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Abstract Collaborative consumption is proposed as a

potential step beyond unsustainable linear consumption

patterns toward more sustainable consumption practices.

Despite mounting interest in the topic, little is known about

the determinants of this consumer behavior. We use an

extended theory of planned behavior to examine the relative

influence of consumers’ personal norms and the theory’s

basic sociopsychological variables attitudes, subjective

norms, and perceived behavioral control on collaborative

consumption. Moreover, we use this framework to examine

consumers’ underlying value and belief structure regarding

collaborative consumption. We measure these aspects for

224 consumers in a survey and then assess their self-reported

collaborative consumption behavior in a second survey. Our

structural model fits the data well. Collaborative consump-

tion is more strongly—through intentions—influenced by

personal norms and attitudes than by subjective norms.

Personal norms to consume collaboratively are determined

by consumers’ altruistic, biospheric, and egoistic value ori-

entations. Cost savings, efficient use of resources, and

community with others are found to be consumers’ attitu-

dinal beliefs underlying collaborative consumption. We

conclude that collaborative consumption can be pin-pointed

neither as a mere form of economic exchange nor as a pri-

marily normative form of sharing resources. Instead, col-

laborative consumption is determined by economic/egoistic

(e.g., cost savings) and normative (e.g., altruistic and bio-

spheric value orientations) motives. Implications for

collaborative consumption research, the theory of planned

behavior, and practitioners are discussed.

Keywords Collaborative consumption � Sharing
economy � Theory of planned behavior � Values �
Personal norms

Introduction

Collaborative consumption—that is, borrowing, renting,

donating, swapping, and buying used, common, or idle

resources in consumer or peer networks—has been pro-

posed as an alternative way of consumption by several

researchers (e.g., Botsman and Rogers 2011; Heinrichs

2013; Leismann et al. 2013; Prothero et al. 2011) and

practitioners (e.g., World Economic Forum Young Global

Leaders 2013). As an emerging socioeconomic model,

collaborative consumption has the potential to alleviate

problems such as economic strain, resource depletion, cli-

mate change, excessive waste, and social alienation

(Botsman and Rogers 2011; Prothero et al. 2011). Potential

benefits of collaborative forms of consumption are, for

example, an extension of the useful life of products and a

maximization of the utilization of each product in use, the

promotion of durable products and of recyclable con-

struction design, and avoidance or postponement of pur-

chases (Leismann et al. 2013).1 At the same time, it offers
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1 However, researchers have also called out rebound effects and

overconsumption as potential risks that might dilute or reverse

collaborative consumption’s economic, environmental, and social

advantages (Thomas 2003, 2011; Robert et al. 2014). Thus, there is

not yet a definitive answer to the question of the actual sustainability

of collaborative consumption as this ultimately depends on con-

sumers’ actual behavior.
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consumers a range of options to address their needs (Luchs

et al. 2011).

Despite some prominent exceptions, however, accep-

tance, adoption, and diffusion of collaborative consump-

tion practices are still limited (Piscicelli et al. 2015).2 To

some degree, the slow uptake can be explained by the

external requirements of collaborative consumption. It

often depends on the technology infrastructure and requires

a critical mass of consumers that ensures a balance between

demand and supply of resources (Botsman and Rogers

2011), both of which vary substantially by country, region,

and community. Regardless of these context-specific

determinants, researchers have identified consumers’

internal motivation as the strongest inhibitor of collabora-

tive consumption (Barnes and Mattsson 2016), which is

consistent with findings from the broader field of sustain-

able consumption (Prothero et al. 2011). Thus, to improve

the uptake of collaborative consumption on a large scale, it

is necessary to understand the behavior from a consumer

perspective. However, current research on determinants of

collaborative consumption—that is, the sociopsychological

variables and underlying values and beliefs of this behav-

ior—remains incomplete for several reasons (Heinrichs

2013; Prothero et al. 2011).

First, although researchers have provided valuable

insights into particular variables thus far, for example, for

attitudes (Hamari et al. 2015) or satisfaction (Möhlmann

2015), no comprehensive behavioral models have been

examined to understand the full decision-making process

and the relative importance of different sociopsycholog-

ical variables for engaging in collaborative consumption.

For example, previous research has found sustainable

consumption to be determined by distal behavioral factors

like pro-environmental and pro-social values mediated by

more proximal behavioral factors like attitudes, norms,

and behavioral control (Stern 2000; Thøgersen 2006).

Second, different views have emerged of collaborative

consumption being primarily determined by economic/

egoistic motives (e.g., profit motives, self-interest, prag-

matism; Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Belk 2014a, b), pri-

marily determined by normative motives (e.g.,

sustainability, improving community; Albinsson and

Perera 2012), or by both (Botsman and Rogers 2011).

This lack of theoretical agreement makes it difficult for

practitioners in the private and public sectors to imple-

ment adequate measures to improve the uptake of col-

laborative consumption. Third, most studies have relied

on explanations of behavioral intentions without mea-

suring collaborative consumption behavior (e.g., Yin et al.

2016). This is problematic, as research has identified a

considerable gap between intentions and behavior left to

explain (Ajzen and Fishbein 2005). Finally, while there is

research on individual collaborative consumption models

like car sharing (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012) or bike

sharing (Yin et al. 2016) there is a lack of research on a

disposition toward collaborative consumption as a cate-

gorical alternative to individual, linear consumption. In

response to these gaps in the research, the aim of our

study is to understand which sociopsychological variables

and underlying values and beliefs determine collaborative

consumption behavior.

Our contribution to the literature is threefold. First, we

advance collaborative consumption research, empirically

showing that it is determined by economic/egoistic (e.g.,

cost savings) and normative motives (e.g., altruistic and

biospheric value orientations). Second, building upon

Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior we extend this

theory with a value-based personal norm variable and

evaluate its addition based on criteria suggested by Fish-

bein and Ajzen (2010), addressing the recent call for fur-

ther development of this theory (Head and Noar 2014).

Finally, we provide an overview of potential measures to

improve the uptake of collaborative consumption with

regard to aspects of intentions, perceived behavioral con-

trol (PBC), attitude, as well as personal and subjective

norms.

In the next section, we briefly review the literature on

collaborative consumption and provide a definition.

Moreover, we describe the extended theory of planned

behavior including the value and belief structure underly-

ing collaborative consumption and derive hypotheses.

Thereafter, we explain our research method and present the

results. In the final section, we discuss implications of our

results for collaborative consumption research, the theory

of planned behavior, and practitioners.

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses

Defining Collaborative Consumption

Recently, many terms and concepts have described forms

of consumption related to those discussed here. Among

those terms are ‘‘collaborative consumption’’ (Botsman and

Rogers 2011; Rifkin 2014) ‘‘sharing’’ or ‘‘sharing econ-

omy’’ (Belk 2009, 2014b), ‘‘access’’ or ‘‘access-based

consumption’’ (Bardhi and Eckhardt 2012; Chen 2009),

‘‘commercial sharing systems’’ (Lamberton and Rose

2012), ‘‘the mesh’’ (Gansky 2010), and ‘‘product-service

systems’’ (Mont 2004). For the sake of consistency, we

2 Recent estimates suggest, for example, that revenues generated

from several key sectors of the sharing economy generated merely

€3.6bn across Europe in 2015 (US$15 in 2014 worldwide), albeit with
significant expected growth rates (PwC 2016; DHL 2017) or that in

2015 less than half of the US population had at least some familiarity

with the sharing economy (PwC 2015).
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refer to the term collaborative consumption in the

remainder of this paper. Collaborative consumption differs

from individual, linear consumption (Mont and Heiskanen

2015) and is defined by Botsman and Rogers (2011, p. 15)

as ‘‘traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting,

gifting, and swapping, redefined through technology and

peer communities.’’ Individual, linear consumption is

based on the notion of buying new things for private use

and final disposal, whereas collaborative consumption is

based on the effective management of collaborative, shared

use of used, common, or idle resources (i.e., products,

assets, or services). Botsman and Rogers (2011) built their

understanding of collaborative consumption on a distinct

use of networks and technology. While following their

general definition, however, we move beyond a specifically

technology focused understanding, because collaborative

consumption behaviors can equally occur in a non-tech-

nology-based way offline.3 Building on Ajzen and Fishbein

(1980), we thus view collaborative consumption as a

behavioral category that includes five prototypical behav-

iors discussed in the literature (e.g., Bardhi and Eckhardt

2012; Belk 2014b; Botsman and Rogers 2011) that reflect

the same underlying disposition: borrowing, renting,

donating, swapping, and buying things used.

These five behaviors represent major configurations of

the four primary exchange logics (Scaraboto 2015)

underlying collaborative consumption (see Table 1), that

is (1) collaborative, shared use, (2) acquisition mode

(transfer of ownership vs. access), (3) reciprocity (recip-

rocal vs. non-reciprocal behaviors), and (4) compensation

(monetary vs. non-monetary). All five behaviors require

some degree of collaboration between consumers, peers

or between an individual and a collaboration-based

organization. Moreover, they all involve at least two

people sharing the use of a resource over time. Renting

and borrowing facilitate exchange without transfer of

ownership as resources are only temporarily accessed

(e.g., car sharing, shared use of living space). When

donating, swapping, or buying things used, ownership is

transferred while multiple consumers effectively share the

use of products or assets over time. We consider some of

these behaviors non-reciprocal (e.g., borrowing, donat-

ing), while others are reciprocal involving some form of

monetary (e.g., renting, buying used) or non-monetary

compensation (e.g., swapping). These behaviors can be

found in commercial market structures (business-to-con-

sumer and consumer-to-consumer markets) or privately

(between peers) and both online and offline. Thus, our

understanding of collaborative consumption can be sum-

marized as:

Acquiring or providing resources from or to others

for collaborative, shared use among consumers or

peers as opposed to acquiring or providing new

resources for private use.

Extending the Theory of Planned Behavior

to Understand Collaborative Consumption

Our theoretical framework is based on an extended theory

of planned behavior (see Fig. 1). The theory of planned

behavior (Ajzen 1985, 1991) is a useful initial framework

for understanding collaborative consumption for several

reasons. First, the theory’s basic variables capture primary

determinants of behavioral performance relevant in the

context of collaborative consumption. Apart from the

influence of social pressure, consumers’ capabilities, and

the opportunities to consume collaboratively, its primary

variable attitude captures consumers’ evaluation of

expected costs and benefits of collaborative consumption.

Moreover, as a well-established model it has been shown to

explain a wide range of other consumer behaviors (e.g.,

Bamberg et al. 2003; Kidwell and Jewell 2003; Kurland

1995; Swaim et al. 2014; Taylor and Todd 1995). Second,

it is open to the inclusion of additional normative variables

(Ajzen 1991). Thus, it is well suited to examine the relative

influence of economic/egoistic and normative motives and

comprehensively investigate consumers’ underlying value

and belief structure regarding collaborative consumption.

Finally, practitioners find the theory a useful framework for

developing behavioral change interventions (Smith et al.

2008; Xiao et al. 2011).

As we expect normative motives to be particularly

important in the context of collaborative consumption and

as reviews have shown that the theory’s ability to account

for these motives is weak (Armitage and Conner 2001;

Conner and Armitage 1998; Rivis et al. 2009), we extend

the theory with a value-based personal norm variable

(Stern et al. 1999).

Briefly, the theory of planned behavior itself (Ajzen

1991) is an extension of the theory of reasoned action

(Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) designed to explain the

determinants of an individual’s conscious decision to

perform a behavior that is beyond complete volitional

control. According to the theory of planned behavior, the

performance of a behavior can be predicted by an indi-

vidual’s intention to perform the behavior and the per-

ceived control over the behavior. In turn, intentions can be

predicted by someone’s attitudes toward behavior, sub-

jective norms, and perceived behavioral control regarding

the behavior.

3 For example, there are several older types of companies and

organizations that have long since facilitated collaborative consump-

tion like libraries, cooperatives, flea markets and neighborhood clubs

(Albinsson and Perera 2012; Ozanne and Ballentine 2010).
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Intentions represent an individual’s motivation in the

sense of a conscious decision to perform a behavior after

careful consideration of available information. Collabora-

tive consumption involves this conscious consideration of

relevant information that might include potential benefits

and costs of what is consumed, likely external conse-

quences (e.g., the impact of emissions related to the con-

sumption) or other personal and external requirements to

perform the behavior. In addition, we expect consumers to

make a conscious choice between collaborative and non-

collaborative consumption options, for example, between

the use of a car sharing service and the purchase of a new

car (Botsman and Rogers 2011). Attitudes reflect the

overall positive or negative evaluation of performing the

behavior. Belk (2014b) and Botsman and Rogers (2011)

acknowledge consumers are likely to produce favorable

attitudes toward collaborative consumption as its economic

benefits tend to be greater than the associated cost.

Table 1 Prototypical collaborative consumption behaviors

Behavior Collaborative, shared use Acquisition mode Reciprocity Compensation

Buying used Yes ToOa Yes Monetary

Swapping Yes ToOa Yes Non-monetary

Acceptingb Yes ToOa No None

Borrowing Yes Access No None

Renting Yes Access Yes Monetary

Buying new for private use No ToOa Yes Monetary

a Transfer of ownership
b Gifts or donations

Behavioral
beliefs

Collaborative 
consumption

Subjective norm

Attitude
H7(a)-(e)

PBCControl 
beliefs

Altruistic value
orientation

Personal normBiospheric value
orientation

Egoistic value
orientation

H6(a)

H6(b)

H6(c)

H1Intention

H3

H2

H4(b)

H4(a)

H5

H8(a)-(e)

TPB variables

Additional variables

Fig. 1 Theoretical framework
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Subjective norms refer to the perceived social pressure of

significant others to perform or not perform the behavior.

Concordantly, Botsman and Rogers (2011) view collabo-

rative consumption as a socioeconomic groundswell indi-

cating consumers are beginning to create such expectations

(or social norms) that will guide individuals’ consumption

behavior. Perceived behavioral control (PBC) refers to the

perceived ease or difficulty of performing a behavior. As

collaboration in consumer or social networks and use of

technology are often involved in collaborative consump-

tion, consumers can be assumed to lack full volitional

control over collaborative consumption in most situations

(John 2013). Concordantly, Belk (2014b) and Botsman and

Rogers (2011) identify knowledge about information and

communication technology, as well as the ability and time

to organize other aspects of collaborative consumption

(e.g., the time involved in arranging the swap of clothes) as

important personal and external factors. PBC captures

these personal and external factors beyond someone’s

volitional control. Based on these theoretical premises, we

propose the following hypotheses:

H1 Consumers’ intention to consume collaboratively will

be positively related to consumers’ collaborative con-

sumption behavior.

H2 Consumers’ attitudes toward collaborative consump-

tion will be positively related to consumers’ intention to

consume collaboratively.

H3 Consumers’ subjective norms regarding collaborative

consumption will be positively related to consumers’

intention to consume collaboratively.

H4 Consumers’ perceived behavioral control over col-

laborative consumption will be positively related to

(a) consumers’ collaborative consumption behavior and

(b) consumers’ intention to consume collaboratively.

As we attempt to understand the relative influence of

economic/egoistic and normative motives on collabora-

tive consumption, this study focuses on the extension of

the theory of planned behavior in a way that allows us to

capture normative motives adequately. Concordantly,

reviews and meta-analyses have found the theory of

planned behavior’s ability to account for normative

motives to be weak when examining behaviors with a

moral dimension, that is, in situations when someone

faces a trade-off between a behavior’s personal and

external consequences (Armitage and Conner 2001;

Conner and Armitage 1998; Rivis et al. 2009). As we

expect normative motives are particularly important in the

context of collaborative consumption, we included per-

sonal norms as an additional determinant of intention

(Conner and Armitage 1998; Manstead 2000). Ajzen

(1991, p. 199) argues that ‘‘the theory of planned behavior

is, in principle, open to the inclusion of additional vari-

ables’’ if they can statistically significantly explain addi-

tional variance beyond the theory’s basic variables. A

personal norm represents an individual’s own moral

obligation or responsibility to perform, or not to perform a

behavior, beyond perceived social pressures (Ajzen

1991). Building on norm activation research by Schwartz

(1977, 1994), Stern et al. (1999) argue that personal

norms are based on individual values and the motivation

to protect them with appropriate behavior. Examination of

subjective and personal norms is particularly interesting

when it comes to behaviors that represent social change.

In this case, personal norms might have stronger effects

than subjective norms as society might not have inter-

nalized new norms, yet (Stern et al. 1999). Supporting this

view, Botsman and Rogers (2011) suggest consumers’

social and environmental concern is an important deter-

minant of collaborative consumption. According to their

view, consumers take a personal moral responsibility to

protect the environment and prevent social harm through

their choice of appropriate consumption. Thus, we con-

sider it useful to examine personal norms beyond sub-

jective norms in the context of collaborative consumption,

as we expect consumers to carefully evaluate whether this

new form of consumption is the ‘‘right or wrong thing to

do’’ from an environmental and social perspective. The

stronger the personal norm to consume collaboratively,

the stronger the intention to do so. Therefore, we propose

the following hypothesis:

H5 Consumers’ personal norms to consume collabora-

tively will be positively related to consumers’ intention to

consume collaboratively.

Values and Beliefs Underlying Collaborative

Consumption

Apart from the proximal behavioral factors introduced in

the previous section, it is the objective of this study to

uncover the structure of consumers’ underlying values and

beliefs regarding collaboration consumption. Building on

Schwartz’s (1977, 1994) norm activation and value

research, Stern et al. (1999) develop a value-belief-norm

theory that suggests an individual’s altruistic (i.e., concern

for the well-being of other humans) and biospheric (i.e.,

concern for the state of the environment and the well-being

of other species) value orientations are positively related to

the formation of a personal norm to behave in a sustainable

way, while an egoistic value orientation (e.g., material

wealth, success, authority) is negatively related to personal
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norms.4 Although little is known about the underlying

processes that determine the influence of values on col-

laborative consumption, Piscicelli et al. (2015) find col-

laborative consumers score higher on self-transcendence

(altruistic and biospheric) than on self-enhancement (ego-

istic) values. Building on these theoretical premises, we

hypothesize:

H6 Consumers’ (a) altruistic and (b) biospheric value

orientation will be positively and (c) their egoistic value

orientation will be negatively related to consumers’ per-

sonal norms to consume collaboratively.

Attitudes, subjective norms, and PBC are based on three

kinds of salient beliefs a person has (Ajzen 1991). Attitudes

are produced by beliefs about likely consequences of the

behavior and their subjective evaluation (behavioral

beliefs). Subjective norms are the result of beliefs about

significant others’ normative expectations and the motiva-

tion to comply with them (normative beliefs). Finally, PBC

is formed by beliefs about the presence of internal and

external factors and their power to facilitate or inhibit

performance of the behavior (control beliefs). These beliefs

are behavior specific; thus, they cannot be generalized a

priori (Pavlou and Fygenson 2006). Therefore, prior to the

main study, we conducted a qualitative elicitation study

with 25 consumers to elicit salient beliefs associated with

collaborative consumption as suggested by Fishbein and

Ajzen (2010). With a median age of 30 years and 60%

female consumers, the sample of the elicitation study was

similar to the sample of the main study. We focused on

behavioral and control beliefs. These beliefs were elicited

by asking open questions about the advantages and disad-

vantages of collaborative consumption (behavioral beliefs)

and personal and external factors that would facilitate or

inhibit collaborative consumption (control beliefs) (Ajzen

2006). Following Fishbein and Ajzen (2010), we conducted

content and frequency analyses to identify the five most

common behavioral and control beliefs. We briefly intro-

duce each belief in the following, highlight their theoretical

relevance in the context of collaborative consumption, and

derive additional hypotheses.

The five most common behavioral beliefs were (1) cost

savings, (2) environmental protection, (3) dependency on

others’ behavior, (4) efficient use of resources, and (5)

community with others. Immediate cost savings has been

identified as a determinant of collaborative consumption in

previous research. For example, Bardhi and Eckhardt

(2012) find car sharing users are motivated by economic

concerns. Botsman and Rogers (2011) find collaborative

consumption is cheaper than the non-collaborative option

in many cases. In addition, Owyang (2013) outlines col-

laborative consumption as driven by the objective to

monetize excess or idle inventory and to increase financial

flexibility. Several researchers also identified environmen-

tal protection as a determinant of collaborative consump-

tion. For example, Mont and Heiskanen (2015) and

Prothero et al. (2011) highlight environmental concern as a

key driver for the shared use of products and assets in the

context of sustainable consumption. Similarly, Botsman

and Rogers (2011) suggest consumers’ environmental

concern is an important determinant of collaborative con-

sumption. Hamari et al. (2015) find sustainability is a pri-

mary driver of consumers’ attitudes toward collaborative

consumption. Dependency on others’ behavior refers to a

potential disadvantage of collaborative consumption, in

particular in situations in which ownership of resources

remains with the collaboration-based organization or the

resource provider. In these situations, consumers might not

apply the same care to the resource as in ownership situ-

ations (e.g., high wear-and-tear of resources). Dependency

on others’ behavior can therefore be interpreted as a lack of

trust between collaborative consumers. This well-known

phenomenon is found in research ranging from the ‘‘tra-

gedy of the commons’’ (Hardin 1968) to Botsman and

Rogers (2011), who emphasize the need for trust between

collaborative consumers to overcome the fear of others’

adverse behavior, and Möhlmann (2015), who finds trust is

a determinant of collaborative consumption in business-to-

consumer and consumer-to-consumer contexts. Efficient

use of resources can be interpreted as one means to achieve

the goal of environmental protection. In an analysis of

three collaborative consumption behaviors, Leismann et al.

(2013) identified a general resource-saving potential as

long as the resource savings are not canceled out by

framework conditions (e.g., additional transportation),

rebound effects, or overconsumption. Community with

others has been identified as an outcome and a determinant

of collaborative consumption (Albinsson and Perera 2012;

Botsman and Rogers 2011). Following these premises, we

hypothesize:

H7 Consumers’ beliefs about (a) cost savings, (b) envi-

ronmental protection, (c) efficient use of resources, and

(d) community with others related to collaborative con-

sumption will be positively related to and beliefs about

(e) dependency on others’ behavior related to collaborative

consumption will be negatively related to consumers’

attitudes toward collaborative consumption.

The five most common control beliefs are (1) ease of

use, (2) availability of products and services, (3) Internet

access, (4) high geographic density (of collaborative

4 Although the value-belief-norm theory suggests the effect of value

orientations on personal norms to be mediated by beliefs (i.e., new

ecological paradigm, awareness of consequence, ascription of

responsibility), we will examine a direct effect on personal norms

to maintain parsimony of our model.
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consumption options), and (5) transparent information

about offerings. Ease of use is well known in information

systems research, a relevant stream of research given the

need for collaborative consumers to often use technology,

in particular the Internet, smart phones, and social net-

works (John 2013). For example, in Davis’s (1989, p. 320)

technology acceptance model, perceived ease of use—‘‘the

degree to which a person believes that using [a technology]

would be free of effort’’—is a primary determinant of

technology usage. Availability of products and services

emphasizes the need for collaboration-based organizations

or peers to provide what is needed, when it is needed, and

where it is needed. According to Botsman and Rogers

(2011), a critical mass of consumers is needed to ensure

this match of supply and demand. Internet access was

identified by Barnes and Mattsson (2016) among other

technological enablers (e.g., smart phones) as a necessary

factor for collaborative consumption. High geographic

density of collaborative consumption options refers to the

belief that people who live in agglomerations or cities with

a high number of other collaborative consumers can more

easily engage in collaborative consumption. For example,

Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) find access-based collaborative

consumption is more popular in urban areas due to natural

space limitations. Thus, instead of trying to find parking or

storage space for cars, bikes, or other resources, citizens

increasingly prefer to rent or borrow the things they need

temporarily. The relevance of transparent information

about offerings as a general determinant of consumer

behavior has been emphasized by Clemons (2008).

According to his view, consumers reward organizations

that provide more necessary information in a transparent

way more than those that provide little information that is

difficult to access. In a collaborative consumption context,

examples of necessary information include the condition of

secondhand products, the return process of accessed

resources, or the structure of a pay-per-use scheme. Fol-

lowing these premises, we hypothesize:

H8 Consumers’ beliefs about (a) ease of use, (b) avail-

ability of products and services, (c) Internet access,

(d) high geographic density, and (e) transparent informa-

tion related to collaborative consumption will be positively

related to consumers’ perceived behavioral control over

collaborative consumption.

Methods

Design and Sample

Following the qualitative elicitation study, in May 2015 we

distributed the first online survey, which included a short

vignette based on our definition of collaborative con-

sumption (see the ‘‘Appendix 1’’), measures based on our

theoretical framework, and control measures. Four weeks

after completing the survey, the participants received the

second online survey to measure if, how, and what they had

actually consumed collaboratively. Both surveys were

anonymous. A unique participant-generated code was used

to match the two data files.

The sample was drawn from two populations. The first

was selected from registered members of eight collabora-

tion-based organizations,5 and the second was a random

sample of people not registered with any collaboration-

based organization. Three hundred sixty participants

completed the first survey, and 249 (69%) completed the

second survey. Listwise deletion in the case of missing

values resulted in 224 participants for statistical analyses.

They ranged from 18 to 78 years of age with a median age

of 30 years, and 52% were female. The majority (90%)

lived in Germany. Sixty-two percent were employed, 29%

were students, and 9% were not employed or had already

retired. Median income was €2000–2999. Twenty-six

percent were not registered with any collaboration-based

organization. Based on Chow’s (1960) test statistic, the

results from the sample of registered collaboration-based

organization members and non-members were not statisti-

cally significantly different (F = 1.42, p\ .01). Therefore,

we report the results of the combined data from both

samples (N = 224).

Measures

We designed both surveys following Ajzen’s (2006) and

Fishbein and Ajzen’s (2010) recommended approaches. In

the first survey (see the ‘‘Appendix 2’’), we used standard

theory of planned behavior measures for Intention, Atti-

tude, Subjective norm, PBC, and the salient beliefs (Ajzen

1991; Fishbein and Ajzen 2010), as well as established and

validated measures for Altruistic, Biospheric, and Egoistic

value orientation (Schwartz 1994; Stern et al. 1999) and

Personal norm (Stern et al. 1999). All measures were based

on multiple items (at least three) to reduce measurement

error. Apart from the items that measured values, all other

items matched the wording of the behavioral item to ensure

internal validity (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010), were measured

on Likert-type 7-point response scales, and were random-

ized throughout the survey to reduce response biases.

Value items were taken from the Schwartz (1994) value

inventory and measured on Likert-type 9-point scales

5 Including private car renting, private ride sharing, commercial bike

renting, commercial product swapping/borrowing, private food

donations, commercial renting of private living space (2x), and

private job sharing.
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ranging from ‘‘opposed to my values’’ to ‘‘of supreme

importance’’ by asking ‘‘How important or unimportant is

X as a guiding principle in your life?’’ where X refers to

one of ten values that make up the Altruistic, Biospheric,

and Egoistic value orientation. We also included control

measures for age, gender, income, and size of hometown.

For the assessment of self-reported behavior in the

second survey (see the ‘‘Appendix 3’’), we operationalized

Collaborative consumption in line with Fishbein and

Ajzen’s (2010) target, action, context, time (TACT) con-

siderations at a high level of generality in order to develop

an understanding of a disposition toward collaborative

consumption. Thus, we specified the target, action, and

time. As a result, we measured Collaborative consumption

with the following item: ‘‘Please estimate how many times

in the last 4 weeks [time] you generally acquired some-

thing [target] through collaborative consumption [action].’’

To reduce response bias associated with a single behavioral

item, we also asked in particular how many times people

Borrowed, Rented, Accepted a gift or donation, Swapped,

or Bought used and what type of resource was acquired.

While the study specifically focuses on the acquisition

phase of collaborative consumption in comparison with

individual, linear consumption, we nevertheless used one

additional item to ask respondents how many times in the

last 4 weeks they provided something for collaborative

consumption.

Statistical Analyses

We used Amos’s covariance-based structural equation

modeling (maximum likelihood) because it simultaneously

tests all latent variables and relationships in a structural

model. Thus, we could rigorously test our extended theo-

retical framework (Anderson and Gerbing 1988). We fol-

lowed the two-step approach recommended by Anderson

and Gerbing (1988). As the first step, we tested and revised

the measurement model using confirmatory factor analysis.

We based the revisions of the measurement model on the

factor loadings from the confirmatory factor analysis and

modification indices. After revising the measurement

model, we tested the structural model as the second step.

As all proposed hypotheses were directional, we used one-

tailed testing, unless otherwise specified, to draw accurate

empirical conclusions (Cho and Abe 2013). As the Chi-

square test depends on sample size (Bentler and Bonnet

1980), we further used Chi-square divided by degrees of

freedom (v2/df), the comparative fit index (CFI), and the

root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) to

examine goodness of model fit. We considered v2/df\ 2,

CFI [.90 and RMSEA \.05 to indicate good model fit

(Browne and Cudeck 1993; Byrne 1989; Homburg and

Baumgartner 1995).

As suggested by Ajzen (1991), we tested the relation-

ships between the salient beliefs and the latent theory of

planned behavior-variables attitude and PBC separately.

While beliefs are typically aggregated into one construct

and correlation of this construct with the theory’s main

variables is tested, we applied an approach to decompose

the belief construct into individual beliefs as suggested by

Bagozzi (1981) and Pavlou and Fygenson (2006). As we

assume these relationships to be formative, that is, con-

sumers’ attitudes and PBC to be caused by a set of beliefs

they have, we operationalized them as multiple indicators,

multiple causes (MIMIC) models in Amos as recom-

mended by Jarvis et al. (2003). Salient beliefs were formed

as the products of the belief strength multiplied by the

respective outcome evaluation (for behavioral beliefs) and

power (for control beliefs) as proposed by Ajzen (1991).

Results

Descriptive Results

One hundred seventy-six participants (79%) reported in the

second survey that they had acquired something through

Collaborative consumption at least once in the previous

4 weeks. Means and standard deviations of all items and

latent variables are presented in Table 2. The most fre-

quently acquired resources by prototypical behavior were

books via Borrowing, cars and living space via Renting,

clothes/accessories via Buying used, food via Accepting a

gift or donation, and clothes/accessories via Swapping. All

correlations between the five prototypical behaviors and

Collaborative consumption (see Table 3) are highly sta-

tistically significant and of medium size (Cohen 1992),

signaling sufficient validity of the Collaborative con-

sumption item. Correlation between acquiring and provid-

ing something is medium (r = .430, p\ .01) indicating

that collaborative consumers take on both roles frequently.

Test of the Measurement Model

We included all items for the latent variables Intention,

Attitude, Subjective norm, PBC, Personal norm, Altruistic,

Biospheric, and Egoistic value orientation in the initial

measurement model. The initial measurement model

fit the data well (p\ .001; v2/df = 1.60; CFI = .94;

RMSEA = .05; see Table 4). To revise the initial mea-

surement model, we excluded SN3 and PBC3 as their

factor loadings were \.50 and added covariance paths

between error terms as suggested by the modification

indices. The revised measurement model fit the data very

well (p\ .001; v2/df = 1.42; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .04;

see Table 4). All remaining factor loadings were
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statistically significant and between .62 and .92. Cron-

bach’s a of all latent variables in the revised measurement

model was between .73 and .91 indicating good reliability

(Churchill 1979; see Table 2). Moreover, no validity,

multicollinearity, or common method issues were found as

all tests were within the recommended boundaries (average

variance extracted[.50, maximum shared variance\ av-

erage variance extracted, average shared variance\ aver-

age variance extracted; variance inflation factors \3; D
standardized regression weights\.20) (Fornell and Larcker

1981; O’brien 2007; Podsakoff et al. 2003).

Test of the Structural Model

To create the structural model, we added the item Col-

laborative consumption that assessed the self-reported

behavior as the dependent variable to the revised mea-

surement model. The structural model fit the data well

(p\ .001; v2/df = 1.90; CFI = .91; RMSEA = .06; see

Table 4). Apart from the relationship between PBC with

Intention, all other relationships were statistically signifi-

cant (see Table 5). Intention (b = .40, p\ .001) and PBC

(b = .13, p\ .05) had statistically significant positive

relationships with Collaborative consumption explaining

22% of its variance (R2 = .22). Thus, H1 and H4(a) are

supported by the data. Attitude (b = .33, p\ .001), Sub-

jective norm (b = .17, p\ .05), and Personal norm

(b = .43, p\ .001) had statistically significant positive

relationships with Intention explaining 49% of its variance

(R2 = .49). Thus, H2, H3, and H5 are supported by the data.

The Altruistic (b = .32, p\ .001) and Biospheric

(b = .23, p\ .001) value orientations had statistically

significant positive relationships, and the Egoistic

(b = -.20, p\ .01) value orientation had a statistically

significant negative relationship with Personal norm

explaining 20% of its variance (R2 = .20). Thus, H6(a),

H6(b), and H6(c) are supported by the data. According to

Cohen’s (1992) effect size index, these effects are medium

(for behavior and personal norm) and large (for intention).

Based on the data, we have to reject only H4(b). Moreover,

none of the control variables had a statistically significant

relationship with Collaborative consumption.

Test of the MIMIC Models

Results from the analyses of MIMIC models are presented

in Table 6. We found no multicollinearity between the

formative beliefs with all variance inflation factors \3.

Three statistically significant positive relationships were

Table 2 Means (M), standard deviations (SD), factor loadings (k),
and Cronbach’s a (n = 224)

Variable/item Ma SDa k aa

Collaborative consumption 3.13 1.54

Borrowing 1.82 1.23

Renting 1.76 1.28

Buying used 1.64 1.23

Accepting gift or donation 1.45 1.18

Swapping 1.29 1.08

Intention 4.59 1.73 .91

INT1 4.14 1.99 .85

INT2 4.83 1.79 .92

INT3 4.79 1.83 .88

Attitude 5.49 1.21 .90

ATT1 5.73 1.48 .84

ATT2 5.79 1.28 .80

ATT3 5.85 1.45 .85

ATT4 5.25 1.60 .84

ATT5 4.88 1.50 .62

ATT6 5.46 1.52 .75

Subjective norm 4.46 1.21 .77

SN1 4.26 1.29 .66

SN2 4.17 1.58 .74

SN3 5.96 1.38 .50

SN4 4.95 1.53 .78

PBC 6.19 1.11 .84

PBC1 6.14 1.21 .83

PBC2 6.23 1.19 .87

PBC3 5.69 1.40 .13

Personal norm 2.96 1.64 .83

PN1 2.79 1.88 .84

PN2 3.54 1.91 .67

PN3 2.57 1.90 .85

Altruistic value orientation 6.87 1.48 .81

Equality 7.00 1.95 .77

Helpful 6.77 1.60 .63

Social justice 6.50 1.93 .88

World at peace 7.22 1.93 .63

Biospheric value orientation 5.98 1.71 .85

Unity with nature 5.27 2.03 .70

Environmental protection 6.31 1.83 .87

Respect for the earth 6.38 2.06 .87

Egoistic value orientation 5.61 1.51 .73

Successful 6.67 1.69 .85

Wealth 5.20 1.92 .60

Authority 4.95 2.00 .66

abc Items in italics excluded (k\ .50)
a Based on items not excluded
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found between the behavioral beliefs Cost savings

(b = .33, p\ .001), Efficient use of resources (b = .18,

p\ .05), as well as Community with others (b = .15,

p\ .05) and Attitude explaining 30% of its variance

(R2 = .30). Thus, H7(a), H7(c), and H7(d) are supported by

the data. In addition, PBC had two statistically significant

positive relationships with the control beliefs Internet

access (b = .16, p\ .5) and High geographic density

(b = .16, p\ .05) explaining 28% of its variance

(R2 = .28). Thus, H8(c) and H8(d) are supported by the

data. According to Cohen’s (1992) effect size index, these

effects are large. Based on the data, we have to reject

H7(b), H7(e), H8(a), H8(b), and H8(e).

Robustness Check of Proposed Model

In order to check the robustness of our proposed model, we

examined three relationships in our model in more depth.

We conducted bivariate correlation testing and linear

regression including analysis of multicollinearity using

variance inflation factors (VIF) to determine the indepen-

dence of variables in our model.

The first is the relationship between the egoistic value

orientation and the behavioral belief cost savings as they

are seemingly related. It is particularly insightful to

examine this relationship, because in our model an egoistic

value orientation is—via personal norms—negatively

Table 3 Pearson’s correlation

coefficient (two-tailed)

(n = 224)

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Collaborative c. –

2. Intention .45** –

3. Attitude .35** .54** –

4. Subjective norm .33** .44** .41** –

5. PBC .27** .38** .49** .36** –

6. Personal norm .31** .59** .38** .31** .17** –

7. Altruistic VO .21** .25** .31** .23** .21** .38** –

8. Biospheric VO .17** .24** .26** .19** .09ns .37** .69** –

9. Egoistic VO .03ns -.07ns -.03ns -.09ns .12ns -.20** -.03ns -.09ns –

Cost savings .28** .33** .45** .38** .40** .18** .26** .26** -.01ns

Environmental prot. .18** .32** .34** .25** .18** .38** .44** .45** -.01ns

Efficient use of res. .14** .25** .40** .32** .25** .35** .42** .42** -.06ns

Community with o. .03ns .29** .33** .23** .01ns .33** .30** .21** -.18**

Dependencya .02ns .07ns .03ns .05ns -.10ns .26** -.04ns -.03ns -.02ns

Borrowing .48**

Renting .45**

Buying used .43**

Acceptingb .42**

Swapping .32**

Provision .43**

ns not significant (p C .05)

* p\ .05

** p\ .01
a On others’ behavior
b Gift or donation

Table 4 Goodness of fit of the

measurement and structural

models (n = 224)

Model v2 df p v2/df CFI RMSEA

Initial measurement model 559.61 349 \.001 1.60 .94 .05

Revised measurement model 444.65 313 \.001 1.42 .96 .04

Structural model 662.45 348 \.001 1.90 .91 .06

Df degrees of freedom, CFI comparative fit index, RMSEA root-mean-square error of approximation
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related to collaborative consumption, whereas cost savings

are—via attitudes—positively related to collaborative

consumption. However, Table 3 shows that both variables

are not correlated (r = -.01ns). Moreover, conducting

linear regression, we find that an egoistic value orientation

(b = -.20, p\ .01) and cost savings (b = .18, p\ .01)

independently explain personal norms (VIF = 1.0), while

an egoistic value orientation other than cost savings has no

significant relationship with both attitude and collaborative

consumption (see Table 7). Similarly, we also examined

the relationship between altruistic value orientation and

community with others as they are seemingly related. Here,

we find a positive correlation (r = .30, p\ .01; Table 3);

however, linear regression shows that they independently

explain variables in our model (VIF = 1.1; Table 8).

Finally, while subjective and personal norms are positively

Table 5 Standardized

regression weights (b), standard
errors (SE), p values, and R2

from the structural model

(n = 224)

Ha Dependent Independent b SE p R2

Collaborative consumption Age -.01 .01 ns .22

Collaborative consumption Gender -.01 .18 ns

Collaborative consumption Income .06 .04 ns

Collaborative consumption Size of hometown .01 .07 ns

H1 Collaborative consumption Intention .40 .07 ***

H4(a) Collaborative consumption PBC .13 .10 *

H2 Intention Attitude .33 .14 *** .49

H3 Intention Subjective norm .17 .10 *

H4(b) Intention PBC .10 .12 ns

H5 Intention Personal norm .43 .07 ***

H6(a) Personal norm Altruistic value orientation .32 .12 *** .20

H6(b) Personal norm Biospheric value orientation .23 .08 ***

H6(c) Personal norm Egoistic value orientation -.20 .09 **

a Hypothesis

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001, ns not significant (p C .05)

Table 6 Standardized

regression weights (b), standard
errors (SE), p values, and R2

from the MIMIC models

(n = 224)

Ha Dependent Independent (formative belief) b SE p R2

H7(a) Attitude Cost savings .33 .01 *** .30

H7(b) Attitude Environmental protection .05 .01 ns

H7(c) Attitude Efficient use of resources .18 .01 *

H7(d) Attitude Community with others .15 .01 *

H7(e) Attitude Dependency on others’ behavior -.04 .01 ns

H8(a) PBC Ease of use .13 .01 ns .28

H8(b) PBC Availability of products and services .13 .01 ns

H8(c) PBC Internet access .16 .01 *

H8(d) PBC High geographic density .16 .01 *

H8(e) PBC Transparent information about offerings .05 .01 ns

a Hypothesis, * p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001, ns not significant (p C .05)

Table 7 Linear regression

analysis (n = 224)
Independent Dependent

Attitude Personal norm Collaborative consumption VIF values

Egoistic value orientation -.03ns -.20** .03ns 1.0

Cost savings .45*** .18** .27*** 1.0

R2 .20*** .07*** .08***

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001; ns not significant (p C .05)
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correlated, too (r = .31, p\ .01; Table 3), they also

independently explain variables in our model (VIF = 1.2;

Table 9).

Discussion and Conclusion

The objective of this study was to understand which

sociopsychological variables and underlying values and

beliefs determine collaborative consumption behavior. Our

structural model based on the extended theory of planned

behavior fits the data well, explaining a medium amount of

variance in self-reported collaborative consumption

behavior and a large amount of variance in consumers’

intention to consume collaboratively. Thus, we provide

empirical evidence that consumers’ intention to consume

collaboratively and their behavior is determined by eco-

nomic/egoistic (e.g., cost savings) and normative motives

(e.g., altruistic and biospheric value orientations). Fur-

thermore, we highlight the applicability of the extended

theory of planned behavior in the context of consumer

behavior. With regard to our intended contributions, we

will now discuss the findings in light of (1) implications for

collaborative consumption research, (2) an extension of the

theory of planned behavior with a value-based personal

norm variable, and (3) potential measures to improve the

uptake of collaborative consumption.

Implications for Collaborative Consumption

Research

We advance the research on collaborative consumption by

empirically illustrating its determinants. Previously, pri-

marily conceptual arguments have been made for

collaborative consumption being mostly coined either by

economic/egoistic motives (e.g., Bardhi and Eckhardt

2012; Belk 2014a, b), by normative motives (e.g.,

Albinsson and Perera 2012), or by both (Botsman and

Rogers 2011). Our findings now empirically support the

argument that collaborative consumption occupies a mid-

dle ground on the continuum from being primarily deter-

mined by economic/egoistic motives on one end to being

primarily determined by normative motives on the other).

Economic/egoistic (i.e., cost savings) and normative

motives (i.e., efficient use of resources) are reflected by

consumers’ behavioral beliefs underlying their attitudes

toward collaborative consumption. This supports the rele-

vance of economic benefits associated with collaborative

consumption, identified by Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012),

Belk (2014a, b), and Owyang (2013). At the same time,

however, our findings suggest collaborative consumption is

driven by the urge for social community and the goal to

achieve more resource-saving, sustainable consumption, as

identified by Albinsson and Perera (2012), Botsman and

Rogers (2011), and Hamari et al. (2015). It follows that

collaborative consumption can be pin-pointed neither as a

mere form of economic exchange nor as a primarily nor-

mative form of sharing resources. This finding is consistent

with findings from the broader field of sustainable con-

sumption, where researchers (e.g., Ölander and Thogersen

1995) find consumers make trade-offs between personal

cost and benefits (e.g., cost and taste of organic food) and

external consequences (e.g., CO2 emissions).

Consumers’ intentions to consume collaboratively were

more strongly influenced by personal norms and attitudes

than by subjective norms. PBC was not a statistically sig-

nificant determinant of intentions. On a more nuanced

level, dependency on others’ behavior did not emerge as a

Table 8 Linear regression

analysis (n = 224)
Independent Dependent

Attitude Personal norm Collaborative consumption VIF values

Altruistic value orientation .23*** .31*** -.04ns 1.1

Community with others .26*** .24*** .22** 1.1

R2 .16*** .20*** .05**

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001; ns not significant (p C .05)

Table 9 Linear regression

analysis (n = 224)
Independent Dependent

Intention Collaborative consumption VIF values

Subjective norm .18*** .19** 1.2

Personal norm .42*** .17* 1.2

R2 .49*** .19***

* p\ .05; ** p\ .01; *** p\ .001; ns not significant (p C .05)
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statistically significant behavioral belief suggesting con-

sumers even accept potential disadvantages or risks that

have been associated with this form of consumption. This

finding indicates that the consumers in our sample may

have trusted others to take good care of the resources they

acquired, an important prerequisite for collaborative con-

sumption (Botsman and Rogers 2011; Möhlmann 2015).

Moreover, our findings further suggest the process of self-

transcending (i.e., altruistic and biospheric) values deter-

mining collaborative consumption to be mediated by per-

sonal norms. In particular, consumers’ personal norms to

consume collaboratively were statistically significantly

determined by their altruistic and biospheric value orien-

tations, as suggested by Stern et al. (1999) which further

advances insights from Piscicelli et al. (2015). However,

the more consumers in our sample were concerned with

personal wealth and success (i.e., their egoistic value ori-

entation), the less likely they formed such personal norms

(Stern et al. 1999). Consumers’ subjective norms—that is,

the perceived social pressure to consume collaboratively—

is a statistically significant, although somewhat weaker,

determinant of the intention to consume collaboratively.

This supports Botsman and Roger’s (2011) observation

that consumers begin to develop related social norms to

favor collaborative over individual mass consumption in

the form of a socioeconomic groundswell.

Beyond the debate on economic/egoistic motives versus

normative motives, our findings provide some interesting

insights. Surprisingly, the relationship between PBC and

intention to consume collaboratively was not statistically

significant, although the relationship between PBC and

collaborative consumption behavior was. According to

meta-analytic research, the relationships of PBC with

intention and behavior cannot be considered homogeneous

across studies (Notani 1998). However, contrary to our

results, Notani (1998) found the PBC–intention relation-

ship (82.4% of tested relationships) is more consistent than

the PBC–behavior relationship (48.6% of tested relation-

ships) in general. As the reliability of our PBC variable is

high (a = .84), operationalization does not seem to explain

our results. Instead, a potential explanation could be

derived from the different reasons PBC is expected to

influence intention and behavior. Although PBC has

motivational implications for intention similarly to attitude,

subjective, and personal norm, PBC is used as a proxy for

actual control in the prediction of behavior. It follows that

the high PBC of the consumers in our sample (M = 6.19)

has no additional motivational influence on the intention to

consume collaboratively beyond the other variables in the

extended framework. However, in the prediction of col-

laborative consumption behavior, PBC and intention are

statistically significant determinants. Accordingly, PBC

plays a role when it comes to actual collaborative

consumption as suggested by Botsman and Rogers (2011)

and Belk (2014b). Based on the underlying control beliefs,

we conclude the external factors Internet access and high

geographic density of collaborative consumption options

determine whether consumers are actually able to engage

in collaborative consumption in the moment of behavior.

Moreover, this result suggests collaborative consumption

involves a conscious decision-making process resulting in

the formation of an intention prior to performing the

behavior.

The robustness checks we performed point toward our

model being an adequate representation of collaborative

consumption’s determinants. Most interestingly, the ego-

istic value orientation which is negatively related to col-

laborative consumption via personal norms and cost

savings which are positively related to collaborative con-

sumption via attitudes, are empirically independent deter-

minants, emphasizing the mixed motive nature of

collaborative consumption. This is potentially due to the

fact that egoistic value orientation is defined as someone’s

guiding principle in life based on the three broad values

material wealth, success, and authority, while the behav-

ioral belief cost savings might be associated with more

immediate efficiency gains. It seems reasonable that con-

sumers aiming to achieve such immediate gains by con-

suming collaboratively do not necessarily see themselves

as egoistic or strive for material possession, success, and

authority in their life in general.

Advancement of the Theory of Planned Behavior

with a Value-Based Personal Norm Variable

As a contribution on the theoretical level, we extend

Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior with a (value-

based) personal norm variable, addressing the recent call

for further development of this theory (Head and Noar

2014). Our extended model fits the data well explaining a

medium amount of variance in self-reported behavior and a

large amount of variance in intention. According to Fish-

bein and Ajzen (2010, p. 273), other variables should be

‘‘added to the theory with caution and only after careful

[theoretical] deliberation and empirical exploration.’’ They

suggest five criteria any additional variable to the theory

should meet that we evaluate in the following (Fishbein

and Ajzen 2010).

First, the additional variable should be behavior-specific

and conform to the principle of compatibility. In particular,

the additional variable should be able to be defined and

measured in terms of the TACT elements that describe the

behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010). Our personal norm

items are collaborative consumption specific and worded in

the same way as the other variables from the theory of

planned behavior considering the TACT elements as
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suggested by Fishbein and Ajzen (2010). Thus, the first

criterion is met. Second, the additional variable should be a

causal determinant of either intention or behavior (Fishbein

and Ajzen 2010). We have argued theoretically that the

stronger the personal norm—that is, someone’s own moral

obligation—to perform a behavior, the stronger the inten-

tion to actually perform the behavior. In other words, a

change in the additional variable is expected to produce a

change in intention. Our empirical findings confirm this

theoretical reasoning. Other researchers provide similar

empirical support. For example, Stern et al. (1999) find that

changes in personal norms statistically significantly explain

changes in the intention to make sacrifices in order to

protect the environment. Thus, the second criterion is met.

Third, the additional variable should be conceptually

independent of the theories existing variables (Fishbein and

Ajzen 2010). Although personal norms are very different

from attitudes and PBC, they account for normative

motives in the decision process to perform a behavior

similarly to subjective norms. However, subjective and

personal norms can be conceptually distinguished based on

the source of the normative influence. Subjective norms

refer to the perceived social pressure of significant others to

perform a behavior (extrinsic motivation); personal norms

refer to someone’s own moral obligation or responsibility

to perform or not perform a behavior (intrinsic motivation).

Based on this evaluation, the third criterion is met. Fourth,

the additional variable should consistently improve the

prediction of intentions and/or behavior beyond the the-

ory’s existing variables (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010). In our

study, personal norms had a statistically significant positive

relationship with intention (b = .43, p\ .001), accounting

for most of the variance (R2 = .49) compared with the

theory’s existing variables attitudes (b = .33, p\ .001)

and subjective norms (b = .17, p\ .05). Thus, within the

context of our study, this criterion is met. Finally, the

additional variable should be potentially applicable to a

wide range of behaviors (Fishbein and Ajzen 2010). As our

study deals with a single behavioral category, we cannot

draw conclusions about the applicability to other behaviors.

However, further evidence for the applicability is provided

by meta-analyses. For example, Rivis et al. (2009) find

norms have statistically significant positive relationship

with intention increasing its explained variance by a further

3% after the theory’s basic variables have been taken into

account.

In conclusion, we provide strong arguments for the

addition of a personal norm variable to the theory of

planned behavior. However, as our evaluation is limited by

the context of our study, we have two suggestions. First, we

suggest further research to examine whether personal

norms can consistently predict intention to perform a wide

range of behaviors in order to evaluate Fishbein and

Ajzen’s (2010) last two criteria. Second, we suggest further

research to examine in particular whether personal norms

should be added to behavior-specific versions of the theory

of planned behavior as suggested by Head and Noar

(2014). The addition could be more meaningful when

examining behaviors with a moral dimension (e.g., col-

laborative consumption, sustainable consumption) than

behaviors without a moral dimension.

Potential Measures to Improve the Uptake

of Collaborative Consumption

Our results enable actors from the private and public sector

to implement adequate measures to improve the uptake of

collaborative consumption, as we contribute to a more

comprehensive understanding of this novel consumer

behavior. In particular, our empirical results support

Botsman and Rogers (2011) in their arguments to reflect

not only consumers’ economic/egoistic motives but also

their normative motives to consume collaboratively.

Foremost, a focus should be on measures to influence the

moral obligation of consumers to consume ‘‘the right way’’

and consumers’ attitudes toward collaborative consump-

tion. From a strategic perspective, actors should build on

the range of economic/egoistic and normative motives

when defining and communicating their mission, vision,

and organizational culture to enable collaborative con-

sumers to identify with the organization. From an opera-

tional perspective, actors should emphasize economic (e.g.,

cost savings) and normative (e.g., efficient use of resour-

ces) motives, as well as address consumers’ moral obli-

gation when acquiring collaborative consumers through

information and advertisement. To retain collaborative

consumers, collaboration-based organizations could create

user interfaces and experiences that inform about economic

(e.g., additional income) and normative (e.g., reduced CO2

emissions) motives.

Moving again beyond the dichotomy of economic/ego-

istic and normative motives, the direct as well as more

distant determinants of collaborative consumption in our

model provide some valuable anchors for action. Of the

direct determinants of collaborative consumption, inten-

tions and PBC both influence collaborative consumption

behavior. To foster this alternative way of consumption,

consumers could thus be supported in creating intentions to

consume collaboratively and convert them into behavior by

influencing consumers’ PBC. The former could be

achieved, for example, through incentives and trial options

which could lower the cognitive barriers of potential users.

To influence the latter, a look at the preceding determinants

in our model provides helpful insights. The findings illus-

trate that PBC is determined by Internet access and high

geographic density of collaborative consumption options.
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Further improving high-speed Internet coverage where

necessary and creating more options for collaborative

consumption in cities as well as in rural areas could thus be

worthwhile to consider when aiming to influence con-

sumers’ PBC over collaborative consumption. Information

transparency, availability of products and services and the

ease of use, however, do not seem to be significant hurdles

so that further efforts in these aspects do not seem to be

effectively placed.

When turning to the factors influencing intentions to

consume collaboratively, results show intentions are more

strongly influenced by personal norms and attitudes than by

subjective norms. Thus, a focus on measures to influence

the moral obligation of consumers to consume ‘‘the right

way’’ and consumers’ attitudes toward collaborative con-

sumption is reasonable while appeals to expectations of

significant others may be less effective.

Limitations and Further Research

Despite the study’s contributions, it has several limitations

that provide potential for further research. First, we

examined collaborative consumption as an aggregated

behavioral category. This allows for comparison with

other aggregated forms of consumption, such as buying

new things for private use and final disposal. In line with

our approach, Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) argue that

examining behaviors at a higher level of generality avoids

the risk of little theoretical or practical significance asso-

ciated with narrow definitions of behavior. However, it

would be interesting to systematically examine whether

the relevance and strength of the determinants vary

depending on the particular collaborative consumption

behavior and context despite a disposition toward collab-

orative consumption as a behavioral category. Thus, future

research could use our model to systematically compare

borrowing, renting, donating, swapping, and buying things

used. Second, our measures are based on self-reports. We

can rule out common method bias and attempt to reduce

measurement error by using at least three items for each

measure and the degree of biased reporting of behavior by

including items on particular behaviors and acquired

resources. However, future research could build on

observed behavior or experimental designs to verify our

results. Third, the participants were primarily German

speakers who live in highly industrialized countries (e.g.,

Germany). When attempting to change unsustainable

practices to more collaborative consumption practices on a

global scale, conditions in other countries and cultures

must be examined to cross-verify our results. Thus, future

studies could employ the framework established here with

samples from other countries particularly accounting for

cultural differences. Finally, we relied on elicitation to

determine consumers’ underlying beliefs regarding col-

laborative consumption as suggested by Fishbein and

Ajzen (2010). Further research could build on these beliefs

to identify related concepts already established in the lit-

erature—as we did in the case of ease of use in the tech-

nology acceptance model (Davis 1989)—to further

develop a comprehensive theoretical framework of col-

laborative consumption.
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Appendix 1: Vignette (Part of Survey I)

Nowadays, many people use products and services in collaboration

with others or in communities. Often, these communities and the

shared use of products and services are enabled by modern

technologies, such as mobile Internet, social networks, and GPS

Examples of collaborative consumption include the shared use of

cars and bikes, swapping clothes, and renting living or working

space

Collaborative consumption in this survey is defined as:

To acquire a resource (e.g., a car, a bike, clothes, living or working

space, a skill, or anything you want) from someone by …
… renting it or

… borrowing it or

… swapping it or

… accepting it as a gift or donation or

… buying it used

This is in contrast to exclusively buying a new resource for private

use
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Appendix 2: Survey I

Variable Itema

Intention I intend to consume collaboratively within the next month (Extremely unlikely/likely; INT1)

I plan to consume collaboratively within the next month (Strongly disagree/agree; INT2)

I will try to consume collaboratively within the next month (Definitely false/true; INT3)

Attitude For me consuming collaboratively within the next month would be …
… (Harmful/beneficial; ATT1)

… (Bad/good; ATT2)

… (Worthless/valuable; ATT3)

… (Unpleasant/pleasant; ATT4)

… (Dull/exciting; ATT5)

… (Unenjoyable/enjoyable; ATT6)

Subjective norm Most people who are important to me think that I… (Should not/should consume collaboratively within

the next month; SN1)

The people in my life whose opinion I value would … (Disapprove/approve of consuming

collaboratively within the next month; SN2)

Most people who are important to me consume collaboratively (Completely false/true; SN3)

Many people like me consume collaboratively (Strongly disagree/agree; SN4)

PBC If I wanted to, I could consume collaboratively within the next month (Definitely false/true; PBC1)

For me consuming collaboratively within the next month would be … (Impossible/possible; PBC2)

How much control do you have over consuming collaboratively within the next month (No control/full

control; PBC3)

Personal norm How strongly do you feel a personal obligation to consume collaboratively within the next month

(Strongly not obliged/strongly obliged; PN1)

I expect from myself to consume collaboratively within the next month (Absolutely false/true; PN2)

Personally, I have a moral obligation to consume collaboratively within the next month (Strongly

disagree/agree; PN3)

Altruistic value orientation How important or unimportant is equality (equal opportunity for all) as a guiding principle in your life

(opposed to my values/of supreme importance)

… helpful (working for the welfare of others)

… social justice (correcting injustice, care for the weak)

… a world at peace (free of war and conflict)

Biospheric value orientation … unity with nature (fitting into nature)

… protecting the environment (preserving nature)

… respecting earth (harmony with other species)

Egoistic value orientation … successful (achieving goals)

… wealth (material possessions, money)

… authority (the right to lead or command)

Variable Itema

Consuming collaboratively within the next month …
Cost savings … would lead to cost savings (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Cost savings for me are … (Bad/good)

Environmental protection … would lead to environmental protection (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Environmental protection for me is … (Bad/good)

Dependency on others’ behavior … would lead to dependency on others’ behavior (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Dependency on others’ behavior for me is … (Bad/good)

Efficient use of resources … would lead to efficient use of resources (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Efficient use of resources for me is … (Bad/good)
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Appendix 3: Survey II

continued

Variable Itema

Community with others … would lead to community with others (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Community with others for me is … (Bad/good)

In the coming month, I expect …
Ease of use … to experience ease of use of collaborative c. (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Ease of use would make it … (Much more difficult/much more easy)

Availability of products and services … to have availability of products and services (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Availability of products and services would make it … (Much more difficult/much more easy)

Internet access … to have Internet access (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Internet access would make it … (Much more difficult/much more easy)

High geographic density … to experience high geographic density of collaborative consumption options (Extremely

unlikely/likely)

High geographic density of collaborative consumption options would make it … (Much more

difficult/much more easy)

Transparent information about

collaborative offerings

… to have transparent information about collaborative offerings (Extremely unlikely/likely)

Transparent information about collaborative offerings would make it … (Much more difficult/much

more easy)

Age Please state the year of your birth

Gender Please state your gender (Female/male)

Income Please state your monthly net income (\500/500–999/1000–1999/2000–2999/3000–3999/4000–4999/

C 5000/n/a)

Size of hometown Where are you living (metropolis,[1 mil./large town,[100,000/medium town, 20,000–100,000/small

town, 5000–20,000/rural,\5000 inhabitants)

a All items were measured on Likert-type 7-point response scales, except items on altruistic, biospheric, and egoistic value orientation that were

measured on Likert-type 9-point response scales, and control items

Variable Itema

Collaborative consumption Please estimate how many times in the last 4 weeks you generally acquired something through collaborative

consumption (Never/daily)

Collaborative consumption

(provision)

Please estimate how many times in the last 4 weeks you generally provided something through collaborative

consumption (Never/daily)

How many times have you particularly consumed something collaboratively in the last 4 weeks by …
Renting … renting something (Never/daily)

Borrowing … borrowing something (Never/daily)

Swapping … swapping something (Never/daily)

Accepting gift or donation … accepting a gift or donation (Never/daily)

Buying used … buying something used (Never/daily)

Resources If you have consumed something collaboratively in the last 4 weeks by (prototypical behavior), what was it

primarily (Car, bicycle, living space, office space, clothing/accessory, food, skill, book, DVD, tool, toy, sport

equipment, camera, other)

a All items were measured on Likert-type 7-point response scales, except the item on resources
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