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Abstract: In recent decades, collaborative initiatives have become relevant in Latin America, however,
the owners of these businesses still face great challenges to mobilize consumers interest. In the
research field, many collaborative consumption (CC) researchers have focused on the identification
of their predictors; but studies that have explored this phenomenon via motivations perspective
are very limited, especially those that focus on the Latin American context. Furthermore, these
studies have analyzed on particular consumption activities and consumers with previous experience,
restricting the scope of its results. To close this gap, the research has as its purpose the exploration
of the motivating factors that best predict the intention to participate in CC activities into one of
the three countries with the greatest number of collaborative businesses in the region. The ANOVA
and CHAID are applied to a sample of 2080 people. The results reveal that, although enjoyment,
sustainability, reputation and economic benefits are significant factors for CC, not all are equally
effective in promoting high levels of participation in Latin American context. These findings allow
to achieve a better understanding of the collaborative phenomenon, and also they contribute to the
development of value proposals and more focused recruitment strategies for potential consumers in
the region.

Keywords: collaborative consumption; sharing economy; consumer behavior; Latin American; peer
to peer initiatives

1. Introduction

Collaborative consumption (CC) has become more and more relevant in society as an alternative
to traditional consumption [1]. Its new economic and production models promote the conservation of
resources, the reduction of environmental footprints and market access for individuals isolated due to
lack of resources, among other reasons [2–4]. All of this has led to CC being considered a currently
effective mechanism to foment sustainable development [5–10].

Within the CC trend is framed a series of entrepreneurial ventures based on the development of
online platforms that make coordination between peers possible, in order to exchange, share, rent and
lend goods and services [11]. For several years, these companies have begun to gain more prestige and
reputation in their diverse sectors, where they have become quite representative [12]. Within the hotel
sector, for example, the company Airbnb is valued at 30 billion USD, a figure similar to that of the
Marriot hotel chain, with the difference being that the former does not have rooms among its assets.
As for Uber, it is the largest company offering taxi services in the world, with a value of 69 billion
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dollars despite not possessing its own fleet of vehicles to offer services [13]. In 2015, the value of the
collaborative market rose to 15 trillion USD. It has been predicted that this figure, within a mere decade,
could rise to 335 trillion dollars, exponential growth that is evidence of its enormous potential.

Latin America has not been untouched by this phenomenon. For just under a decade, it has
experienced the arrival of global ventures as well as local and regional initiatives meeting with varying
levels of success [14]. Currently, a total of 27 collaborative initiatives are in operation in this region.
Peru, Brazil, Mexico and Argentina host 79% of these ventures in the region [15]. The main challenge
that entrepreneurs who embark on these initiatives face is the recruitment of participants interested in
supplying and demanding goods and services [16–18].

Previous studies have focused on exploring the factors that incentivize participation in these
initiatives [1,19,20], but there are still some gaps that have not been addressed. First, to understand
the real needs of the users that participate in these CC initiatives, many authors have mentioned that
the motivations behind their participation must be identified [21]. These motivations are relevant
inasmuch as their ability to incentivize long-term behaviors has been demonstrated [22–24]. Studying
their motivations would help consolidate collaborative entrepreneurial ventures; however, in academic
works on CC, motivating factors have hardly been touched on [12,25]. Second, the few studies that have
been carried out in this field from the motivations perspective have focused on very specific activities,
like car sharing, house sharing or room sharing, limiting, therefore, the results to a specific sector. Third,
the studies that have been carried out have analyzed consumers with previous experience, ignoring
potential customers [26–28]. Consequently, those studies’ findings do not explain what measures
to adopt to expand global demand. Fourth, the studies on CC have focused mainly on developed
economies, a reality that, as many authors have pointed out, greatly differs from the Latin American
experience [29], in which many market characteristics like informality and mistrust are present on a
grand scale [30,31]. Given this situation, it is not possible to presuppose that the results identified in
previous studies would be valid in this context [32].

Faced with these gaps in the literature, this study proposes addressing the following research
question: Which motivating factors best predict the intention to participate in CC activities in Latin
American economies? To respond to this query, the following research objectives were proposed: a) to
evaluate motivating factors in potential consumers with different levels of intention to participate
in CC and b) to identify the relevance of said motivating factors when it comes to explaining a
greater intention to participate in CC. To fulfill these objectives, a literature review and an empirical
cross-sectional study with an analysis of univariate variance and data mining (ANOVA and CHAID)
have been conducted.

The study centers on Peru as an example of a leading economy in the region in terms of CC. This
country stands out in Latin America for having a high concentration of international CC initiatives
and for developing an important number of similar initiatives on a local and regional level. In this
regards, Peru is the second largest economy in terms of international CC initiatives in Latin America.
(19 of the 27 international initiatives present in the region operate in said country.) Additionally, Peru
occupies third place in the region for local development of CC initiatives: 11% of this type of initiatives
developed in the region did so in Peru [15]. Therefore, exploring the relevance of motivating factors in
this context could contribute greatly to shedding new light to be able to understand this phenomenon
in Latin America.

The results of the research contribute both theoretically and practically. On a theoretical level, this
research promotes a better understanding of the CC phenomenon by not only identify intrinsic and
extrinsic motivators that promote intention in potential consumers but also establishes which among
them are the best predictors for participation in CC initiatives from a Latin American context, aspects
not covered by existing studies on this topic. At a practical level, the findings lay the foundations for
the development of focalized value propositions and recruitment strategies that motivate potential
consumers to adopt collaborative consumption activities, promoting with it the development of this
emerging market.
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The rest of the document is structured as follows. In Section 2, the theoretical background
necessary for tackling the established research question is presented. In this section, an extensive
literature review of more than 250 articles oriented toward identifying factors that would predict
intention to engage in CC was carried out. In Section 3, the methodology applied is explained. Then,
in Section 4, the results are described, and the findings are discussed. In Section 5, the conclusions,
implications, limitations and future lines of research are presented.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Conceptualization of CC

CC has been conceptualized in many different ways in the literature; thus, an important aspect of
this study is the clear definition of what CC is and the perspective from which it should be approached.
This section seeks to fulfill that purpose, presenting the definition and characteristics of the collaborative
phenomenon that are considered in this study.

Currently, it is difficult to find a unique definition of collaborative consumption (CC) due to the
variety of concepts that have emerged in academic literature to explain the most precise and simple
use of this term [33–36].

For this present research, the definition proposed by Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen [37] will
be used: “CC is a peer-to peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing access to goods and
services, coordinated through community based online services.” These models are characterized by
the way they deem financial remuneration a result of the process [37]. Among the most common
types of collaborative exchange are the rental, lending and exchange of goods, services, transportation
solutions, space and money (e.g., Rent the Runway, Car2go, Uber, Citibike, Airbnb, Vinted, TaskRabbit
and Crowflower) [38].

From the perspective of Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen [37], CC is a part of the sharing economy,
an emerging phenomenon that has become very relevant in recent years thanks to the rise of the
Internet [1]. Of course, in the sharing economy, in addition to CC, diverse activities based on the
nonmonetary exchange of goods and services coexist, such as open source software projects (e.g.,
SourceForge and Github), online collaboration (e.g., YouTube, Instagram and Wikipedia), file sharing
(e.g., The Pirate Bay) and peer-to-peer financing (e.g., Kickstarter).

All of these activities or business models on the subject of CC encourage sustainable consumption
practices [39]. In this regard, on the economic level, CC permits a more efficient use of goods and
services and also the possibility of generating additional income for owners through the rental of their
property or offer of services [12]. On a social level, CC promotes the temporary access to these same
goods and services on the part of the sectors of the population that do not have enough income to
acquire them individually [12]. On an environmental level, CC promotes the conservation of resources
and less waste than that resulting from traditional production and consumption [40].

2.2. Self-Determination Theory

This section presents the theoretical approach that will be use in the study and its potential to be
applied to the field of collaborative consumption.

Carrying out a given behavior depends to a large extent on the presence of needs. Needs generate
psychological processes of imbalance between the current state and the desired state of the person that
motivate the individual to carry out determined actions [41]. Self-Determination Theory [42] is one of
the theoretical focuses that addresses this link between behavior and motivations.

According to Self-Determination Theory, behavior prediction is focused on motivating factors that
satisfy three fundamental needs: autonomy, affiliation and competence [42]. The need for autonomy
refers to the desire to freely engage in an activity, to be the master of one’s own decisions [42]. The need
for affiliation is the desire to feel connected or to interact with one’s immediate surroundings [43].
The need for competence refers to the search for effectiveness, mastery or control of the activities
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that are carried out while interacting with one’s surroundings [42]. The motivators that the theory
postulates can be divided into two categories: intrinsic and extrinsic [42].

Intrinsic motivators are born of one’s own incentives to engage in the activity, that is to say, the
challenge, stimulus or enjoyment that the individual experiences when carrying out the process. People
also experience this type of motivation due to the perceived value of behaving within established
norms. Intrinsic motivations drive one to engage in a behavior because it is gratifying or because it is
related to personal objectives like affiliation, personal development or fruitfulness.

Extrinsic motivations, on the other hand, are related to the stimuli separate from the activity
itself, for example, a reward that will be obtained from engaging in the activity or the possibility of
avoiding a punishment [42]. These motivators are related to personal objectives like fame, wealth
or attractiveness.

In the literature on topics related to marketing, there is ample empirical evidence that supports the
validity of Self-Determination Theory to predict behavior adoption. For example, studies like those of
Chatzisarantis and Hagger [44] and Weinstein and Ryan [45] have demonstrated the direct relationship
between self-determined motivations and behavior. Moreover, other studies have highlighted the
indirect impact (through intentions) that motivating factors have on behavior [46,47].

In the context of CC, using this motivational perspective proves appropriate because the exchange
activities that take place in collaborative initiatives are capable of meeting the fundamental needs
proposed by Deci and Ryan [42]. The need for competence can be satisfied thanks to access to cheaper
products or services or even thanks to the earning of additional income through the assets that one
possesses. CC initiatives can also provide new and more effective opportunities to access goods or
services and the feelings of gratification that come as a consequence of the self-control and freedom
they offer, which satisfy the need for autonomy. Finally, the need for relationships is satisfied through
the possibility that CC offers of building active communities [48].

2.3. CC Motivating Factors

This section explores the progress of the CC literature from a motivations perspective, focusing on
demonstrating the main gaps that have not yet been addressed and also presenting motivating factors
that were relevant in previous studies and that are included in the variables analyzed in this study.

The gaps in the research and the motivating factors that make up this section were identified from
a rigorous review of the literature. This process included a search of previous studies with similar
topics in the repository Web of Science, a database recognized as the most reliable for carrying out
this type of analysis [49]. The search terms were “Sharing economy,” “Collaborative consumption,”
“Collaborative economy,” “Access-based consumption,” “Peer-to-peer economy” and “intention,”
“adoption,” “participation,” and “behavior.” The words related to CC were selected based on the study
carried out by Sutherland and Jarrahi [50]. The time period of analysis considered was 2008–2019
given that, according to recent research [50], it was in 2008 that CC as a research topic began to become
more relevant. The search only took into consideration top academic journals. Given that the literature
on this topic is fragmented and interdisciplinary [51], there was no cut based on the type of journal or
the discipline. This search brought up a total of 264 articles oriented toward identifying factors that
would predict intention. From this group of studies, those that possessed a motivations perspective in
their analysis were considered, about 31 articles (See Appendix A).

As can be observed in Appendix A, the intrinsic factors identified are related to consumer
motivation through contributing to sustainability, from an environmental, social or economic
perspective, while the extrinsic factors are oriented toward the motivation to obtain the indirect
benefits of said sustainability.

2.3.1. Research Gaps about CC from a Motivations Perspective

In this section, the gaps in the study of consumer behavior in CC initiatives from the literature
review are identified. First, many CC researchers have focused on the identification of their predictors;
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however, studies that have addressed this issue from the perspective of motivations are very
limited [12]. In the literature review a small number of articles (31) that analyze CC from this
perspective were identified.

Second, although the 31 studies identified in Appendix A have aided the progress of this specific
field of knowledge, there are still challenges to tackle. An analysis of the research contexts of these
studies reports a gap in the literature: a lack of a good understanding of CC in a Latin American
context. See Table 1.

Table 1. Context of the analysis of academic articles on collaborative consumption (CC).

Criteria Publications % Publications

Type of consumer Current consumers 30 97%
Potential consumers 1 10%

Focus of analysis Just one activity 28 90%
More than one or aggregate 3 10%

Context of analysis

Europe 10 32%
North America 9 29%

Asia and Oceania 4 13%
Latin America 1 3%

Other countries 7 23%

Source: The authors, based on the literature review.

As can be observed in Table 1, these studies that have focused on determinants of intention,
participation or adoption of collaborative economy initiatives have proven their hypothesis mainly in
consumers that have already participated in these types of activities [52–54], only 3% have researched
potential consumers (see Table 1). These contributions are interesting for their applicability value to
enhance the development of specific initiatives in current consumers, however, in a market in the initial
development phase, characterized by informality and distrust in the community as Latin America
countries, it would be interesting to determine the motivations of potential consumers (common
individuals) to participate in collaborative initiatives.

In addition to the aforementioned, the studies carried out in this field have opted for an analysis of
concrete initiatives that have circumscribed the scope of their results in a specific segment. According
to the literature review (see Appendix A), the vast majority of studies focus on motivations, have opted
to analyze specific collaboration or exchange activities (90%), like car sharing, room sharing, open
source projects or virtual communities [26–28].

Moreover, although these studies have contributed greatly to the literature, most of them have
focused on developed economies [4,55,56], Europe being the region which the greatest number of
studies analyzed (32%), followed by North America (29%), Asia and Oceania (13%) (see Table 1).
The Latin American reality is different from that in developed countries. Several authors have indicated
that it is not possible to presuppose that the results of these studies will also be applicable to the
Latin American context [32]. Factors such as informality and lack of trust are some aspects that make
a difference. According to the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the informal economy during
2010-2014 in Latin America and the Caribbean represented 40% of GDP, well above South Asia at
34%, Europe at 23% and OECD member countries at 17% [33]. The countries of Latin America and
the Caribbean region also reach the highest levels of distrust in the community. Peru, the economy
studied, presents 53%, while the USA reaches 20% in 2017 [15].

Given this context, the current study proposes the identification of the motivating factors that best
predict the intention to participate in CC, focusing on these great deficiencies identified.

2.3.2. Main Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivators for the Intention to Participate in CC

In this section, motivating factors that influence the intention to participate in CC initiatives are
identified, grouped and explained, based on the literature review. See Table 2.
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Table 2. Summary of the most frequent predictive factors of intention to engage in CC.

Factors Type of Factor Associated Terms Number of Articles

Enjoyment Intrinsic Motivator

Enjoyment of social interaction

14

Self-efficacy
Enjoyment of the experience

Feelings of belonging
Personal satisfaction

Enjoyment

Sustainability Intrinsic Motivator

Respect for the environment

18
Concern for one’s neighbor

Altruistic motivations
Social values

Reputation Extrinsic Motivator
Status

9Prestige
Hedonistic benefits

Financial benefit Extrinsic Motivator

Money saving

19

Efficiency of use
Cost saving

Perceived utility
Relative price

Economic value

Trust Related to technology adoption Trust
8Safety

Ease of use Related to technology adoption Utility
6Ease of use

Intrinsic Factors

The most recurrent intrinsic motivating factors identified were “enjoyment” and “sustainability.”
These motivators were found as behavioral predictors in 14 and 18 academic articles in the literature
review, respectively. The intrinsic factor “enjoyment” was operationalized in different ways in the
literature, through “personal satisfaction,” “personal challenge” and “enjoyment” [11,30,37], while
the intrinsic factor of “sustainability” was addressed from social, environmental, and eco-friendly
angles [12,19]. See Appendix A.

Enjoyment

According to different authors [57,58], one of the main reasons that motivates people to get
involved in CC activities is the pleasure they derive from the activity itself. For example, Nov [57];
Nov, Naaman and Ye [30] and Hamaari and Koivisto [25] have found that the satisfaction provided
by sharing knowledge is a relevant incentive for deciding whether to join CC models like those that
relate to open source coding. In the same vein are studies on peer-to-peer platforms like Airbnb
or Uber, which have proven the relevance of pleasure for causing people to adopt these kinds of
activities [25,27,58].

Sustainability

The interest in participating in activities in the sharing economy in general and CC in particular is
linked to the need to reduce environmental impact, to seek the wellbeing of society or to promote a
more sustainable lifestyle [6,59]. For example, May et al. [52] were able to show evidence that interest
in protecting the environment influenced the intention to share an automobile, as did Neunhoeffer and
Teubner [60]. Habibi et al. [61] proved that one of the main motivators for participating in initiatives like
Couchsurfing was the possibility of contributing to the improvement of the community. Additionally,
Tsou et al. [10] found that to the extent to which CC experience was higher, and the extent to which
more elevated sustainability was offered, it incentivized users of shared services to a greater degree.
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Extrinsic Factors

The most recurrent extrinsic motivating factors that were identified were “financial benefit” and
“reputation.” These motivators were found as behavioral predictors in 19 and 9 academic articles in the
literature review, respectively.

The extrinsic factor of “financial benefit” was operationalized through variables such as “money
saving,” “efficiency of use,” “cost saving,” “perceived utility,” “relative price” and “economic
value” [12,54] in the literature review. As for the extrinsic factor of “reputation,” it was operationalized
as “status,” “prestige” or “hedonistic benefits” [60,62]. See Appendix A.

Financial Benefit

Many studies have found that, if collaborative activity generates financial benefits of some type,
this is a strong motivator to become involved or to participate in that initiative [1,58,62]. The studies
that, for example, Lee et al. [63]; Guttentag et al. [64] and Hamari et al. [25] carried out for the shared
transportation industry demonstrated the importance of financial savings as drivers of intention.
Similar results were achieved in the shared lodging industry. Authors found that financial benefit is
one of the main drivers for becoming involved in these kinds of activities [26,65].

Reputation

“Reputation,” understood to mean recognition reached, also impacts the intention to become
involved in CC, according to studies like those by Liu and Yang [58], Neunhoeffer and Teubner [60] and
Yang and Lai [53]. In this respect, Yang and Lai [53] identified that recognition has greater relevance
than the personal satisfaction generated by activities in which knowledge is shared. Moreover, in the
context of online communities [35,66] and open source projects [19,30], it has been demonstrated that
“reputation” is an important factor for determining participation.

The applicability and relevance of intrinsic and extrinsic motivating factors to promote the
intention to participate in CC in the present analytical context will be approached in the following
sections of the study with the goal of answering the research question posed.

3. Methodology

This study has as its main goal the response to the aforementioned research question: Which
motivating factors best predict the intention to participate in CC activities in Latin American economies?
With this goal in mind, two research objectives were established: a) to evaluate motivating factors
in potential consumers with different levels of intention to participate in CC and b) to identify the
relevance of said motivating factors when it comes to explaining a greater intention to participate in
CC. In the following section, the sample characteristics, data collection, instrument used and types of
statistical analysis carried out are described.

3.1. Sample and Data Collection

A survey was applied to 6000 men and women between 18 and 64 years of age, all residents of
Peru. The data collection was carried out in the 26 main cities belonging to the five macroregions that
make up the country. To this end, quotas were established according to the demographic weight of
each macroregion. The recruitment of participants was carried out through a multistage sample design
(see Appendix B).

Among the surveyed, potential participants in CC initiatives were sought out. To this end, two
questions were applied that sought to measure respondents’ knowledge about this type of consumption
and their ability to participate in a CC activity: a) In general, do you consider yourself familiarized
with collaborative consumption initiatives? and b) In general, do you have the knowledge and abilities
necessary to access a product or service through a collaborative consumption platform? Both questions
were measured on a Likert scale from 1 to 7. Survey results equal to or above 4 for both questions were
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considered in the study, leaving 2100 (35% of all the surveys). Then, through a data verification process,
20 surveys were eliminated, leaving 2080 valid cases. The final sample distribution with regards to
gender, age and educational level is presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Sample characteristics.

Characteristics Number Frequency

Sex
Male 1050 50.5%

Female 1030 49.9%

Age

18–24 440 21.2%
25–34 569 27.4%
35–44 477 22.9%
45–54 356 17.1%
55–64 238 11.4%

Level of education
Complete primary school or less 287 13.8%

Secondary school 930 44.7%
University 863 41.5%

3.2. Collection Instrument

The survey was composed of demographic questions and scales that allowed for the measurement
of the factors involved in the study. The items that made up each one of the factors used a 7-point
Likert scale in which 1 meant “totally disagree” and 7 meant “totally agree.” To measure behavior, “the
intention to participate in collaborative consumption” was employed. A significant body of research
has demonstrated that the relationship between intentions and behaviors is extremely strong [67–69],
and so it was considered appropriate to use this variable as a proxy. The intention was worked
through three items based on the work of Bhattacherjee [70]. “Enjoyment” was measured through five
items that came from the work of Van der Heijden [71]. “Sustainability” was measured through five
items developed and validated by Hamari, Sjöklint y Ukkonen [25]. To measure “financial benefit,”
a scale based on the work of Bock et al. [72] was used. A total of four items comprised this construct.
“Reputation” was measured through four items based on the scales of Kankanhalli, Tan and Wey [36]
and Wasko amotivatind Faraj [73]. The scales of the factors are found in Appendix C.

Before applying the survey and in order to have an unambiguous concept, each person being
surveyed was presented with a definition of CC that included the most common examples in the country.

The consistency and reliability of the scales were examined through an exploratory factorial
analysis and Cronbach’s alpha [74,75]. According to these analyses, the KMO test was greater than 0.8,
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant and the extracted variance was greater than 0.6. Additionally,
the items adequately loaded in their respective constructs. Finally, Cronbach’s alpha for all of the
constructs exceeded 0.7, the minimum limit recommended [76]. See Table 4.

To minimize the questionnaires’ own bias, the following aspects were taken into consideration.
First, the questionnaire was reviewed by three expert researchers with experience on the topic in
order to validate its structure, content and relevance. Minor modifications were undertaken based on
their suggestions. Second, the proximity of the intention variable and the motivating variables in the
questionnaire were consciously avoided, introducing them into different sections of the questionnaire.
Third, each surveyed person was given the same definition of CC along with examples that were
common and well-known in the country, so that there would be an unequivocal and homogenous
concept of the topic which they were being asked about. Fourth, the questionnaire emphasized
anonymity and confidentiality with regard to personal data in order to keep the survey participants
from seeking social acceptance with their responses.

3.3. Statistical Analysis

The analysis of variance (ANOVA) and the exhaustive CHAID method (Chi-squared Automatic
Interaction) were conducted. The ANOVA test was used to answer the first research objective. Through
it, the average scores of the motivating factors through the different levels of intention to engage in CC
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are compared. The exhaustive CHAID method was applied to respond to the second research objective.
Through this analysis, the most determinant factors and the relationship between them are identified,
allowing in this way the identification of the path to follow to achieve higher intention to engage in CC.

Table 4. Cronbach’s alpha and factorial loads.

ITEMS Factorial
Load

Cronbach’s
alpha

Intention

0.910
In the future, I hope to carry out actions of collaborative consumption often 0.926
In the future I will participate in actions of collaborative consumption more frequently 0.934
In the future, I will increase my participation in collaborative consumption activities if possible 0.901

Enjoyment

0.944

I think collaborative consumption is nice 0.900
I think collaborative consumption is exciting 0.919
I think collaborative consumption is interesting 0.912
I think collaborative consumption is pleasant 0.893
I think collaborative consumption is fun 0.895

Financial benefit

0.927
I think I can save money if I participate in collaborative consumption actions 0.897
I think my participation in actions of Collaborative consumption benefits me financially 0.923
I think my participation in shares of Collaborative consumption can improve my economic situation 0.923
I believe that my participation in collaborative consumption actions allows me to save weather 0.881

Reputation

0.938
I think that contributing to collaborative consumption actions improves my image against to others 0.915
I think that participating in collaborative consumption actions makes me gain recognition of others 0.928
I think I would gain the respect of others if I share with people through activities of collaborative
consumption 0.927

I think people who do activities of collaborative consumption have more prestige than those that do not 0.903

Sustainability

0.947

I think that collaborative consumption helps people conserve natural resources 0.904
I think collaborative consumption is a way of sustainable consumption 0.893
I think collaborative consumption is ecological 0.925
I think collaborative consumption is efficient in terms of energy use 0.913
I think collaborative consumption is environmentally friendly. 0.905

3.3.1. ANOVA Test

To carry out the ANOVA test, a dependent variable was defined: the “intention to participate in
CC,” as were independent variables or factors: “enjoyment,” “sustainability,” “financial benefit” and
“reputation.”

Each factor was divided into three groups. The first group was made up of those answers that
varied in the range of 1.0 to 3.0 and was labeled “low”; the second was made up of those answers
that ranged from 3.01 to 5.0 and was labeled “medium”; finally, the third group was made up of
answers that ranged from 5.01 to 7.0 and was labeled “high.” Table 5 presents the size of the resulting
subsamples of each factor. After generating the subsamples, the analyses allowed for the validation of
the existence of significant differences between the different groups and, thus, provided evidence for
the factors’ influence on the “intention” variable.

Table 5. Size of the subsamples by variable type.

Variables Subsample Size

Enjoyment Low Medium High
692 979 403

Financial benefit
Low Medium High
705 963 407

Reputation Low Medium High
810 899 366

Sustainability Low Medium High
660 941 469
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3.3.2. Exhaustive CHAID Analysis

The exhaustive CHAID analysis [77], also known as a decision tree analysis, is an exploratory
method that, based on the independent variables, divides the analyzed data into groups or categories
that differ with respect to the dependent variable [78].

The applicability of the decision tree method has been proven by a wide number of corresponding
studies in the field of marketing [79–81].

For the development of the exhaustive CHAID method, the following were employed as
independent variables in the model: “enjoyment,” “sustainability,” “financial benefit” and “reputation.”
“Intention to participate in CC” was the dependent variable. These factors were treated as continuous
variables, since they were measured on a 7-point Likert scale.

Given that the dependent variable is continuous, Snedecor’s F was used to measure the level
of significance. Additionally, the multiple comparisons and the significance values for the criteria
of division and merging were corrected using the Bonferroni correction. The significance level was
established as 0.05 for all analyses. All of the independent variables were measured on a 7-point Likert
scale. A cross-validation of the model was carried out with the number of folds of the sample equal to
10. The objective was to evaluate the goodness of the structure of the decision tree in order to generalize
to the greater population. Finally, and in anticipation of the analysis, it was corroborated that the
missing data in the independent variables were in no case greater than 5%. This is an important point,
since the exhaustive CHAID method deals with missing values as a category that is combined with the
category of the valid data it most closely resembles once the algorithm has been generated in the model.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. ANOVA Test Results and Discussion

Before the ANOVA tests were carried out, the starting assumptions for this type of analysis were
verified. Table 6 presents the results of the homoscedasticity test for each the factors analyzed. For those
variables that did not meet this requirement, the Brown-Forsythe Test was applied. The multiple
comparisons were carried out using the Bonferroni correction and its corresponding Tamehane’s T2 test.
Finally, the independence and randomness that were obtained through the samples were guaranteed
through the way data was collected.

Table 6. Results of the tests of homogeneity of variance.

Variables Levene’s Test gl1 gl2 Significance

Enjoyment 0.80 2 2071 0.45
Financial benefit 1.92 2 2072 0.15

Reputation 5.58 2 2072 0.00
Sustainability 1.02 2 2067 0.36

Table 7 presents the results of the ANOVA test for each one of the factors analyzed. The significance
levels allow the null hypothesis about the equality of means of the intention variable to be rejected at
each level (low, medium and high) for the motivating variables (p < 0.05). Therefore, it can be affirmed
that intention varies according to the level of each independent variable studied.

The results also show signs of a possible positive relationship between the factors analyzed and
intention. As can be appreciated in Table 7, as the level increases from low to medium to high for each
variable of analysis, the average values of intention to participate in CC also increase.
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Table 7. Results of the ANOVA Test.

Variables Mean Standardized Values F Significance

Low Enjoyment Medium Enjoyment High Enjoyment
Intention 2.25 4.05 5.66 1847.22 0.000

Low Fin Benefit Medium Fin Benefit High Fin Benefit
Intention 2.36 4.03 5.54 1339.37 0.000

Low
Reputation Medium Reputation High Reputation

Intention 2.49 4.15 5.63 1315.49 0.000

Low
Sustainability Medium Sustainability High Sustainability

Intention 2.46 3.89 5.32 912.57 0.000

When the multiple comparisons are contrasted with one another, they show that the average
values for “intention to participate in CC” present significant differences (p < 0.05) at all levels (low,
medium, high) of the variables of the analysis. That is to say, people with an elevated “enjoyment” level
possess an “intention to participate in CC” that is higher than that of people with a medium satisfaction
level, and these, in turn, possess a higher intention than those who possess a low satisfaction level. This
dynamic is repeated for the variables of “sustainability,” “financial benefit” and “reputation.” See Table 8.

Table 8. Results of the contrast of multiple comparisons.

Variable Intergroup
Comparisons

Differences in
Averages (I–J) Standard Error Significance

ENJOYMENT **

Low
Medium −1.79752* 0.05 0.00

High –3.41207* 0.06 0.00

Medium
Low 1.79752* 0.05 0.00
High –1.61455* 0.05 0.00

High Low 3.41207* 0.06 0.00
Medium 1.61455* 0.05 0.00

FINANCIAL BENEFIT **

Low
Medium –1.67402* 0.05 0.00

High –3.18222* 0.06 0.00

Medium
Low 1.67402* 0.05 0.00
High –1.50820* 0.06 0.00

High Low 3.18222* 0.06 0.00
Medium 1.50820* 0.06 0.00

REPUTATION ***

Low
Medium –1.65893* 0.05 0.00

High –3.14219* 0.06 0.00

Medium
Low 1.65893* 0.05 0.00
High –1.48326* 0.06 0.00

High Low 3.14219* 0.06 0.00
Medium 1.48326* 0.06 0.00

SUSTAINABILITY **

Low
Medium –1.43682* 0.06 0.00

High –2.86443* 0.07 0.00

Medium
Low 1.43682* 0.06 0.00
High –1.42761* 0.06 0.00

High Low 2.86443* 0.07 0.00
Medium 1.42761* 0.06 0.00

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. ** Post hoc Bonferroni correction. *** Post Hoc Tamehane T2 test.

Figure 1 graphically presents the behavior of the “intention to participate in collaborate
consumption” over the motivating factors. It can be seen that the mean values of the variable
“intention” are increasing as a trend as the levels of “enjoyment,” “sustainability,” “financial benefit”
and “reputation” increase.
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Figure 1. Cont.
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Figure 1. Behavior of the intention to participate in CC on motivating factors.

Through the ANOVA test, the relevance of the motivating factors identified in the literature review
was explored to promote the intention to participate in CC for potential consumers in Peru, an example
economy from the Latin American region.

These findings demonstrate that both intrinsic motivators, such as personal satisfaction and
sustainability, and extrinsic motivators, like reputation and financial benefit, would stimulate intention
to become involved in CC initiatives and that, due to greater motivation, there would be a greater
intention to participate. These results line up with previous studies that focused on analyzing the effects
of these factors on concrete CC initiatives like car sharing, room sharing, open source projects through
the eyes of consumers with previous experience [19,30,31,52]. For personal satisfaction, for example,
Nov et al. [30] found that this type of motivation, expressed in the satisfaction of sharing photos,
incentivized a great number of those adept in social networks to participate in online communities.
Pappas [26], on the other hand, determined that enjoyment, measured in terms of social interaction,
positively impacts the experience of a tourist who opts for shared accommodation services. Regarding
sustainability, Kim et al. [31] and May et al. [52] demonstrated that non-selfish factors (for example,
interest in helping others or protecting the environment) appear to occupy a dominant role in the
intention to participate in collaborate initiatives. With regard to reputation, Oreg and Nov [19] indicated
that this factor could go hand in hand with altruistic motivations and motivate participation in open
source projects. Finally, for financial benefit, Shaheen et al. [28] demonstrated that monetary savings
was one of the main motivators for becoming involved in car sharing activities.

In this way, the findings would permit the arguments in favor of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators
in the collaborative field to be extended by putting them in the context of a Latin American economy
from the perspective of potential consumers without prior experience.

4.2. Results of the Exhaustive CHAID Analysis and Discussion

In Figure 2, the results of the decision tree analysis are presented. Three levels of node configuration
can be seen. There is one variable on the first level: the most discriminant variable of the model, the
one which best predicts the intention to participate in CC, “enjoyment” (F = 198.52; d1 = 6; d2 = 2067;
p <0.000).
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Figure 2. Decision tree of the motivating factors on the intention to participate in CC.
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On the second level can be found both “financial benefit” and the benefit of “sustainability” as
predictive variables. However, in light of the results, it appears that this last variable is the second-most
representative after “enjoyment.” The impact on the averages of node 4 to 7 shows this. As level
of satisfaction increases, the averages go from 3.42 (Node 4) to 3.97 (Node 5), 4.0 (Node 6) and 5.0
(Node 7).

The third level contains one variable, “reputation,” but the decision tree shows it is only important
for those groups that perceive moderate benefits for “sustainability” (greater than 3.4 and less than 5.2).
At these levels, “reputation” boosts “sustainability,” causing an increase in the averages, which go
from 4.13 (Node 16) to 4.35 (Node 20).

Finally, the decision tree shows that “financial benefit” is the least impactful variable. As can be
seen in Nodes 2 and 3, its presence does not relevantly modify the averages of the “enjoyment” variable
(help them to reach values over 3.5, which would indicate a positive impact on the intention variable).

The CHAID analysis sought to identify the relevance of the intrinsic and extrinsic motivating factors
to participate in CC among potential consumers originating in the economy chosen as representative
of Latin America.

These results reveal that the intrinsic “enjoyment” factor is the best predictor for participation
in collaborative business models. This indicates that, when there is more evidence that collaborative
activity could generate feelings of enjoyment as it is carried out, there is a higher probability that
potential consumers without previous experience would become involved in CC activities [25].

The second most predictive factor for elevated intention to participate in CC is “sustainability.”
Just as the decision tree shows, this motivator is activated secondarily when there is a medium level
of enjoyment. This finding is not surprising; as diverse authors observe, the possibility of carrying
out exchanges or collaborating with the community in a simple way is associated with a tendency
toward social innovation that is stimulated by a desire to contribute to society and the environment [82].
Involvement in collaborative initiatives allows for the satisfaction of the desire to become active and
responsible citizens, and, therefore, constitutes an alternative attraction [6].

After “enjoyment” and “sustainability,” “reputation” motivates the intention to participate in
CC only when the first two motivators have reached high levels. This means that “reputation” does
not apply for all potential consumers. It appears that only those who have a moderate interest in
“sustainability” are influenced by this extrinsic factor. This could be due to the fact that the need for
reputation is not present in all individuals at equal levels; of course it depends on the personality of
each one for it to become more or less representative [33].

“Financial benefit” is the factor that least boosts participation in CC activities. Indeed, it appears
that obtaining financial remuneration does not turn out to be as powerful a stimulus for involvement
in these types of activities as the aforementioned factors are. This can be seen in the decision tree,
where this extrinsic motivator only activates under low levels of perception of enjoyment from the
activity and even so does not increase the intention to participate in CC very significantly.

In general, these results, which are labeled “enjoyment,” followed by “sustainability” and
“reputation,” as meaningful factors to achieve higher levels of intention to participate in CC, leaving
“financial benefit” as the least relevant factor, partially differ from studies carried out in other contexts
and for consumers with previous experience [12,62]. The first study, which was about motivating
factors that boost or hinder CC in the US travel and tourism market, identified that, while those
surveyed recognized protecting the environment and helping the community as important motivators,
the cost saving opportunities factor was the dominant reason for becoming involved in these types of
collaborative options [62]. Meanwhile, the second one found that the dominant motives for consumers
to participate in German car sharing were finances and enjoyment, leaving sustainability as an indirect
consequence of participation [62]. In brief, it appears that, in the Latin American context and for
potential Latin American consumers, motivations to participate in CC initiatives go further than
those which cost savings can generate and are actually associated with more intrinsic elements like
enjoyment and contributing to society and the environment, mainly. These findings are interesting
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inasmuch as diverse studies have demonstrated that behaviors that come from autonomous (more
intrinsic) motivations, like those highlighted in this study (enjoyment and sustainability), have a
higher probability of being maintained long term [22,23,29]. The greater the probability of achieving
short-term behaviors, the greater the probability of increasing demand and contributing to the growth
of the collaborative market.

5. Conclusions

This study identified that potential consumers originating in the context of analysis would
participate in CC initiatives for intrinsic motivators, like enjoyment and sustainability, as well as for
extrinsic motivators, like reputation and financial benefit. These findings also show that not all these
motivators contribute equally to incentivizing that intention. More precisely, personal satisfaction,
an intrinsic factor, is the best motivator, followed by sustainability reputation and, finally, financial
benefit. These findings have generated interesting theoretical and practical contributions for this field
of knowledge, which are presented as follows, along with the limitations and future lines of research.

5.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications

The results of the study enrich the literature on CC and contribute to a deeper understanding
of this phenomenon for several reasons. First, these results come out of a practically unexplored
context—the Latin American context—and focus on potential consumers, not current ones. Second,
they use a theoretical focus that promotes the adoption of behaviors that are lasting, not temporary,
a consideration that is very relevant for promoting development and sustainability in a nascent market
like those common to the region. Third, the study does not only identify intrinsic and extrinsic
motivators that promote intention but also establishes which among them are the best predictors for
participation in CC initiatives, an aspect not covered by existing studies on this topic.

On a practical level, this study could help companies develop much more effective recruitment
and communication strategies to offer an interesting proposal to potential consumers. Concretely, these
findings incentivize owners or marketers of collaborative business models to focus on developing
an environment conducive to exchange that promotes “enjoyment” first and “sustainability” second,
so that they can then move on to generate effective communication strategies that are capable of
transmitting those benefits to potential consumers.

In the same vein, this study also suggests that the incorporation of strategies oriented toward
exclusively or mostly demonstrating extrinsic motivators, like reputation or financial benefit, should
be approached with caution. It is probable that these types of factors will not be able to generate as
effective an impact to boost participation as the intrinsic motivators do.

Finally, the effective application of recruitment and communication strategies based on the results
of the research will help boost the growth of these types of initiatives and, therefore, develop the
collaborative market, contributing to a less consumerist and more sustainable society.

5.2. Limitations and Further Studies

This study includes several limitations. First, the analysis focuses on one country in particular
in the Latin American region. Although this economy is a forerunner with regard to collaborative
initiatives, it is recommendable that future research bet on replicating this study in other Latin American
economies with the goal of lending greater external validity to the findings. In this same vein, the
development of comparative studies between countries, taking into account the influence of the values
and cultural norms of each economy, could help a greater understanding of the phenomenon to be
reached through the identification of global and local aspects for each country.

Second, this research analyzes the intention to participate as a proxy for real participation. This
variable was not selected randomly. Its inclusion made it possible to study the motivations of potential
consumers and not just current ones. Moreover, it is a measurement proven through diverse studies in
the field of consumer behavior. However, future studies could directly explore real participation in CC
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in order to determine diversified management strategies according to the behavior of its target market.
Third, in this study, the focus is on motivational factors for consumers to participate in collaborative
initiatives; however, diverse theories regarding consumer behavior indicate that the inclusion of other
factors, such as attitudes, perceptions and environmental influence, could improve the explanation of
the phenomenon studied. Future studies should approach these aspects independently or in a more
integrated model.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivating Factors identified by the Literature Review.

Authors Factors Type of consumer Methodology Type of Activity Context

Pappas (2019)
EX: Price-quality relacionship
IN: Enjoyment of social interaction benefits
NR: Perceived risk

712 users of sharing
activities Quantitative Car sharing Greece

Morone et al. (2018)
EX: Financial consciousness
IN: Respect for the environment, interest in helping
others

20 users Experimental Food sharing Italy

Piscicelli, Ludden and Cooper
(2018)

EX: Money saving
IN: Care for the environment, Enjoyment of social
interaction

1119 Peerby users Case study Product sharing Other countries

Liu and Yang (2018) EX: Reputation
NR: Ease of use, trust, imitation of others 394 bike sharing users Questionnaire Bike sharing China

So, Oh and Min (2018)

EX: Relative price, social interactions
IN: Enjoyment
NR Perceived risk, trust, novelty, authenticity, ease of
use

250 Airbnb users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer accommodation Other countries

Neunhoeffer and Teubner
(2018)

IN: Personal benefit, social interaction, ecological
sustainability
EX: Financial benefit, prestige
NR: trust, social influence, lifestyle, familiarity

745 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms Other countries

Oyedele and Simpson (2018) IN: Social utility, pro-social utility
NR: Ease of transaction, Ease of use, trust 345 users Questionnaire Car-sharing, room-sharing and

household goods purchases United States

Lan et al. (2017) IN: Self-efficacy, personal compensation
NR: Learning process 21 interviews Case study Car sharing China

Wilhelms, Henkel and Falk
(2017)

EX: Financial interests
IN: Improvement of the quality of life, helping others,
sustainability

20 users Interviews Car sharing Germany

Parguel et al. (2017)
EX: Price sensitivity
IN: Social and environmental consciousness
NR: Impulse to buy, materialism

541 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms Francia
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Table A1. Cont.

Authors Factors Type of consumer Methodology Type of Activity Context

Böcker and Meelen (2017) EX: Financial benefits
IN: Environmental motivations, social motivations 1330 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms The Netherlands

Dall Pizzol, Ordovás de
Almeida and Do Couto Soares
(2017)

EX: Cost saving
IN: Socioenvironmental consciousness
NR: Ease of use

126 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms Brazil

Barnes and Mattsson (2017) EX: Financial benefit, social benefit
IN: Environmental benefit 115 users Questionnaire Car sharing Denmark

Zhu, So and Hudson (2017) EX: Social benefit
IN: Self-efficacy 314 users Questionnaire Ridesharing applications China

Guttentag (2017) EX: Price of service
NR: Quality of service, comfort, trust 844 users Questionnaire peer-to-peer accommodation Canada

Tussyadiah and Pesonen, J.
(2016)

EX: Cost saving
IN: Enjoyment of the experience and contact with
peers

450 users Questionnaire peer-to-peer accommodation United
StatesFinland

Habibi, Kim and Laroche
(2016)

IN: Social, communitarian, enviromental or moral
values
EX: Financial remuneration

14 users Questionnaire
Car rentals, peer-to-peer

housing/apartment rentals or
sharing

United States

Ert, Fleischer and Magen
(2016)

EX: Reputation
NR: Trust

260 users
640 users Data Social networks

Room sharing Sweden

Shaheen, Chan and Gaynor
(2016)

EX: Monetary savings
IN: Environmental motivations
NR: Ease of use

16 interviewed users Interviews Car sharing United States

Hamari, Sjöklint and
Ukkonen (2016)

EX: Financial reasons, reputational reasons
IN: Enjoyment reasons, sustainability reasons 168 consumers Questionnaire Virtual communities Other countries

Möhlmann (2015)

EX: Cost saving, reputation in the community
IN: Environmental impact, enjoyment
NR: trust, utility, familiarity, quality of service, affinity
with the trend

236 Car2go users187
Airbnb users Questionnaire Car sharing

Room sharing Germany

Hamari and Koivisto (2015) IN: Social influence
NR: Utility 200 users Questionnaire Gamification Finland
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Table A1. Cont.

Authors Factors Type of consumer Methodology Type of Activity Context

Tussyadiah (2015) EX: Financial value, perceived utility
IN: Sustainability benefits 799 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer accommodation United States

Efthymiou, Antoniou and
Waddell (2013) IN: Social and environmental factors 233 young people

from 18 to 35 years old Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms Greece

Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) EX: Financial benefit 40 ZIPCar users Interviews Peer-to-peer sharing platforms United States

Rosen, Lafontaine and
Hendrickson (2011)

IN: Feelings of belonging
NR: trust 1094 users Questionnaire Peer-to-peer sharing platforms Other countries

Nov, Naaman and Ye (2010) IN: Perceived enjoyment of the activity (adventure
and self-improvement) 276 Flickr users Questionnaire +

follow-up post Virtual communities United States

Yang and Lai (2010)
EX: Achievement or reputation
IN: Enjoyment of the activity
NR: Personal values

235 Wikipedia users Questionnaire Shared knowledge Other countries

Oreg and Nov (2008) IN: Altruistic motivations, self-development
EX: Reputation

185 collaborative
technological project

users
354 Wikipedia users

Questionnaire Open source software projects Other countries

May, Ross, Grebert and
Segarra (2008)

EX: Financial value
IN: Sustainability benefits 11 and 23 users Questionnaire /

Observation Car sharing United Kingdom

Roberts et al. (2006) IN: Enjoyment of the personal challenge 288 users Questionnaire Open source software projects United States

IN = Intrinsic motivators; EX = Extrinsic motivators; NR = Other predictive factors not associated with motivations.
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Appendix B

Sample Specifications

The questionnaire was applied in the five regions that make up the country. The point of contact
for the selection of the participants was their homes. To ensure random selection of the same a
multi-stage, probabilistic sampling method was applied, according to the following characteristics:

• In the first stage, cluster sampling was applied to select the districts.
• In the second stage, stratified sampling was applied to select the areas.
• In the third stage, a simple random sample was applied to select the homes.

In order to select the participants randomly inside the household, the Kish method was used [83].

Appendix C

Table A2. Scales.

ITEMS TD TA

Intention
In the future, I hope to carry out actions of collaborative consumption often. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
In the future I will participate in actions of collaborative consumption more frequently. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
In the future, I will increase my participation in collaborative consumption activities if possible. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Enjoyment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is nice. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is exciting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is pleasant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is fun. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Financial Benefit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think I can save money if I participate in collaborative consumption actions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think my participation in actions of collaborative consumption benefits me financially. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think my participation in shares of collaborative consumption can improve my financial
situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I believe that my participation in collaborative consumption actions allows me to save water. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Reputation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think that contributing to collaborative consumption actions improves my image against to
others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I think that participating in collaborative consumption actions makes me gain recognition of
others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I think I would gain the respect of others if I share with people through activities of
collaborative consumption. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I think people who do activities of collaborative consumption have more prestige than those
that do not. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Sustainability
I think that collaborative consumption helps people conserve natural resources. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is a way of sustainable consumption. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is ecological. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is efficient in terms of energy use. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I think collaborative consumption is environmentally friendly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Note: TD = Totally disagree. TA= Totally agree.
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