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Abstract

The sharing economy industry is growing prominently each year, leading to a higher competitive market.
Firms in the two biggest sharing economy types, ridesharing and P2P accommodation, must create
strategies toensure their current customersare loyaland alsoto attract new profitable customers, to keep
the business thriving. One of the eminent factors is to create a valuable experience for the customers
through social interactions with the resource providers, known as Social Benefits. This study aims to
analyze the effect of social benefits on the desired consumer behaviors. It is found that social benefits
indeed have a positive effect on customers’ satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and word-of-mouth
activities. Furthermore, this study investigates whether the two different sharing economy sectors,
ridesharing and P2P accommodation, moderate the relationship between social benefits and satisfaction
and also commitment. Although there is no statistically significant interaction effect between the types
and social benefits, another interesting discovery is found which shows that within the P2P
accommodation type, the customers are more satisfied comparedtothe ones in the ridesharing type. The
analysis of the outputs is further enriched with conclusions with academic relevance and managerial

implications. Finally, limitations of the study and future researchrecommendations are given.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Sharing Economy Background

The growth of the sharing economy industry has been aggressive this past decade. Its role in the market
is becoming more prominent each year, with funding injection of over US$23 billion from venture capitals
all over the globe (Wallenstein and Shelat, 2017). Much market research supports the fact that this
innovative business model will continue to thrive in the future. A report by PriceWaterhouseCoopers
(2015) shows that in 2014, sharing economy has a sales revenue of USS 15 billion and is predicted togrow
by 22 times in 2025 with USS 335 billion in revenue. Likewise, Juniper Research (2017) forecasts that in
2022 the sharing economy platforms will have revenue of USS 40.2 billion, a 116% increase from 2017.
The biggest sectors of the sharing economy are the transportation sector like car-sharing or other types of
ridesharing and travel or tourism sector, such as holiday accommodation (PWC, 2015). The sharing
economy’s transportation sector mainly serves regular mobility within a relatively short distance (e.g.
using Uber for daily commute from home to office comparedto going to traveling toanother city that will
take 4 hours by car). While travel or tourism in the sharing economy is best known for providing travelers

away from their current residence with other people’s places for temporary use.

The sharing economy’s growth is supported by digitization such as the use of the internet and mobile
applications. Based on Statista (2020), global internet penetrationis more than 50% and predicted to grow
in the upcoming years. There’s alsoa 40% rise of mobile phone users from 2016, reaching 61.62% of the
world’s population in 2020, which are also believed to grow substantially within the next 3 years (O'Dea,
2020). On top of that, it is becoming a trend to use shared products or services provided by the sharing
economy platforms, rather than to buy and own the goods themselves (Roof, 2019; PWC, 2018). People
think that joining and contributing to the sharing economy is more efficient, sustainable, and cost-saving
(Tabcum, 2019). Besides that, Boston Consulting Group (2017) reveals that one of the most important
benefits consumers are looking for in using sharing economy platforms is the unique experience
(Wallenstein and Shelat, 2017), such as the peer-to-peer interactions in the consumption process. This
interpersonal relationship built on the transaction process, involves and stimulates emotional feelings of

the customers (Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, and Gremler, 2002).



1.2 Research Problem and Questions

With the growing market and vast opportunity, sharing economy firms, or so-called platforms, will have
tighter competition amongst each other. Firms need to retain their current customers by maintaining and
increasing their loyalty, as well as attracting new customers. Therefore, it is critical to enhance customers’
experiencein order to win customers. One of the main aspects that could encourage customer experience
is through customer-employee interactions and relationships (Elcom Technology, 2015). Research also
proves that the social aspect of a transactional relationship greatly affects customer loyalty (Hennig-
Thurau et al., 2002). However, unlike other traditional services, the sharing economy firms rely on the
resource providers to manage the customer experience, as they are the “employees” that are directly in

contact with consumers, and the “physical representation” of the platform (Eckhardt, et al., 2019).

Furthermore, there are different sharing economy platforms that offer different solutions to consumer
needs. From two of the biggest sharing economy sectors, transportation and accommodation, ridesharing
and peer-to-peer (P2P) accommodation platforms offer different consumption experiences, which could
affect consumers’ emotional state, experience and attitudes (such as satisfaction and loyalty) toward the
platform (Yuksel, Yuksel, and Bilim, 2010). Based on those problems, this thesis investigates the research

question mentioned below:

Main Research Question

“What is the impact of social interaction between customer and resource providers on customer
satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and word-of-mouth (WOM) in the ridesharing and P2P accommodation

type of the sharing economy?”

Sub-ResearchQuestions

I.  What is the effect of social interaction between customer and resource providers on customer
satisfaction and WOM towards the sharing economy platform of ridesharing and P2P
accommodation?

[l. What is the effect of social interaction between customer and resource providers on customer
commitment and loyalty towards the sharing economy platform of ridesharing and P2P

accommodation?



[ll.  What managerial marketing insights and recommendations can be given to the ridesharing and
P2P accommodation sharing economy platforms regarding customer and resource provider’s

social interactions?

1.3 Academic Relevance

With the rise of sharing economy, many have done academic research about this phenomenon in the past
decade analyzing the determinants of joining and participating (Hamari and Ukkonen, 2013; Zhang, Gy,
and Jahromi, 2019; Boateng, Kosiba, and Okoe, 2019; Pappas, 2017) and also the factors affecting
customer experience, such as quality, trust, safety, pricing and social aspects (Cheng, Fuand Vreede, 2018;
Kong, Wang, Hajli, and Featherman, 2019; Zhang, et al., 2019; Pappas, 2017). In terms of social aspects,
most researches focused more on the interaction or relationship between users of the platform (Bardhi
and Eckhardt, 2016; Habibi, Kim, and Laroche 2016) rather than with the resource providers that might
affect the experience and attitude toward the platform itself (Eckhardt, et al., 2019). Along with that, no
research to the best of my knowledge takes two different types of sharing economy into considerations
(e.g. transportation versus accommodation sharing economy platforms). Preceding studies mainly
investigate only one type of the sharing economy, either the ridesharing or P2P accommodation (Yang,
Song, Chen and Xia, 2016; Cheng et al, 2018; Zhu, So and Hudson, 2016; So, Xie, and Wu, 2019; Pappas,
2017). To contribute to existing literature, this research will investigate whether the benefits of the social
interaction between the customer with the resource provider will have an impact on customers
satisfaction, commitment, loyalty and word-of-mouth (WOM) toward the platforms within two different

sharing economy types, ridesharing and P2P accommodation, as the moderators.
1.4 Managerial Relevance

This thesis will mainly study consumer behaviors in the sharing economy settings regarding the social
benefits they get with the resource provider or host. Marketers of the sharing economy platforms will get
a deeper understanding of how social interactions will affect customer satisfaction, commitment, loyalty,
and WOM on the platform itself. This will help marketers make decisions on how to retain current
customers and also attract new ones from a relational marketing point-of-view while focusing on the
relationship itself. In addition, this paper will alsoinvestigate whether the two different sharing economy
types, ridesharing, and P2P accommodation, have aninfluence on the relationship between social benefits

and the customer’s attitude. Hence, rather than a fit-for-all insight, marketers from the different sharing



economy types will get a clearer comprehension of their own sector, where they can make better

strategies for the platform.
1.5 Thesis Structure

The structure of this study will be as follows: Chapter 2 covers the existing literature on the research topic
and related variables, as well as the hypothesis development and its conceptual model. Chapter 3 clarifies
the research methods, such as the research design, data collection method, and variables
operationalization. Chapter 4 explains and analyzes the research’s results toanswer the research problem
and questions. Chapter 5 discusses the conclusion of the research and the marketing implications for
business and for academic purposes. Finally, it will explain the research limitations and future research

recommendations.



2. Theoretical Framework

2.1 Theoretical Background

2.1.1Sharing economy

Based on previous works of literature, sharing economy can be defined as an economy model or system
where consumers arein a collaborative consumption activity of sharing goods or services with temporary
access thatis enabled by the technology and the internet (Lessig, 2008; Kathan, Matzler, and Veider, 2016;
Habibi, Kim, and Laroche, 2016). The sharing economy is also identified as an on-demand transaction with
a non-transfer ownership consumption (Kathan et al., 2016; PricewaterhouseCoopers (2015) that involves
physical assets and services (Christoforou, 2016) for monetary and non-monetary benefits (Bardhi and
Eckhardt, 2016; Christoforou, 2016). This means the resource provider is using their own private goods or
resources which are “shared” with the customers. Customers in the sharing economy model are unique,
as they are not only consuming the product or service, but they are also the ones who produce or provide
it. Scholars called this termas “prosumers” or “prosumption”, where both producers and consumers are
involved in the co-creation of goods and services (Ritzer andJurgenson, 2010; Ritzer, 2013). In the nature
of a consumer-to-consumer (C2C) sharing economy, during the transactions process, end-consumers will
be faced with prosumers who act as a resource provider instead of the platform’s official employees (e.g.
an Uber rider is riding with the car’s owner, in contrast with a taxi rider who is driven by a licensed taxi
driver). This is why this economic system is also called “peer-to-peer” platform, transaction or sharing
(Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2016; Yang et al., 2016). The demand and supply of the consumers are met and
enabled by the development of technology and internet that the platform provides. Where firms such as
Airbnb and Uber serve as the digital intermediaries who provide the online platform for the prosumers’
supply and demand (Weber, 2014). The C2C sharing economy business model and the relations between
customers and the platform are shown in Figure 1. The advancement of information technology (IT) and
internet also facilitate consumers to have a peer-to-peer conversation or interaction across the globe,
without needing to be in the same place or a face-to-face condition (Killeen, 2015; Santana and Parigi,

2015).
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Figure 1: C2C Sharing Economy Business Model adapted from PricewaterhouseCoopers’ Consumer Intelligence Series: The

Sharing Economy

Source: PWC, 2015

Earlier literature has identified several essential drivers of participating in the sharing economy. The first
one is economic reasons, such as the need to save money andincrease efficiency and convenience (Barnes
and Mattsson, 2016; Edbring, Lehner and Mont, 2015). Compared to purchasing their own products,
consumers can have the same consumer experience in a more affordable way with sharing economy
services. The second driver is social connection and community building (Christoforou, 2016). Sharing is
said to be one of human nature (John, 2013), so even in this economic context, a social interaction
between the parties involved in the transactionis imminent. A study about product swapping inthe market
by Albinsson and Perera (2012), which has a close concept with the sharing economy, mentioned that the
users are indeed motivated by the desire to socialize. Another important reason for participating in the
sharing economy is consumers’ ideology and political views. Some consumers think that by using the
sharing economy, they are going against the culture of capitalism, consumerism, and individualism (Bardhi
and Eckhardt, 2016; Mclaren and Agyeman, 2016). Finally, environmental issues are also considered as
one of the maindrivers, where in the sharing economy, resources are utilized more efficiently (Tussyadiah

and Pesonen, 2016).

PricewaterhouseCoopers (2015) mentioned in their sharing economy report that several main sharing
economy sectors have the potential to thrive in the next decade, two of the leading industries are P2P

transportation (ridesharing) and P2P accommodation.



2.1.2Ridesharing

Ridesharing is a driven-demand market where it connects people who need to go somewhere in a
relatively short distance, called riders, with people who provide the vehicle and transportation service for
a certainamount of profit (PWC, 2015). One of the global examples of this sharing economy platform type
is Uber, which provides P2P ridesharing in over 60 countries and more than 700 cities (Uber, 2019). The
ridesharing market itself beganto explode in 2010-2011, where it reached one million users (Waszkowski,
2019). In 2016, it amounted to approximately 10 million users and is predicted to have 36 million users by
2025 (Frost and Sullivan, 2016). Furthermore, Jeremy Rifkin, an economist (2018), statedthat in the next
25 years, ridesharing will be standard practice for the society and that owning a personal car will be an
anomaly. Recent data also shows thatcar ownership has declined, where 5to 15 personal cars are replaced
with 1 shared carinthe market (Bondorova and Archer, 2017). Few studies are focused on P2P ridesharing,
such as consumer behavior research by Cheng et al. (2018) which highlights the positive relationships
between the offline and online service quality between drivers and passengers with customer satisfaction
and loyalty on the ridesharing platform. Also, the important factors determining why customers would
want to adopt the P2P ridesharing to fulfill their transportation needs are studied by Zhu, So and Hudson
(2016), where they found interesting results showing that, despite earlier beliefs, perceived risk of using

P2P ridesharing is not statistically affecting the adoption of this specific type of sharing economy.

2.1.3P2P Accommodation

Nowadays, for traveling or holidays, people are starting to move from traditional hotels to P2P
accommodation (Dogru, 2019). Itis a platform where people can rent their spaces in their home, such as
bedrooms, the whole apartment/house, or even couch, to the tourist or traveler for a certain amount of
money (PWC, 2015). Based on a PwC report (2015), the world’s leading P2P accommodation platform,
Airbnb, had users and guest night growth by 150% in every country from all regions they have. Tocompare,
Airbnb was valued at 24 billion USD, while the worldwide Marriott hotel chain was valued at 21 billion
USD. It can be said that P2P accommodation is the future travel or tourism accommodation since it’s
already eroding the traditional hotel shares in the market. Therefore a few research about this type of
sharing economy has been done, especially about the possible factors of the customers' adoption. It's
intriguing that Yi, Yuanand Yoo (2019) found that consumers’ perceivedrisks, such as financial and privacy
risks, indeed have statistically significant effects on the behavioral intention to adopt the P2P

accommodation. The results are in contrast to what is found in the ridesharing studies regarding the



customers' motivation to adopt the sharing economy platform. Hence, supporting the potential
theoretical differences between P2P ridesharing and P2P accommodation that will be further discussedin

this thesis.

2.1.4 Relational Benefits

Relationship marketing is a study and activity which involves analyzing, planning, activating and managing
the relationship between the business withits stakeholders, such as the customers and the employees, to
create shared value (Bruhn, 2004). It mainly aims to build and retaina strong customer relationship with
firms to create a direct effect on the customer like loyalty and alsoindirect effects such as word-of-mouth.
Relational benefits is one approach in the relationship marketing literature that explains why customers
stay with a certain service firm through an individual-level relationship of the customers and the service
providers, which later results inthe relational marketing outcomes, such as loyalty (Gwinner, Gremler, and
Bitner, 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Yang et al., 2016). The relational benefits that the customers
experience from a transactional relationship or interaction are divided into three types, confidence
benefits, special treatment benefits and social benefits (Gwinner et al., 1998; Hennigh-Thurau et al, 2002;
Yang et al., 2016). Confidence benefits are the outcome feelings of the customers such as reduced anxiety
and increased comfort in using the service provider, special treatment benefits are the tangible benefits
customers get such as discounts and personalized additional service, and social benefits are the customer’s
perceived benefits of the emotional part of the relationship such as friendly conversations andinteractions

(Gwinner et al., 1998).

2.1.5Social Benefits

Social benefits are part of the relational benefits framework that focuses on the emotional part of the
interaction or relationship between customer and service provider (Gwinner et al., 1998; Hennig-Thurau
et al., 2002; Yang et al., 2016). It emphasizes on the customer’s mental affective responses (feelings) on
the relationship, from the happiness of feeling recognized to the comfortable feeling like talking to a friend
(Gwinner et al., 1998). This benefit especially occurs in a service transaction setting where the
interpersonal interaction between the service provider and customer are high. The social interaction
benefits between the consumer and the resource provider will hereafter be simply referred to as social

benefits (SB).



A sharing economy consumption can be one example, where an hour long Uber ride “forces” a social
conversation between the rider and the driver. This can be compared to a restaurant setting, where the
waiter just has a limited amount of time to talk to the customer considering the nature of the service is
just to deliver the products (the food) instead of sharing the product or service itself (as in the Uber
setting). Previous literature highlights that social benefits have positive effects on the customers'
experience, resulting in positive attitudes that may persuade them to maintain the social relations and
therefore become committed and loyal to the service providers (Schor, 2014; Goodwin, 1997). Berry
(1995) added that if customers are enjoying the social bonds withthe service provider, then they will also

have a stronger dedicationtowards the service organization.

2.1.6 Satisfaction

After experiencing a product or service, customers tend to analyze and compare their perceived
performance against their initial expectations. The result of this act is a feeling of fulfillment and pleasure
called customer satisfaction (Kotler, Armstrong, Wong, and Saunders, 2008). If customers feel that their
social needs are fulfilled then they are most likely to feel satisfied (Hennig-Thurau and Klee, 1997).
Veloutsou (2005) found that there’s a difference between customer satisfactiontowards a product and a
service, where for the latter, customers often have difficulty separating the production and the
consumption activities. However, the service sector could induce satisfaction by utilizing the social
dimension that takes partin the prosumption process, like connecting socially with customers, that is said
to be powerful in the building of satisfaction (Fournier and Mick, 1999). Further, this paper focuses on the

overall satisfaction feeling customers have regarding the service platform (Dimitriades, 2006).

2.1.7 Commitment

Inrelational marketing, commitment is a customer’s long-term positive attitude towards a service provider
based on emotional feelings. It shows where the relationship is going to go, such as whether they want to
continue to use the platform (Newman and Werbel, 1973; Geyskens et al., 1996). Customer commitment
is the affective element that can lead to the firm’s desired behavior, such as loyalty and word-of-mouth
(Johnson et al., 2001). The preceding study confirms that commitment can be developed through a peer-
to-peer relationship that is built during the consumption of services (Yang et al., 2016). Customers might
engage and take pleasure in the personal conversations with the service providers which leads them to be
committed to the relationship and become loyal to the service platform (Dimitriades, 2006; Yang et al.,,

2006; Hennig-Thurauet al., 2002; Johnson et al., 2001).



2.1.8 Relationship Marketing Outcomes: Loyalty and Word-of-Mouth

All marketing activities done by firms are part of the effort to improve their performance and profitability.
In a study of relationship marketing outcomes, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) provide knowledge that in a
service sector, loyaltyand WOM are the key outcomes that needto be achievedto contribute tothe firm’s

financial health (Helgesen, 2006; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002).

Loyaltyis one of the most discussed and researched consumer behavior constructsin the marketing sector.
It can be defined as customers’ willingness to use the firm’s product or service for a long period while also
recommending it to others (Wirtz and Lovelock, 2016). A loyal customer’s behavior is to do repeat
purchases of a certain product or servicein the long run (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002’ Dimitriades, 2006).
However, loyalty is not only about active behavior, but it alsotakes into account the customer’s favorable
attitude and preferences towards a brand. This makes loyal customers tend to be less price-sensitive
compared to the non-loyal customers because they have stronger feelings and commitment to the brand
and therefore will do whatever it takes to keep using it (Davis, 2002). Seeing the importance of loyal
customers tothe long-term performance of the firm, it is crucial to develop it. Therefore, firms must create
values for the customers to encourage their loyalty. In the service industry, Wirtz and Lovelock (2016)

stressedthat relationship with customers is eminent for encouraging their loyalty.

In previous literature by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002), another relationship marketing outcome is Word-of-
Mouth (WOM). WOM is an informal communication between consumers that contains information,
recommendation or reviews about certain products or services (Wang and Yu, 2017; Godes et al., 2005).
It can be established in both online and/or offline settings. For example, one Uber customer tells her
friends face-to-face at school about her certain experience of riding the car with a friendly and talkative
driver, while another customer “tweet” about it on his social media platform Twitter. Generating WOM is
proven to be more effective in aiding consumers’ purchase decisions compared to traditional marketing
efforts done by the firm, resulting in a significant influence on sales (Rosario, Sotgiu, Valck, and Bijmolt,
2016), as it is seen to be more truthful and reliable by the consumer (Whitler, 2014; Berger, 2020).
Customers” WOM could induce the other consumers within the customers’ reach to have an intention to
purchase and use the related platforms. Especially for a service firm, it is highly important to have
customers spreading positive WOM related to their service or platform. Because of the intangible nature
of the offerings (Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry, 1985), potential customers’ decisions are more

dependent on what their peers are saying about a specific service provider (Cialdini 1993).
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2.2 Hypothesis Development

Social benefits are considered to be important for customers’ experiences, one of them being their
satisfaction (Harris, 2007; Srivastava et al., 2017). Research by Gremler and Gwinner (2000) displayed a
similar concept of social benefits of customer and employee (customer-employee rapport) that proves to
have a significant positive effect on satisfaction with the service provider. “Commercial friendship” is
another idea that reflects the positive relationship of socialinteractions with customer satisfaction (Price
and Arnould, 1999). Customers who experience social benefits in the sharing economy settings might take
it as part of their satisfied feelings. Social interactions can also affect customer satisfaction towards the

firm itself.

Previous marketing studies have stressed that getting new customers is one of the desired outcomes of
relationship marketing (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). One of the most powerful
marketing communication tools in persuading new customers is Word-of-Mouth (WOM) (Hennig-Thurau
etal., 2002). Earlier studies show that in general satisfied customers will do positive WOM communication
(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Yurik, Akyol, and Simsek, 2017; Verkijika and Wet, 2019), as it is one of their
ways toreciprocate their satisfaction from having interaction with the product/service (Wu, Fan, and Zhao,
2018). Further, research on the service field shows that customers are willing to spread positive
information and recommend certain services when they are satisfied (Konuk, 2019; Huang, Chang, Yeh,
and Liao, 2014; Saha and Theingi, 2009). However, there s limited sharing economy research highlighting
WOM through customer satisfaction, therefore based on the premises mentioned earlier this study argues

the following hypothesis:
H1: Social benefits are positively affecting customer satisfaction towardsthe sharing economy platform.

H2: Customer satisfaction towards the sharing economy platform is positively affecting customer’s

WOM.

Customers who have social relations with their service providers are shown to be more likely to have a
better commitment because of the increased dependence that is formed through the interactions (Berry,
1995; Dagger, David, and Ng, 2011). Likewise, more literature also found a positive impact of social
benefits on customer commitment whether it is in a non-sharing economy or a sharing economy industry
(Hennig-Thurau, et al., 2002; Yang et al., 2016). To be more specific, Yang et al. (2016) found that, in a P2P
setting, when customers have personal interactions with the service’s hosts, they become committed to
the resource provider and their relationship. Furthermore, customer commitment is believed to drive the

11



customer’s loyalty (Yang et al., 2016, Dimitriades, 2006; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002). Where it is common
knowledge that customer loyalty s a critical marketing objective for firms to achieve, as studies found that
there’s a positive relationship between loyalty and the firm’s profitability (Kumar and Shah, 2004;
Helgesen, 2006). It is also proven that loyalty induces positive WOM, one of the key relational marketing
outcomes (Ferguson, Paulin, and Leiriao, 2007; Soderlund, 2006; Jones and Reynolds, 2006; Gruen et al.,

2006).

Hence this paper would like to prove the relationship between social benefits, commitment, and loyalty

with the following hypothesis:

H3: Social benefits are positively affecting customer commitment with the resource providers.

H4: Customer commitment is positively affecting customer loyalty towards the sharing economy

platform.

H5: Customer loyalty towards the sharing economy platformis positively affecting WOM.

In different economic situations, consumers can also have different considerations and feelings towards
the service they consume. Yuksel et al. (2010) stated that when facing different consumption settings and
environments, consumers may have a distinctive attitude (e.g. satisfaction) concerning the
product/service. To be specific, consumers in the sector of transportation and traveling/tourism have
different goals to achieve in consuming the service, therefore they also differ in terms of factors affecting
their consumer behaviors (Kavoura and Stavrianea, 2016). From previous literatures discussed, it is
assumed that this also applies to sharing economy type ridesharing versus P2P accommodation (Zhu, So

and Hudson, 2016; Yi, Yuanand Yoo, 2019).

For example, an experimental study by Goor and Grinstein (2019) shows that in a lodging situation,
another term of peer-to-peer travel accommodation, people feel less satisfied when they have social
encounters with other people on their stay compared to just having the place by themselves. In contrast,
in a car-sharing ecosystem, the impact of social interactions on consumers' experience is considered to be
less intrusive than in the hospitality sector, thus reducing the consumer’s social anxiety and improving
their positive attitude towards the platform. Regular usage of transportation is believed to bring more
satisfactionto people if it could aid their social needs through interactions (Mccarthy and Habib, 2018). To

add, itis a common marketing knowledge that customer’s satisfaction and commitment are correlated to

12



each other (Hennig-Thurauetal., 2002; Zhao, Lu, Zhang, and Chau, 2012; Kumar, Dalla Pozza, and Ganesh,
2013; Lee, Moon, Kim, and Mun, 2015; Cheng et al., 2018).

From these previous findings, this study proposes the following moderation hypothesis that customer’s
satisfaction and commitment might be moderated by different type of sharing economy they’ve

experienced, measuring P2P accommodation as the dummy gender:

H6a: The effect of social benefits on customer’s satisfaction could bemoderated by thesharing economy

type, whereit is negatively reinforced by the P2P accommodation type.

H6b: The effect of social benefits on customer’s commitment could be moderated by the sharing

economy type, whereitis negatively reinforced by the P2P accommodation type.
2.3 Conceptual Framework

The conceptual model in figure 2 outlines the proposed hypothetical relationships. The customers’ Social
Benefits are predicted to affect their Satisfaction, Commitment, Loyalty and Word-of-Mouth (WOM) in a
positive way. And the P2P Accommodation sharing economy type is predictedto be negatively reinforcing

the relationship between Social Benefits, Satisfaction, and Commitment.

Satisfaction

Social Benefits H5 +

P2P Accommodation
Type

Loyalty

Figure 2: Research Conceptual Model
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3. Methodology

3.1 Research Design and Methodology

According to Malhotra (2010), a research design is a blueprint in doing marketing research that explains
the details on how to get relevant information needed to answer the research problems. This study tries
to describe a certain market characteristic, which is consumer behavior in the sharing economy market.
Therefore, the research uses the conclusive - descriptive research design (Malhotra, 2010). It will also
adopt the quantitative research design with a deductive approach, which fits the research objective that
is to do theory tests, describe certain market situations and establish and explain causal relationships
between the tested measurable variables (Edmonds and Kennedy, 2016). This method allows the writer
to analyze whether the hypotheses are supported or rejected, therefore aiding in answering the research
questions (McLeod, 2017). This quantitative research will be done by distributing questionnaires to
respondents in order to get the data and information on the researchvariables. Thenthe research results
will be analyzed with regression since the independent and dependent variables are both interval and
continuous variables (Mazzocchi, 2008). The moderator variable will also be tested using regression using

the PROCESS macro for SPSS.
3.2 Data Collection and Research Sample

The primary data that will be used for this research are obtained with self-administered questionnaires
with a 5-point Likert scale distributed through online platforms such as Facebook and WhatsApp. The
sampling method of the respondents will be a judgmental non-probability sampling technique, in which
the population elements are chosen based on the researcher’s criteria that are believed to represent the
needs to reach the research’s objectives (Malhotra, 2010). The respondents’ criteria are Indonesian who
have used either transportation and/or P2P accommodation sharing economy platforms in the past six
months and have had a social interaction with the resource provider. Further, the respondents should be
between the age of 15 and 29 because people within this age range of Millennials and Gen Z generations
are actively using internet and mobile apps to do transactions (Dimock, 2019). The reason for this is that
these twogenerations are currently the biggest contributors tothe usage of the sharing economy and will
be the “future” of the economy (Forbes, 2019; Euromonitor International, 2019). Besides North America
and Europe, economic experts predict that Asian countries will soon surpass the numbers of participation
in the sharing economy (Waszkowski, 2019). Furthermore, Southeast Asian countries like Indonesia have

the biggest growthinterms of sharing economy, supported by their rapid internet usage and development
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- being the 6th top internet user’s country in the world (eMarketer, 2018) and high population of
Millennials (33.75%) and Gen Z generation (29.23%) (Deloitte, 2019). According to Field (2009), research
that uses multiple regression analysis must have at least 50 respondents to achieve effective results.
Therefore, the minimum number of respondents that are needed for this researchis 50 users for each of
the sharing economy types; ridesharing and P2P accommodation. Besides, this research will also use
secondary data to enrich the theoretical aspect and for assisting in the analysis of the results, such as

previous research and studies, scholarly articles and journals, and news.
3.3 Measures (Questionnaire Design and Systematic)

In the first part of the questionnaire, there are screening binary questions to filter the relevant
respondents for this research. The questions are asking whether the participants are Indonesian with the
age of 15 - 29 years old, have they used P2P ridesharing or accommodation platforms and have had a social
interaction with the resource providers (driver/host) for the past 6 months. The respondents that are fit
to these conditions are allowed to continue to fill in the rest of the research questionnaire. In the second
part, the questionnaire focuses on asking the main questions to answer the research hypothesis, using a
5-point Likert Scale to measure the research variables such as Satisfaction, Commitment, Loyalty, and
Word-of-Mouth. Inorder for them toanswer the scales’ questions, respondents were asked to remember
the social interaction/relationships they have had with the relevant resource provider. The third part asks
about the respondents’ demographic profiles including gender, age, domicile, and degree of education, as
these variables possibly play a role in satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and word-of-mouth. The full

online survey that was distributed to respondents can be seen in Appendix 1.

3.3.1Types of Sharing Economy Platform

To determine which sharing economy type the respondents have used and had an interaction with the
resource provider, the questionnaire used a binary question for the respondents to choose between
ridesharing or P2P accommodation. In the data analysis, this will be treated as a dummy variable to be the

moderatorin the research model.

3.3.2 Social Benefits

In this research, Social Benefits translate to how customers are feeling in regards to having a social
interaction or relationship with a service provider in a service setting. To measure this variable, five

questions were formulated and adapted from Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002 and Yang et al., 2016.
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Respondents were asked to indicate in which state theywere in the 5-point Likert Scale from 1 (Strongly

Agree)to 5 (Strongly Disagree) forthe 5 questions (SB1 - SB5) shown in Appendix 1.

3.3.3 Satisfaction

For this scale, three questions were adapted from Cheng et al., 2018 to see to what extent the customers
are satisfied with the sharing economy platformin which they experienced social interaction. Respondents
were asked to indicate in which state they were in the 5-point Likert Scale from 1: Strongly Agree to 5:
Strongly Disagree for the questions: “I think that | made the correct decision to use this sharing economy
platform” (Satl), “The ridesharing/accommodation platform satisfied my needs” (Sat2), and “In general, |

am satisfied with the customer service | have received from this platform” (Sat3).

3.3.4 Commitment

The questions used to measure the commitment were adapted from Yang et al., 2016, whichaimed to see
customers’ commitment regarding their social interactions with the resource provider. Respondents were
askedto indicate in which state they were inthe 5-point Likert Scale from 1 (Strongly Agree)to 5 (Strongly
Disagree)for questions: “The social interaction that | had with the service provider is something I'm very
committedto” (Com1), “The socialinteraction that | had with the service provider is something | intend to
maintain” (Com2) and “The social relationship that | had with the service provider is something that

deserves my effort to maintain” (Com3).

3.3.5 Loyalty

For measuring Loyalty, three questions were adapted from Cheng et al., 2018 to see whether the
customers are loyal towards the sharing economy platform in which they experienced social interaction.
Respondents were asked to indicate in which state theywere in the 5-point Likert Scale from 1 (Strongly
Agree)to 5 (Strongly Disagree) for these questions: “l intend to continue using this certain platform in the
future and would keep using it as regularly as | do now” (Loyl), “When there is a new brand of
ridesharing/accommodation platform, | will continue to use this certain ridesharing/accommodation
platform” (Loy2), and “I will strongly recommend others to use this certain ridesharing/accommodation

platform” (Loy3).
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3.3.6 Word-of-Mouth

To measure whether the customers are willing to communicate certain positive aspects of the sharing
economy platform to other people, or called Word-of-Mouth in this study, two questions were adapted
from Verkijika and Wet, 2019. Respondents were asked to indicate in which state they were in the 5-point
Likert Scale from 1 (Strongly Agree) to 5 (Strongly Disagree) for these questions: “I’'m likely to provide
positive word-of-mouth feedback about this ridesharing/accommodation platform” (WOM1) and “If my
friends or family were looking for ridesharing/accommodation platform, I’m likely to suggest to them to

try this certain ridesharing/accommodation platform” (WOM2).

3.4 Data Analysis Method

3.4.1Pre-Test

Before doing the main test, a pre-testis held to test the reliability and validity of the questionnaire using
SPSS (Malhotra, 2010). The pre-test was given out to 30 respondents. A reliability test was conducted to
ensure that the research instruments are accountable to analyze the data, if the same questionnaire is
answered by the same respondents at different times then the answers will be consistent. Research
variables are said to be reliable when the Cronbach Alpha is > 0.60 (Malhotra, 2010). The pre- will also test
the validity of the constructs to determine whether they are accurate in reflecting the real situations and
therefore serve the purpose of the research (Messick, 198; Malhotra, 2010). A valid construct will have a
Kaiser Mayer Okin (KMO) = 0.5, Bartlett’s Test < 0.05, and a factor loading > 0.50 (Malhotra, 2010). If all

the measurement items are reliable and valid, then the main test should proceed.

3.4.2 Regression

The maintest will be analyzed using regression with SPSS software along with Hayes’ PROCESS macro. The
regression method will be able to test whether there are significant effects that are happening between
the observed variables (Malhotra, 2010), including independent, dependent, moderating, and control

variables.
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4. Analysis and Results

4.1 Reliability and Validity Test (Pre-Test)

After collecting 30 respondents, the pre-test analysis was done by analyzing the validity and reliability of
the questionnaire and variables with IBM Statistics SPSS 22. Based on Malhotra’s (2010) reliability and
validity requirements, all of the variables and constructs are proven to be reliable and valid as shown in

Appendix 2, therefore the research can continue with collecting and analyzing main test data.
4.2 Descriptive Statistics

From the main test, a total of 172 respondents that passed the screening test at the beginning of the
survey are collected. Beforehand, there are approximately 10 respondents that do not fit into the sample
requirements and therefore their data was discarded. The demographic summary of the respondents is
shown in Table 1. The majority of the sample are female with 135 respondents while there are 37 male
respondents. Their ages range from 15 to 29 years old and most of them are in their early twenties within
the age of 20-24 years old (71%), followed by the mid and late 20s (20.3%) and the least is within the age
of 15-19 years old (8.7%). Most of the respondents have a university background with a bachelor’s degree
and/or master’s degree,77.9% and 7% respectively. All the respondents are Indonesian (from the
screening test) mostly living in Indonesia (75.5%). While the rest of them are currently living in The

Netherlands, United Kingdom, Singapore, and Australia.

Item Frequency Percentage
Gender

Male 37 21.5%
Female 135 78.5%
Age

15-19 15 8.7%
20-24 122 71%
25-29 35 20.3%
Highest level of education

Senior High School 25 14.5%
Bachelor’s Degree 134 77.9%
Master’s Degree 12 7%
PhD Degree 1 0.6%
Domicile (Current place of living)

Indonesia 130 75.6%
The Netherlands 29 16.9%
Other 13 7.6%

Table 1: Demographic Data of Main Test
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4.3 Reliability and Validity Test (Main Test)

The main test data are showing that they are reliable and valid by analyzing the variables’ Cronbach'’s
Alpha, KMO, Bartlett’s Test, and Factor Loading scores of the scales’ indicators, shown below in Table 2.
All the variables have Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.6 (Malhotra, 2010) and also > 0.7 if using the reliability
measurement by Nunnally, 1978. This means that the main test’s measurement and data have internal
consistency. On top of that, the KMO and Factor Loading scores > 0.5 and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity <
0,05 which indicated that they are valid and can be further analyzed (Malhotra, 2010). Additionally, a
common method bias test is also done using Harman'’s single factor testin SPSS. The result is that the data

does not have a common method bias, with a lower than 50% variance, as shownin Appendix 3.

Variable Indicator | Cronbach’s = Reliability KMO | Bartlett’sTest | FactorLoading Validity
Alpha

Social Benefits SB1 0.755 Reliable 0.746  0.000 0.633 Valid
(SB)

SB2 0.748 Valid

SB3 0.67 Valid

SB4 0.760 Valid

SB5 0.759 Valid
Satisfaction Satl 0.807 Reliable 0.695  0.000 0.865 Valid
(Sat)

Sat2 0.880 Valid

Sat3 0.805 Valid
Commitment Coml 0.893 Reliable 0.731 0.000 0.882 Valid
(Com)

Com2 0.932 Valid

Com3 0.912 Valid
Loyalty Loyl 0.768 Reliable 0.675 0.000 0.826 Valid
(Loy) .

Loy2 0.789 Valid

Loy3 0.874 Valid
Word-of-Mouth = WOM1 0.823 Reliable 0.500 | 0.000 0.923 Valid
(wom)

WOM2 0.923 Valid

Table 2: Reliability and Validity Test Output of Main Test
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4.4 Regression Analysis

Before conducting the regression analysis, the important linear regression assumptions are analyzed. First,
since the sample collected for the main test has an adequate and reasonable number of respondents
(N=172), the normality assumptionis not mandatory. Normality assumptionis only crucially needed when
the sample is small (N<20) as known in the central limit theorem (Van den Berg, 2020). Nevertheless, in
all the hypothesis testing, the bootstrapinference for model coefficients are applied with 5000 bootstrap
samples. Second, to make sure that there are no heteroscedasticity errors when analyzing the linear
regression, Hayes’ PROCESS macro has been installed in the SPSS to include the Heteroscedasticity-
Consistent Inference using the Cribari-Neto (HC4) with robust standard error test in each of the regression
for the hypothesis testing (Darlington and Hayes, 2017; Hayes, 2018). Finally, by looking at Pearson's
bivariate correlation matrixin Table 3, the correlations of all variables are statistically significant with each
other. This means that linear relationships between each variable do exist (Jaadi, 2019). To complete, the
computed variables are mean-centered and the output of the descriptive statisticsare mentionedin Table

4.

SB Sat Com Loy WOoM
SB - 0.434** 0.628** 0.336** 0.397**
Sat 0.434%** - 0.247** 0.630** 0.639**
Com 0.628** 0.247** - 0.326** 0.247**
Loy 0.336** 0.630** 0.326** - 0.635**
WOoMm 0.397** 0.639** 0.247** 0.635** -

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.001 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 3: PearsonCorrelations Between Tested Variables

20



Mean Standard Deviation N
SB 2.285 .639 172
Sat 1.512 .552 172
Com 2.893 963 172
Loy 1.694 .605 172
wWoMm 1.651 .647 172

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics

4.5 Hypothesis Testing

All of the hypotheses in this study have aninterval and continuous variables (aside from the platform type
dummy variable). Hence, the hypotheses are tested using linear regressionin the IBM SPSS 22 with Hayes’
PROCESS macro, as mentioned before. First, the regression is done using Hayes’ model 7 that allows the
testing of multiple mediations with moderation (Hayes, 2018) for hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 6a, and 6b. And after

that, Hayes’ model 4 is used, enabling mediation analysis, to analyze hypotheses 4 and 5.

4.5.1Testing of H1, H2, H3, H6a, and H6b with Hayes’ Model 7

PROCESS macro by Hayes (2018) enabled the researcher to test several hypotheses containing possible
moderating and mediating variables altogether using regressions. To test H1, H2, H3, H6a, and H6b, the
Hayes’ model 7 was used to regress moderation and mediation altogether, as shown in Figure 3. The
independent variable is Social Benefits (SB), the dependent variable is Word-of-Mouth (WOM), the
mediator variables are Satisfaction (Sat) and Commitment (Com) and the moderator variable is the sharing
economy type. The moderating variable sharing economy type is transformed intoa dummy variable called
‘P2P Accommodation Type’ because it was coded as O for ridesharing and 1 for P2P accommodation. An
interaction variable of Social Benefits and P2P Accommodation Type (Social Benefits * and P2P
Accommodation Type) is also created. Ontop of that, Age, Gender (dummy variable 0 = male; 1 = female),

and Educationare included as control variables tosee if they have any effect on the independent variable.
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P2P
Accommodation

Type

Social Benefits

P2P
Accommodation

Type

Figure 3: Model 7 for H1,H2,H3, H6a,and H6b Testing

Satisfaction

Control Variables:
¢« Age

Gender
Education

The SPSS output from the model 7 above consists of two parts, each answering the hypothesis analyzed

as shown in Table 5 and discussed afterwards.

Antecedent Sat
Coeff.  Std. Error

SB 0.376 ' 0.114

P2P Accommodation Type 0.267 | 0.127

SB* P2P AccommodationType 0.432 | 0.322

Sat - -
Com - -
Gender -0.338 1 0.124
Age 0.006 0.031
Education -0.068 | 0.140

R?=0.347

p
0.001

0.037
0.182

0.007
0.845
0.629

F(6,165)=4.938

p=0.000

Consequent
Com

Coeff. = Std. Error
1.011 | 0.103
0.272 1 0.138
-0.403 1 0.268

0.074 | 0.146

0.004 | 0.036

-0.004 | 0.156
R?=0.434

p
0.000

0.050
0.134

0.616
0.919
0.979

F(6,165) = 28.684

p=0.000

Table 5: H1,H2, H3,H6a and H6b Regressions Output

Coeff.
0.148

0.649
0.017
-0.191
-0.035
0.252

woMm

Std. Error

0.083

0.087
0.051
0.102
0.025
0.165

R?=0.463
F(6,165)= 19.848

p=0.000
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4.5.1.1 Analysis of H1 and H6a

The SPSS output is separated into 3 sections based on the consequents as shown in Table 5. The first
output provides results for H1 and H6a, where Hypothesis 1 analyzes whether the social benefits are
positively affecting customer’s satisfaction toward the sharing economy platform, while Hypothesis 6a
analyzes the possible negative moderation by the P2P accommodation type towards the relationship
between social benefits and satisfaction. The control variables of age, gender and education are also added

to the model. Below is the model equation for the observed hypothesis:

Satisfaction = B0 + B1 Social Benefits + 2 P2P Accommodation + B3 Social Benefits* P2P Accommodation

Type + B4 Gender + B5 Age + B6 Educ + £

As seen in Table 5, the result of this model regression shows that the model’s R? is 0.347, which means
that the predictor explains about 35% of the variationin Satisfaction. It’s also statistically significant with
a p-value of 0.000 (p < 0.05). Result shows that Gender has a significant difference effect towards
Satisfaction (B = -.338, t = -2.724, p = .007 < .05), where female customers tend to feel less satisfied
compared to male customers, given other independent variables are not changed (ceteris paribus). While

the other control variables, age and level of education, do not exhibit significant effects on Satisfaction.

The independent variable Social Benefits has a statistically significant positive effect towards Satisfaction
(B=.371,t=3.306, p=.001 < .05). This means that in the sharing economy settings, if the social benefits

are stronger, then customers’ satisfactiontoward the platform will increase. Andso, the H1 is supported.

As for the interaction between Social Benefits and P2P Accommodation Type (SB* P2P Accommodation
Type), it has a positive effect towards the Satisfaction (B =.432, t = 1.340, p = .182 > .05). However, the
interaction is not statistically significant (p > .05) and no evidence is found that the P2P Accommodation
Type is negatively moderating the relationship between Social Benefits and Satisfaction. Hence, the effect
of social benefits on satisfactionis not depending on which type of sharing economy customers use. From
this analysis, it can be concluded that H6a is not supported. Yet, when the direct effect of P2P
Accommodation Type towards Satisfaction is tested, the result displays a positive and statistically
significant effect (3 =.267,t=2.099, p=.037 <.05). This means that the customers in P2P accommodation

are more likely to feel satisfied than customers in the ridesharing type.
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4.5.1.2 Analysis of H3 and H6b

The second output in Table 5 shows the regressions for analyzing hypothesis 3 and 6b. Hypothesis 3
analyzes whether the social benefits are positively affecting customer’s commitment, while hypothesis 6a
analyzes the possible negative moderation by the P2P accommodation type towards the relationship
between social benefits and commitment. To test whether gender, age and level of education affect the

dependent variable, these control variables are added. The model equation is shown below:

Commitment = B0 + B1 Social Benefits + 2 P2P Accommodation Type + B3 Social Benefits* P2P

Accommodation Type + B4 Gender + 5 Age + 6 Educ + €

The results show that the R? is 0.434 and is statistically significant (p= 0.000 < .05), which means that the
predictor explains about 43% of the variation of customer commitment. However, it appears that there is

no significant difference resulted from Gender, Age and Education.

The independent variable Social Benefit has a statistically significant positive effect on dependent variable
Commitment (B =1.011,t=9.822, p=.000< .05). This means in the sharing economy settings if the social

benefits are stronger, thenthe customer’s commitment willincrease. Therefore, H3 is supported.

The interaction effect (SB* P2P Accommodation Type) towards Commitment is found to be negative but
not statistically significant (B = -.403, t=-1.508, p =.134 > .05). This means the P2P Accommodation Type
is not negatively moderating the relationship between Social Benefits and Commitment. Hence, the
customers' commitment is not different whether they experience social benefits within a ridesharing or

P2P accommodation platform and so hypothesis 6b is not supported.

The direct effect of P2P Accommodation Type on Commitment is positive, but with further analysis on its’
lower and upper limit of 95% confidence interval, it can be concluded that the effect is not statistically

significant (B =.272,t=-1.970, p =.0.50, LLCI =-0.001 & ULCI =.544).

4.5.1.3 Analysis of H2

Finally, the output shows the regressions toward WOM as the dependent variable toanalyze hypothesis 2
and the direct and indirect (through possible mediators and moderators) effects of the independent
variable SB on WOM. The control variables of age, gender and education are also added into the model

The model equation is shown below:
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Word-of-Mouth = B0 + B1 Social Benefits + B2 Satisfaction+ 2 Commitment + B4 Gender + 5 Age + 6

Educ + €

Results indicate that the model has an R? of 0.463, which means that the predictors (SB, Sat, and Com)
explain 46% of the variation in WOM. Overall, the model is statistically significant (p = 0.000 < 0.05). The
control variables Gender, Age and Education show no significant effects towards the dependent variable
WOM as shown in Table 4. Which means that customers’ WOM activity is not affected by their gender,

age and education level.

Furthermore, the regression output shows that Social Benefits has a positive direct effect on WOM, but
found no statistical significance (B=.148,t=1.790, p=.075>.05). Satisfaction has a positive and significant
effect on WOM (B = .649, t = 7.490, p = 0.000 < 0.05), which means that if customers have a higher
satisfaction towards the sharing economy platform, then they will also engagein a higher positive word-

of-mouth activity about the sharing economy platform. So, it can be concluded that H2 is supported.

As for the Commitment variable, it shows that it also has a positive effect on WOM, but there is no
statistical significance for the effect (B = .017, t=.340, p = .734 >.05). This direct effect of Commitment on
WOM was not hypothesized because the relationship is expected to be fully mediated by loyalty, as it will

be testedin model 4.

4.5.1.4 Analysis of Moderated Mediations

From the index of moderated mediation in Tables 6 and 7 resulting from the bootstraptest, the indirect
effect of the independent variable Social Benefits towards the dependent variable WOM through the
possible moderated meditations could be analyzed. In Table 6, the indirect effect of Social Benefits
towards WOM through the mediator variable Satisfactionis found to be not statistically significant as the
null of O falls betweenthe upper and lower limit of 95% Confidence Interval. This means that there is no
indirect effect of Social Benefits towards WOM with Satisfaction as the mediator and P2P Accommodation
Type as the moderator. However, there is a significant positive effect of Satisfaction directly towards the

WOM as discussed for H2 and shown in Table 5.

Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
P2P Accommodation Type 0.280 0.147 -0.019 0.545

Table 6: Index of Moderated Mediation - Indirect Effect of SB - Sat > WOM
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Likewise, in Table 7, the indirect effect of Social Benefits towards WOM through the mediator variable
Commitment is not statistically significant as the null of 0 falls between the upper and lower limit of 95%
Confidence Interval. It shows that there is no indirect effect of Social Benefits towards WOM through
Commitment as the mediator and P2P Accommodation Type as the moderator. The conclusion to this
analysis is the moderated mediations towards WOM through Commitment and Satisfaction from the Social

Benefits are not found in this research.

Index BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
P2P Accommodation Type -0.007 0.022 -0.056 0.035

Table 7: Index of Moderated Mediation - Indirect Effect of SB > Com > WOM

4.5.2Testing of H4and H5 with Hayes’ Model 4

To test H4 and H5, the model 4 in Hayes’ PROCESS Macro (2018) is used, which allows the researcherto
regress simple mediation. Hypothesis 4 analyzes whether customer commitment is positively affecting
their loyalty towards the sharing economy platform itself, while hypothesis 5 analyzes whether customer
loyalty is positively affecting Word-of-Mouth. The model, as can be seen in Figure 4, consists of
Commitment as the independent variable, Loyalty as the mediator, and WOM as the dependent variable.
On top of Gender, Age and Education, Satisfactionis alsoadded as the control variable as it reveals to have

a significant role in WOM in the model 7 findings.

Control Variables:
* Age

+« Gender

« Education

« Satisfaction

Commitment

Figure 4: Model 4 for H4 and H5 Testing

After running the model 4 above in the SPSS, the output consists of two parts, each answering the

hypothesis analyzed as shown in Table 8 and discussedin the next part.
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Consequent

Antecedent
Loy wWOoM
Coeff. Std. Error p Coeff. Std. Error p
Com 0.123 0.041 0.003 0.023 0.038 0.554
Loy - - - 0.393 0.095 0.000
Gender -0.195 0.095 0.042 -0.101 0.104 0.332
Age 0.018 0.018 0.316 -0.044 0.023 0.061
Education 0.018 0.086 0.832 0.245 0.157 0.121
Sat 0.608 0.089 0.000 0.464 0.101 0.000
R?2=0.451,F(5,166)=17.345 R?=0.526,F(6,165) = 26.396
p=0.000 p=0.000

Table 8: H4 and H5 Regression Output

4.5.2.1 Analysis of H4

The first output shows the model equation below:

Loyalty = BO + f1 Commitment + 4 Gender + 35 Age + B6 Educ + B7 Satisfaction+ €

The regression output shows R? of 0.451, meaning that the predictor can explain 45% of the variation in
loyalty. The model is also proven to be statistically significant witha p-value of 0.000 < .05. The control
variable Satisfaction has a positive and significant effect on Loyalty (B = .608, t = 6.815, p = .000 < .05),
which means that a higher customer satisfaction will affect in the increase of loyalty. Besides that, Gender
also has a significant difference effect towards Loyalty (B =-.195, t = -2.053, p=.042 < .05), in which female
customers are statistically less loyal to certain sharing economy platform compared to the male customers,
given the same level of other independent variables (ceteris paribus). While the other control variables,

Age and Education, do not show significant effects on Loyalty.

The independent variable Commitment is shown to have a statistically significant positive effect on the
dependent variable Loyalty (B =.123, t =2,969, p =.003 < .05). This means in the sharing economy settings,
if the customer commitment regarding the relationship with resource providers is higher, then customer’s

loyalty to the platform will increase, indicating that the H4 is supported.

4.5.2.2 Analysis of H5

The second output shows the regression model equation below:

Word-of-Mouth =B0 + f1 Commitment + B2 Loyalty + B4 Gender + B5 Age + 6 Educ + B7 Satisfactione
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The model has R2=0.526, which means that the predictors explain 53% of the variationin WOM. Overall,
the model is statistically significant (p = .000 < 0.05). The control variables Gender, Age and Education
show that they don’t have a statistically significance effect on WOM (p-value > 0.05). But the results prove
that Satisfaction has a positive and significant effect towards WOM (B = .464, t= 4.581, p = .000 < .05),

showing thatincrease in customer satisfaction will affect higher WOM activities.

The independent variable Commitment shows that it has a low and positive effect on WOM, but it is not
statistically significant (3=.023, t=0.593, p=.554>.05). As for Loyalty, it shows a significant positive effect
on WOM (B =.393,t=4.138, p =.000 <.05), meaning that the higher the level of loyalty of customers, the
greater the WOM activity they do, implying that H5 is supported.

Finally, through the bootstrap test, the indirect effect of Commitment to WOM through Loyalty is found
to have a positive 95% bootstrap confidence interval that does not include 0 (B = .048, BootLLCI =.018,
BootULCI =.084), indicating that the effect is statistically significant and a mediation has occurred. But
since the direct effect of Commitment on WOM is not significant, it is concluded thatit’s an indirect-only
mediation (Zhao, Lynch, and Chen, 2010). From those outputs, it can be concluded that a higher

commitment results in higher loyalty which also affects the increase of positive WOM.
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4.5.3 Hypothesis Results Summary

After analyzing each of the hypothesis, a summary of the acceptance of the research hypothesis has been

made and shown in table 9 below.

Hypothesis

H1: Social benefits are positively affecting customer satisfaction towards the sharing
economy platform.

H2: Customer satisfactiontowards the sharing economy platform is positively affecting
customer’s WOM.

H3: Social benefits are positively affecting customer commitment with the resource
providers.

H4: Customer commitment is positively affecting their loyalty towards the sharing
economy platform.

H5: Customer loyalty towards the sharing economy platform is positively affecting
WOM.

H6a: The effect of social benefits on customer’s satisfaction could be moderated by the
sharing economy type, where it is negatively reinforced by the P2P accommodation
type.
H6b: The effect of social benefits on customer’s commitment could be moderated by
the sharing economy type, where it is negatively reinforced by the P2P accommodation
type.

Table 9: Hypotheses Results Summary

Results

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Not Supported

Not Supported
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5. Conclusion and Discussion

5.1 Conclusion

This thesis aims to answer the research question of what is the impact of social benefits on customer
satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and WOM in the transportation and tourism sectors of the sharing
economy, which are the ridesharing and P2P accommodation platforms. Furthermore, the research wants
to explore the possibility of different sharing economy types as the moderator, in other words, if the
consumer behaviors are affected by the sharing economy type they use. There are several main findings
in this study, all of them answer the proposed hypotheses mentioned in previous chapters. From the
supported H1 and H2, it can be said that when customers gained social benefits, they are more likely to
feel satisfied, and satisfied customers are more likely to spread the positive WOM. Moreover, the results
of testing H3, H4, and H5 concluded that customers who have higher social benefits also have higher
commitment which leads to the increase of loyalty and the tendency to spread positive WOM. Aside from
that, H6a and H6b are both rejected, that in this research the effect of social benefits towards customers’
satisfaction and commitment is not affected by the sharing economy type they used, whether it’s the
ridesharing or P2P accommodation platform. However, the customers who have used P2P accommodation
shows to have a higher satisfaction level than the customers who've used the ridesharing type,

demonstrating the different customer experience in different sharing economy type.

Afew additional findings are alsofound, that female customers have lower satisfaction and loyalty towards
the sharing economy platform they’ve used compared to male customers. Finally, to conclude, the social
benefits are significantly and positively affecting customers’ satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and WOM
activity. While the sharing economy type is not found to be asignificant moderatorin the model, thereis

a significant difference in using ridesharing or P2P accommodation that is affecting customers’ satisfaction.

5.2 Theoretical Implications

Research on sharing economy is becoming more relevant as the demand and supply are arising, mainly
driven by the technological and consumer behavioral shift (Breidbach and Brodie, 2017). This study
contributes to the existing literature by analyzing the customers’ social benefits that are extended to
customer relationships with resource providers. While previous studies are centered around the social

benefits in between users (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2016; Habibi, Kim, and Laroche, 2016), this study
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investigates and shows that social benefits also implied amongst customers and resource providers and
are positively affecting customers’ behaviors, such as satisfaction, loyalty, and WOM, towards the
platform. This also strengthens the relational benefits theory that social benefits are undoubtedly
increasing positive customer experience and the intended post-purchase behaviors (Gwinner, Gremler,
and Bitner, 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Yang et al., 2016; Schor, 2014). On top of that, this thesis
contributes to the relationship marketing theory by proofing that social benefits positive effects on
satisfaction, commitment, loyalty, and WOM are applicable in the modern-day service setting, which is
the sharing economy transactional context, rather than limited to the traditional services between
customers and service’s employee (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Srivastava and Kaul, 2014; Alhelalat,
Habiballah, and Twaissi, 2017). Therefore, the findings discussed before indicate that the relationship
marketing theory, precisely the social benefits in services, is persistent against the rapid change and

innovation of consumers'transactionand consumption behaviors.

Furthermore, this study adds to the current literature by using two different sharing economy types, in
contrast to most studies that only measure one specific type (Yang et al., 2016; Cheng et al, 2018). Even
though the effect of social benefits towards customers’ satisfaction and commitment is found to be not
affected by the sharing economy type they used, other interesting results were found. P2P
accommodation’s customers are statistically proven to have higher satisfaction compared to the
ridesharing ones. This shows that there is a surprisingly significant difference for the type of sharing
economy customer used, that is affecting customers satisfaction, opening up some future research

directions.

Finally, an indirect-only mediation was found between commitment, loyalty, and WOM, enriching the
relationship marketing outcomes theory, where previous works of literature only show the direct effect of
commitment to loyalty and loyalty to WOM (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Ferguson, Paulin, and Leiriao,
2007; Soderlund, 2006; Yang et al., 2016). So, it can be learned that if customers are more committed to
the relationship with the resource provider, their loyalty to the sharing economy platform will increase,

which also positively affects their WOM activity.

5.3 Managerial Implications

The results and analysis from this study can give insights for marketers and companies in the sharing
economy industry. As discussed before, it is found that social benefits in the sharing economy platform

are crucial for customers’ experience and their behavior after consuming the service. When customers
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feel social benefits when they use the service offered by the sharing economy platform, whether it’s
ridesharing or a P2P accommodation, they are more likely to feel satisfied towards the platform, which
eventually leads to higher loyalty and increasing positive word-of-mouth activity. These desired consumer
behaviors are important for a sharing economy brand to achieve, as they keep the current customers and
also attract new potential ones. Therefore, the marketing team for both sharing economy types should
take into account the socialinteractions going on during the consumption period between customers and
the resource provider. Marketers should stress the importance of social interactions to improve the
customers' satisfaction, loyalty, and positive WOM about the platform and communicate this to the
resource providers, who are the physical representation of their brand. This could be done by giving
training and guidelines tothe resource providers regarding having a certain attitude like engaging friendly
conversations with the customers and acknowledging them in person, e.g. call them by name. Employee
trainings focusing on personal and affective interactions with customers are confirmed to elevate the
service experience and quality (Dhar, 2015; Wang et al., 2017). In addition to that, marketers can utilize
the sharing economy platform’s promotional channels such as social media (e.g. Instagram, Facebook and
Twitter) to communicate positive social relationships between customers and resource providers and how
it can improve the experience. Social media is proven to be effective to inform and communicate brand
image, messages and new information to consumers (Baruah, 2012; Huang, Clarke, Heldsinger, and Tian,

2019).

Itis also found that there s a statistically significant difference in customer satisfaction whenthey use the
two different sharing economy types; ridesharing and P2P accommodation. Generally, customers in the
ridesharing type are significantly shown to have a lower satisfaction compared to the ones in the P2P
accommodation type. Hence, marketers handling ridesharing platforms should spend more investment in
elements that contributed positively to customer satisfaction. For example, Moéhimann (2015) found that
developing the service quality (e.g. quick and easy access to the main service in the app design and
customer service responsiveness) and community belonging are the distinct factors that increase

customer satisfactionin ridesharing platform, compared to the others.

5.4 Research Limitation and Future Recommendation

This researchis done to find the impact of social benefits on customer satisfaction, commitment, loyalty,
and word-of-mouth (WOM) in the transportation and tourism sectors of the sharing economy, which

translates into the two different types of platform, ridesharing and P2P accommodation. However, the
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analysis did not find a statistically significant interaction effect between social benefits and the sharing
economy types, that might affect customers’ satisfaction and commitment. This might happen because,
atthe beginning of the survey the two different types are stated, but they were not elaboratedto a more
comprehensive example or experience. And that may lead to a rather vague experience of social
interactions in the specific sharing economy type they used. From this limitation, the future study can
create social interaction manipulation or scenarios at the beginning of the survey so that customers can
have a clear and distinct image of the real experience between different types of sharing economy.
Nevertheless, it was found that there’s a difference in customers’ satisfaction when using the ridesharing
versus P2P accommodation type. Future research could exploit this finding and do a more in-depth analysis

regarding the factors and the impact of customers’ satisfaction in different sharing economy type.

This study has gathered 172 valid and reliable respondents. If not for the limited time and resources, more
respondents can be gatheredtohave more robust results. Because the pool of respondents is coming from
the writer’s circle of friends and family, this thesis might have selection bias, that the respondents may
have similar characteristics (Institute for Work and Health, 2014). Along with that, future studies can be
improved by collecting more respondents and increase the distribution of demographic profiles to produce
higher representativeness. For example, this study has 78.5% females and only 21.5% male respondents,
which might lead to gender bias. However, it was found that females are shown to be statistically
significant to have lower satisfaction and loyalty in the sharing economy compared to male customers.
This finding can also be a recommendation for future studies to dig more into this phenomenon, such as
toinvestigate the factors that allow differences in the gender’s satisfaction and loyalty towards the sharing

economy platform they use.

Currently the study is focused on the effects of social benefits through the customers’ point-of-view. Yet,
as discussed, in the sharing economy industry, there is the term “prosumer”, indicating that end-
customers are not only the ones consuming the service but also the ones who produce it, that is the
resource providers. Consequently, it’s also important for firms and marketers of the sharing economy
platforms to know how the social interaction benefits the resource providers and whether it will lead to
desired behaviors, such as their loyalty to the sharing economy platform they’re working for. Thus, the

future studies could work on this gap.
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To conclude, by examining this thesis’ limitations, future research should consider the recommendations
mentioned above. As it will create a richer and deeper understanding as well as a fine addition to the

academicfield regarding social benefits in the sharing economy industry.

34



References

Albinsson, P. A., & Perera, B. Y. (2012). Alternative marketplaces in the 21st century: Building community
through sharing events. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11(4), 303-315. doi: 10.1002/cb.1389

Alhelalat, J. A., Habiballah, M. A., &amp; Twaissi, N. M. (2017). The impact of personal and functional
aspects of restaurant employee service behaviour on customer satisfaction. International Journal
of Hospitality Management, 66, 46-53. doi:10.1016/j.ijhm.2017.07.001

Backstrom, K., & Johansson, U. (2006). Creating and consuming experiences in retail store environments:
Comparing retailer and consumer perspectives. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 13(6),
417-430. doi: 10.1016/j.jretconser.2006.02.005

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. (2012). Access-Based Consumption: The Case of Car Sharing: Table 1. Journal
of Consumer Research, 39(4), 881-898. doi: 10.1086/666376

Barnes, S.J., & Mattsson, J. (2016). Understanding current and future issues in collaborative consumption:
A four-stage Delphi study. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 104, 200-211. doi:
10.1016/j.techfore.2016.01.006

Baruah, T. D. (2012, May). Effectiveness of Social Media as a tool of communication and its potential for
technology enabled connections: A micro-level study [Abstract]. International Journal of Scientific
and Research Publications, 2(5), issn 2250-3153. doi:
http://www.ijsrp.org/research_paper_may2012/ijsrp-may-2012-24.pdf

Berger, J. (2020). Is Word of Mouth Better Than Advertising? Retrieved February 9, 2020, from
https://jonahberger.com/is-word-of-mouth-better-than-advertising/

Berry, L. L. (1995). Relationship Marketing of Services--Growing Interest, Emerging Perspectives. Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science, 23(4), 236—245. doi: 10.1177/009207039502300402

Bitner, M. J. (1995). Building Service Relationships: Its all about Promises. Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 23(4), 246—251. doi: 10.1177/009207039502300403

Boateng, H., Kosiba, J. P. B., & Okoe, A. F. (2019). Determinants of consumers’ participationin the sharing
economy. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 31(2), 718—733. doi:
10.1108/ijchm-11-2017-0731

Bondorova, B., & Archer, G. (2017, June). Does sharing cars really reduce car use? Retrieved January 28,
2020, from https://www.transportenvironment.org/sites/te/files/publications/Does-sharing-
cars-really-reduce-car-use-June 2017.pdf

Breidbach, C. F., &amp; Brodie, R. J. (2017). Engagement platforms in the sharing economy. Journal of
Service Theory and Practice, 27(4), 761-777. doi:10.1108/jstp-04-2016-0071

35


https://www.transportenvironment.org/sites/te/files/publications/Does-sharing-cars-really-reduce-car-use-June%202017.pdf
https://www.transportenvironment.org/sites/te/files/publications/Does-sharing-cars-really-reduce-car-use-June%202017.pdf

Bruhn, M. (2004). Relationship Marketing: Management of Customer Relationships. London: FT Prentice
Hall.

Cialdini, R. (1993). The Psychology of Influence. William Morrow and Co, New York.

Cheng, X., Fu, S., & Vreede, G.-J. D. (2018). A mixed method investigation of sharing economy driven car-
hailing services: Online and offline perspectives. International Journal of Information
Management, 41, 57—64. doi: 10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2018.03.005

Christoforou, Christina. (2016, August 31). The tale of Sharing Economy: How did the concept evolve over
time? A systematic review of the Sharing Economy literature. Global Business & Sustainability.
Retrieved from http://hdl.handle.net/2105/36375

Dagger, T.S., David, M. E., & Ng, S. (2011). Do relationship benefits and maintenance drive commitment
and loyalty? Journal of Services Marketing, 25(4), 273-281. doi: 10.1108/08876041111143104

Darlington, R. B., & Hayes, A. F. (2017). Regression analysis and linear models: concepts, applications, and
implementation. New York: The Guilford Press.

Davis, M. S. (2002). Brand Asset Management: Driving Profitable Growth Through Your Brands.

Deloitte. (2019, September). Millennials in Industry 4.0: A Gift or a Threat to Indonesian Human
Resources?. Retrieved from
https://www?2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/id/Documents/about-deloitte/id-about-dip-
edition-1-chapter-2-en-sep2019.pdf

Dhar, R. L. (2015). Service quality and the training of employees: The mediating role of organizational
commitment. Tourism Management, 46, 419-430. doi:10.1016/j.tourman.2014.08.001

Dimock, M. (2019, January 17). Defining generations: Where Millennials end and Generation Z begins.
Retrieved January 29, 2020, from https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/01/17/where-
millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/

Dimitriades, Z. S. (2006). Customer satisfaction, loyalty and commitment in service organizations.
Management Research News, 29(12), 782-800. doi: 10.1108/01409170610717817

Dogru, T. (2019, May 30). Airbnb Is a Growing Threat to Major Hotel Chains. Retrieved from
https://www.citylab.com/life/2019/05/heres-how-much-airbnb-is-lowering-hotel-prices-and-
occupancy/590485/

Eckhardt, G. M., Houston, M. B., Jiang, B., Lamberton, C., Rindfleisch, A., & Zervas, G. (2019). Marketing in
the Sharing Economy. Journal of Marketing, 83(5), 5-27. doi: 10.1177/0022242919861929

36


https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/id/Documents/about-deloitte/id-about-dip-edition-1-chapter-2-en-sep2019.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/id/Documents/about-deloitte/id-about-dip-edition-1-chapter-2-en-sep2019.pdf

Edbring, E. G., Lehner, M., & Mont, O. (2016). Exploring consumer attitudes to alternative models of
consumption: motivations and barriers. Journal of Cleaner Production, 123, 5-15. doi:
10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.10.107

Edmonds, W., & Kennedy, T. (2016). An Applied Guide to Research Designs:Quantitative, Qualitative, and
Mixed Methods. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc.

Elcom Technology. (2015, April 16). Customer Experience and its Impact on Business. Retrieved January
20, 2020, from https://www.elcom.com.au/resources/blog/customer-experience-and-its-impact-
on-business

Eelen, J., Ozturan, P., & Verlegh, P. W. (2017). The differential impact of brand loyalty on traditional and
online word of mouth: The moderating roles of self-brand connection and the desire to help the
brand. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 34(4), 872-891. doi:
10.1016/j.ijresmar.2017.08.002

eMarketer. (2018, December 21). Internet User Penetration in Select Countries, Oct 2018 (% of
population). Retrieved from https://www.emarketer.com/chart/225556/internet-user-
penetration-select-countries-oct-2018-of-population

Euromonitor International. (2019, April). PDF.

Ferguson, R. J., Paulin, M., & Leiriao, E. (2007). Loyalty and Positive Word-of-Mouth. Health Marketing
Quarterly, 23(3), 59-77. doi: 10.1080/07359680802086174

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). London: Sage.

Fournier, S., & Mick, D. G. (1999). Rediscovering Satisfaction. Journal of Marketing, 63(4), 5. doi:
10.2307/1251971

Frost, & Sullivan. (2016, August). Future of Carsharing Market to 2025. Retrieved from
https://store.frost.com/future-of-carsharing-market-to-2025.html

Geyskens, 1., Steenkamp, J.-B. E., Scheer, L. K., & Kumar, N. (1996). The effects of trust and
interdependence on relationship commitment: A trans-Atlantic study. International Journal of
Researchin Marketing, 13(4), 303-317. doi: 10.1016/s0167-8116(96)00006-7

Godes, D., Mayzlin, D., Chen, Y., Das, S., Dellarocas, C., & Pfeiffer, B. (2005). The firm’s management of
socialinteractions. Marketing Letters, 16(3—4), 415-428.

Goodwin, C. (1997). Communality as a Dimension of Service Relationships. Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 5(4), 387-415. doi: 10.1207/s15327663jcp0504_04

37



Goor, D., & Grinstein, A. (2019). Social Interactions in the Sharing Economy: A Double Edge Sword?
Retrieved January 30, 2020, from https://pe.reshapingwork.net/session/social-interactions-in-
the-sharing-economy-a-double-edge-sword/

Gruen, T. W., Osmonbekov, T., & Czaplewski, A. J. (2006). eWOM: The impact of customer-to-customer
online know-how exchange on customer value and loyalty. Journal of Business Research, 59(4),
449-456. doi: 10.1016/j.jbusres.2005.10.004

Gwinner, K. P., Gremler, D. D., & Bitner, M. J. (1998). Relational Benefits in Services Industries: The
Customers Perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 26(2), 101-114. doi:
10.1177/0092070398262002

Habibi, M. R., Kim, A., & Laroche, M. (2016). From Sharing to Exchange: An Extended Framework of Dual
Modes of Collaborative Nonownership Consumption. Journal of the Association for Consumer
Research, 1(2), 277-294. doi: 10.1086/684685

Hamari, J., & Ukkonen, A. (2013). The Sharing Economy: Why People Participate in Collaborative
Consumption. SSRN ElectronicJournal. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2271971

Harris, P. (2007). We the people: The importance of employees in the process of building customer
experience. Journal of Brand Management, 15(2), 102—114. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550123

Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: a regression-
based approach. New York: The Guilford Press.

Helgesen, @. (2006). Are Loyal Customers Profitable? Customer Satisfaction, Customer (Action) Loyalty
and Customer Profitability at the Individual Level. Journal of Marketing Management, 22(3-4),
245-266. doi: 10.1362/026725706776861226

Hennig-Thurau, T., & Klee, A. (1997). The impact of customer satisfaction and relationship quality on
customer retention: A critical reassessment and model development. Psychology and Marketing,
14(8), 737-764. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1520-6793(199712)14:8<737::aid-mar2>3.0.co;2-f

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K. P., & Gremler, D. D. (2002). Understanding Relationship Marketing
Outcomes. Journal of Service Research, 4(3), 230-247. doi: 10.1177/1094670502004003006

Ho, R. (2006). Handbook of univariate and multivariate data analysis and interpretation with Spss. Boca
Raton: Chapman & Hall/CRC.

Huang, H.-C., Chang, Y.-T., Yeh, C.-Y., & Liao, C.-W. (2014). Promote the price promotion. International
Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 26(7), 1065—1082. doi: 10.1108/ijchm-05-
2013-0204

38


https://pe.reshapingwork.net/session/social-interactions-in-the-sharing-economy-a-double-edge-sword/
https://pe.reshapingwork.net/session/social-interactions-in-the-sharing-economy-a-double-edge-sword/
https://pe.reshapingwork.net/session/social-interactions-in-the-sharing-economy-a-double-edge-sword/

Huang, L., Clarke, A., Heldsinger, N., & Tian, W. (2019). The communication role of social media in social
marketing: A study of the community sustainability knowledge dissemination on LinkedIn and
Twitter. Journal of Marketing Analytics, 7(2), 64-75. doi:10.1057/s41270-019-00053-8

Institute for Work & Health. (Ed.). (2014, April). Selection bias. Retrieved July 13, 2020, from
https://www.iwh.on.ca/what-researchers-mean-by/selection-bias

Jaadi, Z. (2019, October 16). Eveything you need to know about interpreting correlations. Retrieved July
06, 2020, from https://towardsdatascience.com/eveything-you-need-to-know-about-
interpreting-correlations-2c485841c0b8

John, N. A. (2013). The Social Logics of Sharing. The Communication Review, 16(3), 113-131. doi:
10.1080/10714421.2013.807119

Johnson, M. D., Gustafsson, A., Andreassen, T. W., Lervik, L., & Cha, J. (2001). The evolution and future of
national customer satisfactionindex models. Journal of Economic Psychology, 22(2), 217-245. doi:
10.1016/s0167-4870(01)00030-7

Juniper Research. (2017, July 24). Sharing Economy Revenues to Double by 2022, Reaching Over $40
billion.  Retrieved from  https://www.juniperresearch.com/press/press-releases/sharing-
economy-revenues-to-double-by-2022

Jr., S. T. (2019, March 4). The Sharing Economy Is Still Growing, And Businesses Should Take Note.
Retrieved January 29, 2020, from
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-
growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/#421afcb4c339

Kathan, W., Matzler, K., & Veider, V. (2016). The sharing economy: Your business models friend or foe?
Business Horizons, 59(6), 663—672. doi: 10.1016/j.bushor.2016.06.006

Kavoura, A., & Stavrianea, A. (2016). A BRAND EXPERIENCES’ CONCEPTUAL MODEL FOR VISITORS
ATTITUDINAL LOYALTY. TOURISMOS: AN INTERNATIONAL MULTIDISCIPLINARY JOURNAL OF
TOURISM, 11(4), 01-21. Retrieved from http://etem.aegean.gr/images/vol11no4.pdf

Killeen, A. (2015). The Confluence of Bitcoin and the Global Sharing Economy. Handbook of Digital
Currency, 485-503. doi: 10.1016/b978-0-12-802117-0.00024-2

Kong, Y., Wang, Y., Hajli, S., & Featherman, M. (2019). In sharing economy we trust: Examining the effect
of social and technical enablers on millennials’ trust in sharing commerce. Computers in Human
Behavior, 105993. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2019.04.017

Konuk, F. A. (2019). The influence of perceived food quality, price fairness, perceived value and satisfaction
on customers’ revisit and word-of-mouth intentions towards organic food restaurants. Journal of
Retailing and Consumer Services, 50, 103—-110. doi: 10.1016/j.jretconser.2019.05.005

39


http://etem.aegean.gr/images/vol11no4.pdf

Kotler, P., Armstrong, G., Wong, V., & Saunders, J. (2008). Principles of marketing. Harlow, Essex: Prentice
Hall.

Kumar, V., Pozza, |. D., & Ganesh, J. (2013). Revisiting the Satisfaction—Loyalty Relationship: Empirical
Generalizations and Directions for Future Research. Journal of Retailing, 89(3), 246-262. doi:
10.1016/j.jretai.2013.02.001

Kumar, V., & Shah, D. (2004). Building and sustaining profitable customer loyalty for the 21st century.
Journal of Retailing, 80(4), 317-329. doi: 10.1016/j.jretai.2004.10.007

Lee, D., Moon, J., Kim, Y. J., & Yi, M. Y. (2015). Antecedents and consequences of mobile phone usability:
Linking simplicity and interactivity to satisfaction, trust, and brand loyalty. Information &
Management, 52(3), 295-304. doi: 10.1016/j.im.2014.12.001

Lessig, L. (2008). Remix Making Art and Commerce Thrive in the Hybrid Economy. London: A&C Black.

Lehtinen, U., & Lehtinen, J. R. (1991). Two Approaches to Service Quality Dimensions. The Service
Industries Journal, 11(3), 287-303. doi: 10.1080/02642069100000047

Malhotra, N. K. (2010). Marketing research: anapplied orientation. Boston: Pearson.
Mazzocchi, M. (2008). Statistics for marketing and consumer research. Los Angeles: Sage.

Mccarthy, S., & Habib, M. A. (2018). Investigation of life satisfaction, travel, built environment and
attitudes. Journal of Transport & Health, 11, 15-24. doi: 10.1016/j.jth.2018.09.007

Mclaren, D., & Agyeman, J. (2016). Sharing Cities. doi: 10.7551/mitpress/9780262029728.001.0001

MclLeod, S. A.  (2017). Qualitative vs. quantitative research. Retrieved from
https://www.simplypsychology.org/qualitative-quantitative.html

Millennials, the (car) sharing generation. (2018, August 29). Retrieved January 28, 2020, from
https://www.enel.com/stories/a/2018/08/millennials-sharing-economy

Mohlmann, M. (2015). Collaborative consumption: Determinants of satisfaction and the likelihood of using
a sharing economy option again. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 14(3), 193-207.
doi:10.1002/cb.1512

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Marketing. Journal of
Marketing, 58(3), 20. doi: 10.2307/1252308

Myers, R. H. (1990). Classical and Modern Regression with Applications. Boston: KENT Publishing Co.

Newman, J. W., & Werbel, R. A. (1973). Multivariate Analysis of Brand Loyalty for Major Household
Appliances. Journal of Marketing Research, 10(4), 404. doi: 10.2307/3149388

40


https://www.enel.com/stories/a/2018/08/millennials-sharing-economy
https://www.enel.com/stories/a/2018/08/millennials-sharing-economy
https://www.enel.com/stories/a/2018/08/millennials-sharing-economy

Nunnally, J. (1978). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill

O'Dea, S. (2020, February 28). Smartphone users worldwide 2020. Retrieved from
https://www.statista.com/statistics/330695/number-of-smartphone-users-worldwide/

PricewaterhouseCoopers (2015). Sharing or paring? Growth of the sharing economy. Retrieved January
20, 2020, from https://www.pwc.com/hu/en/kiadvanyok/assets/pdf/sharing-economy-en.pdf

PricewaterhouseCoopers. (2015). Pwc Consumer Intelligence Series: The Sharing Economy
PricewaterhouseCoopers .

PricewaterhouseCoopers. (2018). Share Economy 2017: The New Business Model.
PricewaterhouseCoopers.

Pappas, N. (2017). The complexity of purchasing intentions in peer-to-peer accommodation. International

Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 29(9), 2302-2321. doi: 10.1108/ijchm-08-
2016-0429

Price, L. L., & Arnould, E. J. (1999). Commercial Friendships: Service Provider-Client Relationships in
Context. Journal of Marketing, 63(4), 38. doi: 10.2307/1251973

Pritchard, M. P., Havitz, M. E., & Howard, D. R. (1999). Analyzing the Commitment-Loyalty Link in Service
Contexts. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 27(3), 333-348. doi:
10.1177/0092070399273004

Reza, M., Kim, A., & Laroche, M. (2016). From Sharing to Exchange: An Extended Framework of Dual Modes
of Collaborative Nonownership Consumption. Journal of the Association for Consumer Research.

Ritzer, G., & Jurgenson, N. (2010). Production, Consumption, Prosumption. Journal of Consumer Culture,
10(1), 13—-36. doi: 10.1177/1469540509354673

Ritzer, G. (2013). Prosumption: Evolution, revolution, or eternalreturn of the same? Journal of Consumer
Culture, 14(1), 3-24. doi: 10.1177/1469540513509641

Rivera, J. D., Gordo, A., Cassidy, P., & Apesteguia, A. (2017). A netnographic study of P2P collaborative
consumption platforms’ user interface and design. Environmental Innovation and Societal
Transitions, 23, 11-27. doi: 10.1016/j.eist.2016.09.003

Roof, J. (2019, August 23). The Future of Transportationin a Sharing Economy - Mobility as a Service.
Retrieved January 28, 2020, from https://crcmich.org/the-future-of-transportation-in-a-sharing-
economy-mobility-as-a-service

Rosario, A. B., Sotgiu, F., Valck, K. D., & Bijmolt, T. H. (2016). The Effect of Electronic Word of Mouth on
Sales: A Meta-Analytic Review of Platform, Product, and Metric Factors. Journal of Marketing
Research, 53(3), 297-318. doi: 10.1509/jmr.14.0380

41


https://www.pwc.com/hu/en/kiadvanyok/assets/pdf/sharing-economy-en.pdf
https://www.pwc.com/hu/en/kiadvanyok/assets/pdf/sharing-economy-en.pdf
https://crcmich.org/%EF%BB%BFthe-future-of-transportation-in-a-sharing-economy-mobility-as-a-service
https://crcmich.org/%EF%BB%BFthe-future-of-transportation-in-a-sharing-economy-mobility-as-a-service
https://crcmich.org/%EF%BB%BFthe-future-of-transportation-in-a-sharing-economy-mobility-as-a-service

Roy, S. K., Lassar, W. M., & Butaney, G. T. (2014). The mediating impact of stickiness and loyalty on word-
of-mouth promotion of retail websites. EuropeanJournal of Marketing, 48(9/10), 1828—1849. doi:
10.1108/ejm-04-2013-0193

Saha, G. C., & Theingi. (2009). Service quality, satisfaction, and behavioural intentions. Managing Service
Quality: An InternationalJournal, 19(3), 350—372. doi: 10.1108/09604520910955348

Santana, J., & Parigi, P. (2015). Risk Aversion and Engagement inthe Sharing Economy. Games, 6(4), 560—
573. doi: 10.3390/g6040560

Schor, J. (2014). Debating the sharing economy: Great Transition Initiative Essay. Retrieved from
http://tellus.org/pub/Schor_Debating_the_Sharing_Economy.pdf

So, K. K. F., Xie, K. L., & Wu, J. (2019). Peer-to-peer accommodation services in the sharing economy.
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management. doi: 10.1108/ijchm-09-2018-
0730

Soderlund, M. (2006). Measuring customer loyalty with multi-item scales. International Journal of Service
Industry Management, 17(1), 76—98. doi: 10.1108/09564230610651598

Srivastava, M., & Kaul, D. (2014). Social interaction, convenience and customer satisfaction: The mediating
effect of customer experience. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 21(6), 1028—1037. doi:
10.1016/j.jretconser.2014.04.007

Tabcum, S. (2019, March 4). The Sharing Economy Is Still Growing, And Businesses Should Take Note.
Retrieved from https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-
economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/#5880ee9d4c33

Tussyadiah, I. P., & Pesonen, J. (2016). Drivers and barriers of peer-to-peer accommodation stay — an
exploratory study with American and Finnish travellers. Current Issuesin Tourism, 21(6), 703—720.
doi: 10.1080/13683500.2016.1141180

Uber Technologies Inc. (2019). Find Uber in cities around the world. Retrieved from
https://www.uber.com/global/en/cities/

Va den Berg, R. G. (2020). SPSS Shapiro-Wilk Test—Quick Tutorial with Example. Retrieved May 19, 2020,
from https://www.spss-tutorials.com/spss-shapiro-wilk-test-for-normality/

Verkijika, S. F., & Wet, L. D. (2019). Understanding word-of-mouth (WOM) intentions of mobile app users:
The role of simplicity and emotions during the first interaction. Telematics and Informatics, 41,
218-228. doi: 10.1016/j.tele.2019.05.003

42


https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/#5880ee9d4c33
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/#5880ee9d4c33
https://www.uber.com/global/en/cities/

Wallenstein, J., & Shelat, U. (2017, August 22). Hopping Aboard the Sharing Economy. Retrieved from
https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2017/strategy-accelerating-growth-consumer-
products-hopping-aboard-sharing-economy.aspx

Wang, Y., & Yu, C. (2017). Social interaction-based consumer decision-making model in social commerce:
The role of word of mouth and observational learning. International Journal of Information
Management, 37(3), 179-189. doi: 10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2015.11.005

Wang, Z., Singh, S. N., Li, Y. J., Mishra, S., Ambrose, M., &amp; Biernat, M. (2017). Effects of Employees’
Positive Affective Displays on Customer Loyalty Intentions: An Emotions-as-Social-Information
Perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 60(1), 109-129. doi:10.5465/am;j.2014.0367

Waszkowski, E. (2019, July 3). Car Sharing and Transportation Trends (Updated) ¢ Future Mind. Retrieved
January 29, 2020, from https://www.futuremind.com/blog/car-sharing-and-transportation-
trends

Weber, T. A. (2014). Intermediationin a Sharing Economy: Insurance, Moral Hazard, and Rent Extraction.
Journal of Management Information Systems, 31(3), 35—71. doi: 10.1080/07421222.2014.995520

Whitler, K. A. (2014, July 17). Why Word of Mouth Marketing Is The Most Important Social Media.
Retrieved from  https://www.forbes.com/sites/kimberlywhitler/2014/07/17 /why-word-of-
mouth-marketing-is-the-most-important-social-media/#4605d0a254a8

Wirtz, J., & Lovelock, C. H. (2016). Services marketing: people, technology, strategy (7thed.). New Jersey:
World Scientific.

Wu, J., Fan, S., & Zhao, J. L. (2018). Community engagement and online word of mouth: An empirical
investigation. Information & Management, 55(2), 258—270. doi: 10.1016/j.im.2017.07.002

Yang, S., Song, Y., Chen, S., & Xia, X. (2016). Why are Customers Loyal in Sharing-Economy Services? A
Relational Benefits Perspective. SSRN Electronic Journal. doi: 10.2139/ssrn.2831317

Yi, J., Yuan, G., & Yoo, C. (2019). The effect of the perceived risk on the adoption of the sharing economy
in the tourism industry: The case of Airbnb. Information Processing & Management, 57(1), 102108.
doi:10.1016/j.ipm.2019.102108

Yuksel, A., Yuksel, F., & Bilim, Y. (2010). Destination attachment: Effects on customer satisfaction and
cognitive, affective and conative loyalty. Tourism Management, 31(2), 274-284. doi:
10.1016/j.tourman.2009.03.007

Yuruk, P., Akyol, A., & Simsek, G. G. (2017). Analyzing the effects of socialimpacts of events on satisfaction
and loyalty. Tourism Management, 60, 367—378. doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2016.12.016

43


https://www.futuremind.com/blog/car-sharing-and-transportation-trends
https://www.futuremind.com/blog/car-sharing-and-transportation-trends
https://www.futuremind.com/blog/car-sharing-and-transportation-trends
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kimberlywhitler/2014/07/17/why-word-of-mouth-marketing-is-the-most-important-social-media/#4605d0a254a8
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kimberlywhitler/2014/07/17/why-word-of-mouth-marketing-is-the-most-important-social-media/#4605d0a254a8
https://www.forbes.com/sites/kimberlywhitler/2014/07/17/why-word-of-mouth-marketing-is-the-most-important-social-media/#4605d0a254a8

Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A., & Berry, L. L. (1985). Problems and Strategies in Services Marketing.
Journal of Marketing, 49(2), 33. doi: 10.2307/1251563

Zhang, T. C., Gu, H., & Jahromi, M. F. (2019). What makes the sharing economy successful? An empirical

examination of competitive customer value propositions. Computers in Human Behavior, 95, 275—
283.doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2018.03.019

Zhao, X., Lynch, J. G., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and Truths about
Mediation Analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197-206. doi:10.1086/651257

Zhao, L., Lu, Y., Zhang, L., & Chau, P. Y. (2012). Assessing the effects of service quality and justice on
customer satisfaction and the continuance intention of mobile value-added services: An empirical
test of a multidimensional model. Decision Support Systems, 52(3), 645-656. doi:
10.1016/j.dss.2011.10.022

Zhu, G., So, K. K. F., & Hudson, S. (2016). Inside the sharing economy: Understanding consumer motivations
behind the adoption of mobile applications. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality
Management, 29(9), 2218-2239. doi: 10.1108/ijchm-09-2016-0496

44



Appendix

Appendix 1: Questionnaire

Hello!

My name is Kanya Alindi and the following survey is part of my Marketing Master Thesis at Erasmus University
Rotterdam. With this survey, I'm going to analyze the impact of social interaction between the customer and the
sharing economy platform's provider on customer loyalty and word-of-mouth.

Please kindly fill in this survey. It will take approx. 5 minutes and the information you provide will only be used for
research purposes and will be kept confidential.

Thankyou, Kanya.

Screening Questions:
1. AreyouanIndonesian and betweenthe age of 15 and 29years old?
a. Yes
b. No (Please stop here, thank you foryourtime)

Sharing Economy / Peer-to-Peer (P2P) Platforms
Example of P2P Ridesharing Platforms:

GO-RIDE, GO-CAR, GrabCar, GrabBike, Uber & BlaBlaCar
Example of P2P Accommodation Platforms:

Airbnb, CouchSurfing & HomeAway

2. Have you used one of the P2P ridesharing or accommodation platforms mentioned above for the past 6
months?

a. Yes
b. No(Please stop here, thank you foryourtime)

3. Didyou have an online and/or offline social interaction with the P2P ridesharing driver or accommodation
hosts during that time? Example: had a personal conversation, discussed travel itinerary, connecting outside
the platform, etc

a. Yes
b. No (Please stop here, thank you foryourtime)

4. If yes, whattype of sharing economy platform was it? (in which you had a social interaction with the service

provider)
a. Ride Sharing
b. Accommodation

For the statements shown in the rest of this survey, please indicate the extentto which you agree or disagree with
them.

Social Benefits: When answering the questions below, please remember the online or offline social intera ctions /
relationshipsyou've had with the sharing economy providers(e.g. the driver /accommodation host).

Statements Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree (1) Agree (2) nor disagree(3) | disagree (4) @ disagree (5)

The service provider knew my name.
| feel that the service provider recognized /
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acknowledged me.

| feel that the service provider was familiar and
friendly.

| feellike | have formed a friendship / bond with
the service provider.

| enjoy the social aspects of the relationship with
the service provider.

Satisfaction: Think about how you feel toward the sharing economy platform in which you experienced the social

interaction (e.g. GOJEK/ GRAB / AIRBNB, etc).

Statements

| think that I made the correct decision to use this
sharing economy platform.

The  ridesharing/accommodation  platform
satisfied my needs.

In general, | am satisfied with the customer
service l have received fromthis platform.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree (1) Agree (2) nor disagree(3) | disagree (4) @ disagree (5)

Commitment: Think about the online or offline social interactions you've had with the service providers (drivers /

accommodationhosts).

Statements

The social interactionthat | had with the service
provideris something I'mvery committedto.
The social interactionthat | had with the service
provideris something lintend to maintain.

The social relationship that | had with the service
provideris something that deserves my effort to
maintain.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree (1) Agree (2) nor disagree(3) | disagree (4) @ disagree (5)

Loyalty: Think about how you feel towards the sharing economy platform in which you experienced the social

interaction (e.g. GOJEK, GRAB, AIRBNB, etc)

Statements

| intend to continue using this certain platformin
the future and would keepusingitas regularly as
| do now.

When there is a new brand of
ridesharing/accommodation platform, | will
continue to use this certain
ridesharing/accommodation platform.

I will strongly recommend others to use this
certain ridesharing/accommodation platform.

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree (1) Agree (2) nor disagree(3) | disagree (4) @ disagree (5)

46



Word-of-Mouth: Communicating about certainaspects of abrand / firmto other people: may be done verbally (in-
person) or digitally (e.g. through social media).

Statements Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly
Agree (1) Agree (2) nor disagree (3) | disagree (4) @ disagree (5)

I'm likely to provide positive word-of-mouth
feedbackabout this ridesharing/accommodation

platform.

If my friends or family were looking for
ridesharing/accommodation platform, I'm likely
to suggest to them to try this certain
ridesharing/accommodation platform.

DemographicQuestions

1. Whatisyour gender?

a. Female

b. Male
2. Howoldare you (with numbersonly,example:22):
3. Wheredoyou live right now? (Domicile)

a. Indonesia

b. The Netherlands

c. Other:___
4. Whatisthe highesteducational degree you have completed?

a. Junior High School

b. Senior High School
c. Bachelor

d. Master

e. PhD

f. Other:___
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Appendix 2: Pre-Test Results

Variable Indicator = Cronbach’s Reliability KMO | Bartlett’sTest @ Factor Loading @ Validity
Alpha
Social Benefits SB1 0.824 Reliable 0.752  0.000 0.734 Valid
(SB)
SB2 0.768 Valid
SB3 0.719 Valid
SB4 0.826 Valid
SB5 0.785 Valid
Satisfaction Satl 0.800 Reliable 0.694 0.000 0.879 Valid
(Sat)
Sat2 0.859 Valid
Sat3 0.804 Valid
Commitment Comil 0.902 Reliable 0.751  0.000 0.908 Valid
(Com)
Com?2 0.926 Valid
Com3 0.910 Valid
Loyalty Loyl 0.801 Reliable 0.687 | 0.000 0.832 Valid
(Loy) .
Loy2 0.824 Valid
Loy3 0.890 Valid
Word-of-Mouth = WOM1 0.856 Reliable 0.500 0.000 0.938 Valid
(WOoMm)
WOM?2 0.938 Valid

Appendix 3: Harman’s Single Factor Test

Total Variance Explained
Factor Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Cumulative % Total % of Cumulative %
Variance Variance
1 2.827 56.537 56.537 2.329 46.578 46.578
2 1.085 21.705 78.242
3 457 9.147 87.389
4 .360 7.192 94.580
5 271 5.420 100.000
Extraction Method: Principal AxisFactoring.
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