ways of dealing
with the lack of reciprocation. Such an approach ensures a stronger perception of procedural
justice, by demonstrating the transparency of procedures and communication within platforms, as
well as the empathy towards users.

7.3.

Limitations and Future Research Suggestions

The findings drawn from the first survey should be considered against the limitations resulting
from the research design choices made. First, the cross-sectional nature of the research does not
fully explain the causal effect of social factors on use behaviour. Although the behaviour –
outcome relationship was moderated by use frequency/intensity, collection of data at several
points in time would give a higher control over the dynamics in perceived well-being and social
inclusion throughout usage of the platforms. Secondly, the insignificant and weak effects of some
social capital factors on use behaviour suggest examining monetary and utilitarian factors, which
would complement the findings of this research from the vantage point of economic transactions.
Future research could potentially test the effect of value for money, price perception and price
sensitivity on users’ behaviour. Thirdly, the responses were collected in the US. It would be
useful to test the model in countries with a developing economy and a collective society with a
different hierarchy of values, norms and beliefs, which could affect intentions and behaviour (Li
et al., 2018). Fourthly, control for the type of practice and platforms could offer insights into the
motives of user clusters engaged in commercial versus non-commercial transactions, and
compare behavioural patterns in different sharing segments (accommodation, transportation,
etc.). Fifthly, given that this survey focused only on current users of sharing economy platforms,
it is not possible to assess to what degree the motivations of people to use platforms differs
compared to non-users. Future studies need to differentiate the effect of social capital factors,
social value and reciprocity norm on use behaviour by examining and comparing three user
segments – long-term users, non-users and people who have started using platforms recently.
Finally, the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to moderate the predicted strength of social value in
consumer behaviour, due to current restrictions on social interaction. Hence, a re-examination of
the effect of social factors is needed during and after the pandemic. Also, while this thesis offers
evidence about the effect of collaborative practices on social inclusion and subjective wellbeing,
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future studies need to revisit the impact given the social isolation measures that are taking place.
It is important to consider moderating factors when examining user perceived outcomes. For
example, the perception of social inclusion can differ depending on the type of platform, as
certain forms of user practice have been particularly affected by the coronavirus outbreak, such as
social dining and indoor entertainment.
As far as the determinants and cognitive/behavioural outcomes of perceived reciprocity are
concerned, future research can build upon the several limitations that the research had. Given the
cross-sectional design of the study, the antecedents and outcomes of reciprocity perception were
not tested longitudinally. Testing the research model at several points in time would give a more
robust explanation of the causal effect of the selected variables. Secondly, the thesis did not
control for the effect of the type of relationship. Future studies need to check whether the effect
varies depending on the monetary or non-monetary rewards, by splitting the sample into two
clusters – those who exchange resources for monetary compensation (e.g. paid accommodation
sharing, carsharing and clothes exchange) or those who exchange for free and other
compensation (e.g. exchange of services or gifts). Different samples may prioritise different
aspects of relations, such as the quality of interaction, communication, service or products.
Different priorities can affect the strength of the distributive and procedural justice perception
and determine the outcomes of reciprocal behaviour. Thirdly, future studies may go further and
check the effect of experiential or rational decision making on the evaluation of the outcomes of
collaborative relations. This would help explain the role of decision-making factors in the
reciprocity evaluation. Finally, future research needs to test the model, as the pandemic has
strengthened health-protective behaviour and changed attitudes to sharing. With the introduction
of social distancing measures and the reduction of collaborative practices, the perception of social
identity, justice and equity might have changed, precipitating changes in coping behaviour and
commitment. By re-examining the determinants and consequences of perceived reciprocity, it
would be possible to compare the changes in consumer behaviour before and after the pandemic.
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8. Appendices

8.1.

Questionnaire for Research Model 1

The Sharing Economy Acceptance Questionnaire

Welcome to the Sharing Economy Acceptance Survey!

The sharing economy is a socio-economic

system that makes it possible to collaboratively consume goods and services for free or for compensation.
The sharing economy has been enabled by online sharing intermediaries. Among those are car-sharing
providers (e.g. Uber, Lyft and Zipcar), peer-to-peer apartment sharing platforms (e.g. AirBnb and
Couchsurfing), freelancing systems (e.g. TaskRabbit), lending platforms (e.g. Crowdfunding and Lend
Club),

online

product

listings

(e.g.

Neighbourgoods

and

Craigslists),

to

name

a

few.

The aim of the research is to study the factors and conditions driving users’ decision to engage in
collaborative consumption through sharing platforms. We would like to invite you to participate in this
study by completing the survey.
·

The questions may be of personal nature.

·

Be assured that all answers you provide will be kept confidential.

·

Any information provided will be used solely for the purpose of this research.

·

It is very important that you provide answers to all questions.

·

Please provide answers that suit your circumstances best.

The survey will take approx. 20 minutes. This project is undertaken by D. Davlembayeva, Prof. S.
Papagiannidis and Dr. E. Alamanos
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us at D.Davlembayeva2@newcastle.ac.uk
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SCREENING QUESTION

Please indicate if you use or you have used sharing economy platforms in the past, by selecting all
applicable options from the list below?

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Carsharing services (e.g. Lyft, Uber, Zipcar, Car2Go) (1)

Apartment sharing services (e.g. Airbnb, Couchsurfing) (2)

Product-service communities (e.g. Peerby, Taskrabbit) (4)

Retail platforms (e.g. Bag Borrow and Steal) (5)

Peer-to-peer lending platforms (e.g. Crowdfunder, Lend Club) (6)

Coworking spaces (e.g. We Work) (7)

None of the above (11)
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DEMOGRAPHICS
In this section you will be asked to answer general questions about you (age, gender, employment
status, education etc.)
Q1 What is your gender?

o Male (1)
o Female (2)
Q2 How old are you?

o under 20 (6)
o 20 - 29 (1)
o 30 - 39 (2)
o 40 -49 (3)
o 50 - 59 (4)
o Over 60 (5)
Q3 What is your current employment status?

o Full time employed (1)
o Part time employed (2)
o Out of work (but looking for) (3)
o Out of work (but not looking for) (4)
o Homemaker (5)
o Student (6)
o Retired (7)
o Unable to work (8)
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Q4 What is your ethnicity?

o Non-Hispanic White or Euro-American (1)
o Black, Afro-Caribbean, or African American (2)
o Latino or Hispanic American (3)
o East Asian or Asian American (4)
o South Asian or Indian American (5)
o Middle Eastern or Arab American (6)
o Native American or Alaskan Native (7)
o Mixed (9)
o Other (8)

Q5 What is the highest level of education you have completed?

o Some high school or less (1)
o High school graduate or equivalent (2)
o Vocational/technical school (two year program) (3)
o Some college, but no degree (4)
o College graduate (four year program) (5)
o Some graduate school, but not degree (6)
o Graduate degree (MSc, MBA, PhD, etc.) (7)
o Professional degree (M.D., J.D., etc.) (8)
Q6 What is your area of residence:

o Urbanized Area (50,000 or more people) (1)
o Urban Cluster (at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people) (2)
o Rural (all other areas) (3)

Q7 It would be helpful for analysis, to know the income bracket of your household (annual household
income before tax).

o $0 - $24,999 (1)
o $25,000 - $49,999 (2)

Page 182 of 251

o $50,000 - $74,999 (3)
o $75,000 - $99,999 (4)
o More than $100,000 (5)
The following questions measure the frequency and intensity of the use of sharing economy
platforms.
Q8 Please indicate the frequency of engagement with each of the following types of sharing economy
platforms:

never (1)

tried, but
do not use
them now
(2)

once a
year (3)

once a
month (4)

2 to 3 times
a month (5)

once a
week (6)

a few
times a
week (7)

carsharing services (e.g.
Lyft, Uber, Zipcar,
Car2Go)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

apartment sharing
services (e.g. Airbnb,
Couchsurfing)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

product-service
communities (e.g.
Peerby, Taskrabbit)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

retail platforms (e.g. Bag
Borrow and Steal)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

peer-to-peer lending
platforms (e.g.
Crowdfunder, Lend
Club)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

coworking spaces (e.g.
We Work)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Q9 Please indicate the use intensity of the following types of sharing economy platforms:
nonuse (1)

almost
never use
(2)

use, but not
intensively (3)

neutral (4)

slightly
intensive use
(5)

intensive use
(6)

extremely
intensive use
(7)

carsharing services
(e.g. Lyft, Uber,
Zipcar, Car2Go)

o o

o

o

o

o

o

apartment sharing
services (e.g.
Airbnb,
Couchsurfing)

o o

o

o

o

o

o

product-service
communities (e.g.
Peerby, Taskrabbit)

o o

o

o

o

o

o

retail platforms
(e.g. Bag Borrow
and Steal)

o o

o

o

o

o

o

peer-to-peer
lending platforms
(e.g. Crowdfunder,
Lend Club)

o o

o

o

o

o

o

coworking spaces
(e.g. We Work)

o o

o

o

o

o

o
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MAIN CONSTRUCTS
Questions in this section are about the nature and the strength of relationships with other users of
sharing economy platforms, your perception of the degree of trustworthiness of transactions,
opinion about the rules of participation, the goals of the communities of platform users, and your
environmental beliefs.
Q10 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering sharing economy
platforms that you use:
neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

I maintain close
social relationships
with some users

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I spend a lot of time
engaging in social
interactions with
some users

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I know some users
on a personal level

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Apart from
transactions, I have
frequent
communication with
some users

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

somewhat
disagree (3)

somewhat
agree (5)

agree
(6)

strongly
agree (7)

Q11 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering sharing economy
platforms that you use:
somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

I share the same
ambitions and vision
with other users

o

o

o

o

I am enthusiastic about
pursuing the collective
goals and missions of
platforms

o

o

o

Users have the same
purpose of using the
platforms

o

o

o

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Page 185 of 251

Users are committed to
the goals of the platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Users view themselves as
partners in charting the
direction of the platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

All users are in total
agreement with the
vision of the platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q12 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering user communities of
sharing economy platforms that you use:
somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

I feel a sense of
belonging toward
communities

o

o

o

o

I have the feeling of
togetherness or
closeness in
communities

o

o

o

I have a strong positive
feeling toward
communities

o

o

Users behave in a
consistent manner

o

I am proud to be the
member of
communities

o

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

13 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering sharing economy
platforms that you use:

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongly
disagree
(1)

I know that other users
will help me, so it’s
only fair to help users
of platforms
I trust that some users
would help me if I were
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in a similar situation
It is fair to help other
users when they want
help with the
service/product-related
inquiry

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I believe that the
benefits I give to other
users will be
reciprocated

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q14 Please read below and select the options that apply to each of the statements:
My use of sharing economy platforms is motivated by the beliefs that ...

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

Pollution harms people all
over the earth

o

o

o

o

We don’t need to worry about
the environment because
future generations will be able
to deal with these problems
better than we are now

o

o

o

The effects of pollution on
public health are worse than
we realise

o

o

Environmental protection will
help people have a better
quality of life

o

Environmental protection
benefits everyone

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

A clean environment provides
me with better opportunities
for recreation

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Protecting the environment
will threaten jobs for people
like me

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Laws to protect the
environment limit my choices
and personal freedom

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Environmental protection is
beneficial to my health

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

Over the next several decades,
thousands of species of plants
and animals will become
extinct

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Claims that we are changing
the climate are exaggerated

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

While some local plants and
animals may have been
harmed by environmental
degradation, over the whole
earth there has been little
effect

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Modern development
threatens wildlife

The following questions focus on the values that drive your participation on sharing economy
platforms
Q17 Please read below and select the options that apply to each of the statements:
When using sharing economy platforms …

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am eager to tell my
friends/acquaintances
about platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I feel that I belong to the
user segment of platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I find products/services
that are consistent with my
style

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I feel like a smart user,
because I make successful
acquisition/distribution of
products/services on

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongly
disagree
(1)

Patronising platforms
creates an image that I
want to help others
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platforms
It gives me something that
is personally important or
pleasing for me

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

This section concerns the use behaviour and outcomes of engaging in the sharing economy in terms
of a) overall satisfaction with sharing economy platforms; b) well-being (the perception of own
happiness based on the degree of your satisfaction with life) and c) social inclusion (the access to
social, cultural and economic resources to enjoy living standards that are commonly accepted as
normal).

Q18 Please select the option that applies to each of the statements below, considering sharing economy
platforms:
strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neutral
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

I would have no difficulty
telling others about the
results of using platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I believe I could
communicate to others the
consequence of using
platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The results of using
platforms are apparent to
me

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I would have no difficulty
explaining why platforms
may or may not be
beneficial

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q19 Please read below and select the options that apply to each of the statements:
The engagement with sharing economy platforms makes it possible to...
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Lead a purposeful and
meaningful life
Have supportive and rewarding
social relations
Make my daily activities
engaging and interesting
Contribute to the happiness and
well-being of others
Be competent and capable in
the activities that are important
to me
Be a good person and live a
good life
Be optimistic about my future

Be respected by other people

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t disagree
(3)

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o
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Q20 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering sharing economy
platforms that you use:

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

Platforms satisfy my
overall consumption
needs

o

o

o

o

Platforms play a very
important role in my
social well-being

o

o

o

Platforms play a very
important role in my
leisure well-being

o

o

Platforms play a very
important role in
enhancing the quality of
my life

o

o

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q21 Please select the option that applies to the statement below:
Overall, how do you feel about the extent to which the use of sharing economy platforms improves
your inclusion in society?

o terrible (1)
o displeased (2)
o mostly dissatisfied (3)
o mixed feelings (4)
o mostly satisfied (5)
o pleased (6)
o delighted (7)
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Q22 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below:

I have enough money for food

I have an affordable home
I have access to childcare and
general care facilities
I am able to obtain credit
I have access to public
services
I have access to health care
I can get medical help
immediately if required
I am able to afford transport
costs
I have access to community
facilities
I am economically active
I have access to financial
services
I have access to educational
opportunities
I have access to transportation

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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8.2.

Questionnaire for Research Model 2

Welcome to the Survey!

A sharing economy is a socio-economic system that promotes collaborative activities of acquiring,
distributing and sharing goods and services for free or for compensation. Those activities have been
enabled by online sharing platforms, such as transportation (e.g. Uber, Lyft and Zipcar), accommodation
sharing platforms (e.g. AirBnb and Couchsurfing), knowledge and talent sharing systems (e.g.
TaskRabbit), lending platforms (e.g. Crowdfunding and Lend Club) and online product listings (e.g.
Neighbourgoods and Craigslists).

The study will explore the perception of the reciprocity in supplier-provider relations enabled by sharing
economy platforms. We would like to invite you to participate in this study by completing the survey.
·

The questions may be of personal nature.

·

Be assured that all answers you provide will be kept confidential.

·

Any information provided will be used solely for the purpose of this research.

·

It is very important that you provide answers to all questions.

·

Please provide answers that suit your circumstances best.

·

The survey will take approx. 15 minutes.

This project is undertaken by D. Davlembayeva, Prof. S. Papagiannidis and Dr. E. Alamanos
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us at D.Davlembayeva2@newcastle.ac.uk
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USE OF SHARING ECONOMY PLATFORMS

Q1. The following questions aim to indicate the degree to which you use monetary-based and
nonmonetary-based sharing economy platforms.
Monetary-based platforms enable the exchange of goods and services for payment that can be fixed
or negotiated and should be returned immediately to the providing party. Nonmonetary-based
platforms relate to any practice that can be either free (like gifts) or provided in exchange of
nonmonetary compensation (like service barter, product swap).

Please indicate whether you use sharing economy platforms as a recipient or a provider of goods and
services:

o
o

Yes (1)
No (2)

Q2 Please define whether you use sharing economy platforms as...

o
o
o

a recipient of goods and services (2)
a provider of goods and services (1)
both a provider and a recipient (3)

Q3 Please indicate how often you obtain products or services through the following sharing economy
platforms:
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never (1)

tried,
but do
not use
them
now (2)

once a
year (3)

once a
month
(4)

2 to 3
times a
month
(5)

once a
week (6)

a few
times a
week (7)

every
day (8)

Monetary-based
accommodation sharing
(e.g. Airbnb, HomeAway)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
clothing, accessories and
toys (e.g. Rent the
Runway, DesignerShare,
BabyQuip)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
transportation (e.g. Uber,
Lyft, Gett, Zimride)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based childcare,
petcare, babysitting and
caregiving (e.g. Care.com,
UrbanSitter, Bubble,
DogVacay, Rover)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
everyday items, equipment
and household goods (e.g.
Fat Llama, GoShare,
Dolly, Zilok)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based rent of
space (e.g. Just Park,
Peerspace)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TaskRabbit,
Zaarly, Upwork)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Finance (e.g. CrowdCube.
Kickstarter, Sofi, Lending
Club)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
experience sharing (e.g.
Vayable, EatWith)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based books
exchange (e.g. PaperBack
Swap)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
accommodation (e.g.
Couchsurfing,
GuesttoGuest,
HomeExchange)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Nonmonetary-based
access to clothing, baby
equipment and accessories
(e.g. Outdress)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
access to everyday items
and household goods (e.g.
Freecycle, Freegle)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Gifts exchange (e.g.
GiftFlow, Ziilch,
Exchango, Freelly)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based rent
of space (e.g. Shared
Earth, YardShare)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TimeBank,
free skills provision
through StreetBank)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based books
exchange (e.g.
BookMooch,
BookCrossing)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q4 Please indicate how often you provide products or services through the following sharing economy
platforms:
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never (1)

tried,
but do
not use
them
now (2)

once a
year (3)

once a
month
(4)

2 to 3
times a
month
(5)

once a
week (6)

a few
times a
week (7)

every
day (8)

Monetary-based
accommodation sharing
(e.g. Airbnb, HomeAway)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
clothing, accessories and
toys (e.g. Rent the
Runway, DesignerShare,
BabyQuip)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
transportation (e.g. Uber,
Lyft, Gett, Zimride)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based childcare,
petcare, babysitting and
caregiving (e.g. Care.com,
UrbanSitter, Bubble,
DogVacay, Rover)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
everyday items, equipment
and household goods (e.g.
Fat Llama, GoShare,
Dolly, Zilok)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based rent of
space (e.g. Just Park,
Peerspace)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TaskRabbit,
Zaarly, Upwork)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Finance (e.g. CrowdCube.
Kickstarter, Sofi, Lending
Club)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
experience sharing (e.g.
Vayable, EatWith)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based books
exchange (e.g. PaperBack
Swap)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
accommodation (e.g.
Couchsurfing,
GuesttoGuest,
HomeExchange)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Nonmonetary-based
access to clothing, baby
equipment and accessories
(e.g. Outdress)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
access to everyday items
and household goods (e.g.
Freecycle, Freegle)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Gifts exchange (e.g.
GiftFlow, Ziilch,
Exchango, Freelly)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based rent
of space (e.g. Shared
Earth, YardShare)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TimeBank,
free skills provision
through StreetBank)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based books
exchange (e.g.
BookMooch,
BookCrossing)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q5 Please indicate how often you provide and obtain products or services through the following sharing
economy platforms:
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never (1)

tried,
but do
not use
them
now (2)

once a
year (3)

once a
month
(4)

2 to 3
times a
month
(5)

once a
week (6)

a few
times a
week (7)

every
day (8)

Monetary-based
accommodation sharing
(e.g. Airbnb, HomeAway)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
clothing, accessories and
toys (e.g. Rent the
Runway, DesignerShare,
BabyQuip)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
transportation (e.g. Uber,
Lyft, Gett, Zimride)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based childcare,
petcare, babysitting and
caregiving (e.g. Care.com,
UrbanSitter, Bubble,
DogVacay, Rover)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based access to
everyday items, equipment
and household goods (e.g.
Fat Llama, GoShare,
Dolly, Zilok)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based rent of
space (e.g. Just Park,
Peerspace)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TaskRabbit,
Zaarly, Upwork)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Finance (e.g. CrowdCube.
Kickstarter, Sofi, Lending
Club)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based
experience sharing (e.g.
Vayable, EatWith)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Monetary-based books
exchange (e.g. PaperBack
Swap)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
accommodation (e.g.
Couchsurfing,
GuesttoGuest,
HomeExchange)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Nonmonetary-based
access to clothing, baby
equipment and accessories
(e.g. Outdress)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
access to everyday items
and household goods (e.g.
Freecycle, Freegle)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Gifts exchange (e.g.
GiftFlow, Ziilch,
Exchango, Freelly)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based rent
of space (e.g. Shared
Earth, YardShare)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based
knowledge and talent
sharing (e.g. TimeBank,
free skills provision
through StreetBank)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Nonmonetary-based books
exchange (e.g.
BookMooch,
BookCrossing)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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DEMOGRAPHICS

In this section you will be asked to answer general questions about you.
Q6 What is your gender?

o
o
o

Male (1)
Female (2)
Prefer not to say (3)

Q7 How old are you?

o
o
o
o
o
o

18 - 20 (6)
20 - 29 (1)
30 - 39

(2)

40 -49

(3)

50 - 59

(4)

Over 60 (5)

Q8 What is your current employment status?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Full time employed (1)
Part time employed (2)
Out of work (but looking for) (3)
Out of work (but not looking for) (4)
Homemaker (5)
Student (6)
Retired (7)
Unable to work (8)
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Q9 What is your ethnicity?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Non-Hispanic White or Euro-American (1)
Black, Afro-Caribbean, or African American (2)
Latino or Hispanic American (3)
East Asian or Asian American (4)
South Asian or Indian American (5)
Middle Eastern or Arab American (6)
Native American or Alaskan Native (7)
Mixed (9)
Other (8)

Q10 What is the highest level of education you have completed?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Some high school or less (1)
High school graduate or equivalent (2)
Vocational/technical school (two year program) (3)
Some college, but no degree (4)
College graduate (four year program) (5)
Some graduate school, but not degree (6)
Graduate degree (MSc, MBA, PhD, etc.) (7)
Professional degree (M.D., J.D., etc.) (8)

Q11 What is your area of residence:

o
o
o

Urbanized Area (50,000 or more people) (1)
Urban Cluster (at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people) (2)
Rural (all other areas) (3)

Q12 It would be helpful for analysis, to know the income bracket of your household (annual household
income before tax).

o
o

$0 - $24,999 (1)
$25,000 - $49,999 (2)
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o
o
o

$50,000 - $74,999 (3)
$75,000 - $99,999 (4)
More than $100,000 (5)

Q13 Overall, how much time you spend using sharing economy platforms on a monthly basis?

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

less than once a month (1)
once a month (2)
2-3 times a month (3)
once a week (4)
several times a week (5)
every day (6)
several times a day (7)

Page 203 of 251

MAIN CONSTRUCTS

Q14 Please select the options that best describe your attitude to sharing economy platforms and associated
communities:
strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

Overall, my membership
in sharing economy
platforms and the
associated communities
reflect the way I feel about
myself

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The sharing economy
platforms and the
associated communities I
belong to have been an
important reflection of
who I am

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The sharing economy
platforms and the
associated communities I
belong to have been
important to my sense of
what kind of person I am

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

In general, belonging to
sharing economy
platforms and the
associated communities is
an important part of my
self-image

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Q15 Please select the options that best describe the perception of the benefits provided by sharing
economy platforms, compared to traditional providers of similar goods and services (e.g. hotels, taxi
service providers, offline market retailers):
strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

The overall benefits of using
sharing economy platforms
are greater than the benefits
one receives when using
traditional providers

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Overall, using sharing
economy platforms is more
beneficial compared to when
using traditional providers

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The overall impact of using
sharing economy platforms
is more favourable than
when using other traditional
providers

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q16 Please select the options that best describe the perception of your benefits provided by sharing
economy platforms, compared to the benefits that other users of these platforms receive:
strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

My overall benefits of
using sharing economy
platforms are greater than
the benefits experienced
by other users

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Overall, sharing economy
platforms have been more
beneficial to me compared
to other users

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The overall impact of
using sharing economy
platforms is more
favorable to me than other
users of these platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q17 Please select the options that best describes the reason why you participate in the sharing economy.
I participate in the sharing economy because:
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strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

I can use
products/services that I
need

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

I find the
products/services that I
am looking for

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I feel excited because I do
not have to approach
another providers to find
the products/services I am
looking for

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Compared to other things
I can do, it is truly
enjoyable

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

I enjoy being immersed in
exciting new
products/services

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I enjoy it for its own sake,
not just for the
products/services I share

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I have a good time
because I am able to act
on the "spur-of-themoment.''

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

I accomplish just what I
want to

It is truly a joy
not because I have to, but
because I want to
It truly feels like an
escape

I feel the excitement of
the hunt
I am able to forget my
problems
I feel a sense of adventure
It is a good way to spend
time
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Q18 Please select to which extent you agree that the procedures through which sharing economy
transactions occur are fair (e.g. objective regulation of relationships between involved parties, transparent
conditions of relations, the ability to dispute/negotiate the conditions and etc.):

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

Users are able to express
their views and feelings
when negotiating the
procedures of transactions

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Users can influence the
outcomes of these
procedures

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The procedures are
consistent among all users
of sharing economy
platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The procedures of
engaging in transactions
are free of bias

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The procedures of
engaging in transactions
are based on accurate
information

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Users are able to appeal
the outcomes of
procedures when engaging
in transactions

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The procedures of
engaging in transactions
uphold ethical and moral
standards

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
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Q19 Please select the options that best apply to the statements below, considering your perception of the
outcomes of sharing economy transactions (e.g. monetary savings, social interactions, quality of goods
and services):
strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewhat
agree (5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

The outcomes reflect the
effort that users put into
undertaking the
transactions

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The outcomes are
appropriate for what users
undertake to complete a
transaction

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The outcomes reflect what
users have contributed into
the transactions, in terms
of money, effort or time
spent

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

The outcomes are
justified, given users'
contribution to sharing
economy transactions, in
terms of money, effort or
time spent

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Q20 Please select the options that best apply to the statements below, considering the frequency of
mutually rewarding relations in the sharing economy:
never (1)

seldom (2)

sometimes
(3)

frequently
(4)

always (5)

How often do you feel you invest
more in the relationship with
other parties of sharing economy
transactions than you receive in
return?

o

o

o

o

o

How often do you feel you lay
out yourself too much in view of
what you achieve?

o

o

o

o

o

How often do you feel you give
sharing economy platforms and
associated communities a lot of
time and attention, but meet with
little appreciation?

o

o

o

o

o
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Q21 Please select the options that best describe your reaction to non-mutually rewarding relationships
with other parties of sharing economy transactions:

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

I get busy with other things
in order to keep my mind off
the problem

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

I don't worry about it; figure
everything will probably
work out fine

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I try to see positive side
I try to step back from the
situation and be more
objective
I prepare for the worst
Sometimes, I take it out on
other people when I feel
angry or depressed
I keep my feelings to myself

strongly
disagree
(1)
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Q22 Please select the options that best describe your reaction to non-mutually rewarding relationships
with other parties of sharing economy transactions:

I take things one step at a time
(1)
I consider several alternatives
for handling the problem (2)
I draw on my past
experiences, when I was in a
similar situation (3)
I try to find out more about
the situation (4)
I talk about the situation with
other people, who have been
using sharing economy
platforms (5)
I take some positive action (6)
I talk with a spouse or other
relative about the problem
(12)
I talk with a friend about the
situation (13)

strongly
disagree
(1)

disagree
(2)

somewha
t disagree
(3)

neither
agree nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o
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The following questions refer to the behavioral and cognitive processes following the perception of
the degree to which the relationships with another party of transactions in the sharing economy are
mutually rewarding.
Q23 Please select the options that best apply to the statements:

disagree
(2)

somewh
at
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewh
at agree
(5)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I have a strong sense of loyalty to
sharing economy platforms and
associated communities

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I do not lookout for another source
to get goods and services that
sharing economy platforms offer

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

If an alternative provider (not
operating in the sharing economy)
made me a better offer, I would not
take it on

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am very committed to sharing
economy platforms and associated
communities

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am quite willing to make long-term
investments in using sharing
economy platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

My relationship with sharing
economy platforms and associated
communities is a long-term alliance

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am patient with sharing economy
platforms and associated
communities when they make
mistakes that cause me trouble

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am willing to dedicate whatever
people and resources it takes to
make sharing economy platforms
and associated communities to
prosper

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongly
disagree
(1)

I defend sharing economy platforms
and associated communities when
others criticize them

I expect to be using sharing
economy platforms for some time

agree
(6)

strongly
agree
(7)
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Q24 Please select the options that best describe your overall stance in regards to five statements below:
When having exchange relationships with people it is important ...

to receiv
I am concerned
with what I
receive
I watch out for
my own good
my hard work
should benefit
me
to look out for
myslef

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

to give
I am concerned
with what I
contribute
I help others
my hard work
should benefit
others
to give than to
receive

Q25 Please select the options that best describe your overall stance in regards to the statements below:

Whenever I’m faced with a choice, I
try to imagine what all the other
possibilities are, even ones that
aren’t present at the moment.
My decisions are well thought
through
I am uncomfortable making
decisions before I know all of my
options.
Before making a choice, I consider
many alternatives thoroughly
No matter what I do, I have the
highest standards for myself

disagree
(2)

somewh
at
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewh
at agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

strongly
disagree
(1)
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Q26 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering the consequences
of non-mutually rewarding relationships with other parties of sharing economy transactions (e.g.
overpayment, bad quality services/products, negative emotions):

I am at risk of experiencing
negative consequences
It is likely that I will
experience negative
consequences
It is possible that I will
experience negative
consequences
I believe that negative
consequences are severe
I believe that negative
consequences are serious
I believe that negative
consequences are significant

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

strongly
disagree
(1)

Q27 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below:

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

It is plausible to get fair
rewards in sharing
economy transactions

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am able to get fair
rewards in sharing
economy transactions
without much effort

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongl
y
disagre
e (1)

It is easy to get fair rewards
in sharing economy
transaction
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Q28 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below, considering the consequences
of non-mutually rewarding relationships with other parties of sharing economy transactions (e.g.
overpayment, bad quality services/products, negative emotions):

disagree
(2)

somewha
t
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewha
t agree
(5)

agree (6)

strongly
agree (7)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Trying to get fair rewards in
sharing economy transactions
will be effective in avoiding
negative consequences

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

By trying to get fair rewards
in sharing economy
transactions I will most likely
be protected from negative
consequences

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongly
disagree
(1)

Trying to get fair rewards in
sharing economy transactions
will work in avoiding negative
consequences

Q29 Please select the options that apply to each of the statements below:

disagree
(2)

somewhat
disagree
(3)

neither
agree
nor
disagree
(4)

somewhat
agree (5)

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

People who influence my
behavior think that I should
use sharing economy
platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

People whose opinions I
value prefer me to use
sharing economy platforms

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

strongly
disagree
(1)

People who are important to
me think that I should use
sharing economy platforms

agree
(6)

strongly
agree (7)

Q30 Please use the field below to leave any comments, questions or concerns you may have:
________________________________________________________________
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8.3.

The Analysis of Control Variables for Research Model 1

Gender
Path
Identification --> Use Behaviour
Egoistic Belief --> Use Behaviour
Reciprocity Norm --> Use Behaviour
Perceived Social Value --> Use
Behaviour
Use Behaviour --> Subjective
Wellbeing
Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion
Age
Path
Identification --> Use Behaviour
Egoistic Belief --> Use Behaviour
Reciprocity Norm --> Use Behaviour
Perceived Social Value --> Use
Behaviour
Use Behaviour --> Subjective
Wellbeing
Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion
Income
Path
Identification --> Use Behaviour
Egoistic Belief --> Use Behaviour
Reciprocity Norm --> Use Behaviour
Perceived Social Value --> Use
Behaviour
Use Behaviour --> Subjective
Wellbeing
Use Behaviour --> Social Inclusion

ns
ns
ns

Male Coef. (ttest)
-0.159 (-1.430ns)
0.180 (2.386 *)
0.268 (1.732ns)

Female Coef. (ttest)
-0.141 (-0.786ns)
0.169 (3.438***)
0.268 (3.386***)

0.047

ns

0.639 (5.790***)

0.593 (5.496***)

6.557

*

0.037

ns

∆χ²

Sig

11.492
2.469
7.901

**
ns
**

Young Coef. (ttest)
-0.091 (2.363**)
0.182 (1.058ns)
0.362 (2.721**)

8.011

**

0.784 (6.343***)

0.620 (4.570***)

9.979
59.23

**
***

.875 (8.348; ***)
.654 (8.174; ***)

.722 (10.972; ***)
.597 (7.029; ***)

∆χ²

Sig

0.018
3.677
3.677

ns
ns
ns

Low Coef. (ttest)
-0.203 (-1.369ns)
0.188 (3.417***)
0.360 (2.240*)

High Coef. (ttest)
-0.240 (-1.242ns)
0.246 (3.277**)
0.404 (4.370***)

0.863

ns

0.596 (6.110***)

0.667 (5.555***)

3.16

ns

1.848

ns

∆χ²

Sig

0.196
0.518
1.857

0.765
(10.281***)
0.521 (6.952***)

.782 (11.585;
***)
.518 (7.702; ***)

0.726 (10.763***)
0.539 (8.019***)
Old Coef. (t-test)
-0.106 (0.276ns)
0.157 (3.745***)
0.346 (3.033**)

.701 (8.008; ***)
.554 (6.621; ***)
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8.4.

The Analysis of Control Variables for Research Model 2

Gender

**

Male Coef. (ttest)
0.427 (1.854 ns)

Female Coef. (ttest)
0.364 (3.839***)

64.974

**

-0.532 (-2.407*)

-0.473 (-2.696**)

62.266
62.689
62.252

**
**
**

0.584 (4.059***)
0.120 (1.518 ns)
0.326 (1.942ns)

65.607

**

83.629

***

71.420

**

0.720 (2.798**)
0.127 (0.422 ns)
0.405 (2.632**)
0.774 (9.026
***)
0.810
(10.594***)
0.585
(6.124***)

69.320

**

0.372 (0.830 ns)

0.414 (6.742 ***)

∆χ²

Sig

108.494

***

Older Coef. (ttest)
0.303 (3.994***)

106.140

***

Ingroup Comparison ---> Reciprocity 107.160

***

Maximisation ---> Reciprocity
Procedural Fairness ---> Reciprocity
Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Relationship
Commitment
Problem-Focused Coping --->
Relationship Commitment
Income

106.143
108.245

***
***

140.272

***

149.391

***

Younger Coef.
(t-test)
0.366 (0.734ns)
-0.491 (1.710ns)
0.689
(3.338***)
0.209 (2.069*)
0.245 (1.323ns)
0.822
(11.201***)
0.760
(12.051***)

106.198

***

0.466 (3.016**)

0.534 (5.987***)

106.513

***

0.456
(3.338***)

0.390 (5.826***)

∆χ²

Sig

131.497

***

Low Coef. (ttest)
0.351 (2.355*)

High Coef. (ttest)
0.311 (2.958**)

Path
Social Identity ---> Reciprocity
Outgroup Comparison --->
Reciprocity
Ingroup Comparison ---> Reciprocity
Maximisation ---> Reciprocity
Procedural Fairness ---> Reciprocity
Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Relationship
Commitment
Problem-Focused Coping --->
Relationship Commitment
Age
Path
Social Identity ---> Reciprocity
Outgroup Comparison --->
Reciprocity

Path
Social Identity ---> Reciprocity

∆χ²

Sig

63.192

0.796 (9.251***)
0.663 (7.186***)
0.639 (4.446***)

-0.402 (-3.089**)
0.541 (3.070**)
0.159 (1.873 ns)
0.183 (2.309*)
0.748 (6.052***)
0.663 (6.177***)
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Outgroup Comparison --->
Reciprocity

112.764

***

Ingroup Comparison ---> Reciprocity 115.540

***

Maximisation ---> Reciprocity
Procedural Fairness ---> Reciprocity
Reciprocity ---> Emotion-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Problem-Focused
Coping
Reciprocity ---> Relationship
Commitment
Problem-Focused Coping --->
Relationship Commitment

112.718
114.278

***
***

113.322

***

115.876

***

112.705

***

114.642

***

-0.516 (-2.224*)
0.604
(4.212***)
0.184 (1.443ns)
0.263 (0.827ns)
0.737
(8.820***)
0.667
(9.395***)
0.472
(4.160***)
0.522
(7.332***)

-0.425 (-2.848**)
0.651 (3.186**)
0.159 (1.628ns)
0.265 (2.677**)
0.783 (9.589***)
0.701 (8.729***)
0.465 (4.080***)
0.412 (4.964***)
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