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Abstract
The sharing economy represents an emerging technology-enabled socioeconomic system. Given its disruptive nature, the 
sharing economy not only challenges traditional marketing theories but also alters consumer norms and beliefs related to 
consumption concepts. Whether, when, and how the sharing economy transforms consumption remain important questions 
for managers to investigate. This study examines how sharing experiences influence consumers’ critical self-reflection and 
shape their intentions to re-engage in sharing practices. With data collected from two surveys and four experiments (includ-
ing three pretests and one main study), we show that consumers’ perceived economic utility, social value, and sustainability 
potential in the sharing economy influence their intentions to re-engage in sharing practices, thus forming a loyal customer 
base. In addition, consumer reflexivity mediates this effect. We also show that past experience with business-to-consumer 
sharing practices moderates the proposed mediating effect. Overall, we demonstrate the disruptive impact of the sharing 
economy on individual consumers with meaningful managerial implications and contributions to marketing theories.
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Introduction

The sharing economy represents an emerging technology-
enabled socioeconomic system that provides consumers 
with temporary access to tangible and intangible resources 
without permanent ownership (Eckhardt et al., 2019), with 
reports estimating an increase in industry value from US$15 
billion in 2014 to US$335 billion in 2025 (Tabcum, 2019). 

The popularity of new online sharing schemes (e.g., Uber, 
Airbnb, Turo) illustrates this rapid growth and the intensi-
fied interest of leading brands in launching diverse sharing 
options (e.g., on-demand mobility solutions provided by the 
joint venture of the BMW Group and Daimler AG for ride-
hailing, car-sharing, parking, charging, and payment). This 
trend also coincides with consumers’ increasing preference 
for lifestyles empowered by on-demand products (Bardhi & 
Eckhardt, 2017).

From a managerial perspective, the sharing economy is 
a disruptive and revolutionary business model (Wallenstein 
& Shelat, 2017) that challenges the foundation of market-
ing theories centered on product ownership transactions 
between buyers and sellers. For firms, consumers’ active 
participation and collaboration in sharing practices1 offer 
new ways for cocreation previously unavailable (Reynolds 
& Hyman, 2020). For consumers, the short-term and on-
demand access solutions in an open sharing marketplace 
constitute distinct alternatives to existing “standardized and 
homogeneous products and services” (Parente et al., 2018, 
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p. 53). According to a recent industry report, more than 25% 
of US consumers participated in the sharing economy in 
2021 (Statista, 2020). As consumers develop greater knowl-
edge and acceptance of short-term access solutions, firms 
must consider the pace of growth in the sharing economy 
and rethink their roles and business strategies to harness 
the value offered by sharing opportunities (Dellaert, 2019; 
Sundararajan, 2019). To do so, marketers need to bet-
ter understand consumers’ continuous engagement in the 
sharing process. However, three important knowledge gaps 
remain in the sharing economy literature.

First, few studies have attempted to capture the disrup-
tive impacts of sharing practices at the individual consumer 
level (Dellaert, 2019). Although sharing disrupts market-
ing beliefs and consumer behavior (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 
2012; Belk, 2010; Eckhardt et al., 2019), studies mainly 
focus on its effects at the macro level, considering society, 
the environment, and economic growth (e.g., Akbar et al., 
2016; Frenken & Schor, 2017; Möhlmann, 2015; Zervas 
et al., 2017). Eckhardt et al. (2019) systematically discuss 
the disruptiveness of the sharing economy from three spe-
cific marketing aspects: institutions (e.g., consumers, firms, 
regulators), processes, and value creation. Specifically, the 
literature examining the transformative impact on consum-
ers’ behavioral changes after participating in the sharing 
economy is inadequate (Lai & Ho, 2020; Roos & Hahn, 
2019). Studies at the individual consumer level are neces-
sary to understand the drivers of consumers’ engagement in 
sharing practices, intentions to forgo permanent ownership 
in favor of short-term access, and identification with sharing 
practices overall (Eckhardt et al., 2019).

Second, despite its importance, few studies have sys-
tematically investigated consumers’ re-engagement (i.e., 
choosing the sharing practice again) in the sharing econ-
omy. Industry reports find that sharing participants show 
less brand loyalty and a greater willingness to switch their 
service providers (Hiebert, 2016). Therefore, re-engaging 
consumers2 to build a loyal customer base poses a timely 
and critical managerial challenge for the long-term success 
of the sharing economy (Snipp, 2017). Firms must gain a 
better understanding of the psychological processes under-
lying consumer decision-making to develop strategies to 
successfully re-engage their customers in sharing practices. 
Studies show that drivers of general participation intentions 
for sharing schemes (e.g., environmental impact) do not 
determine future engagement (Möhlmann, 2015; Roos & 
Hahn, 2017, 2019), and the antecedents (e.g., social benefits) 

of re-engagement intention do not yield consistent findings 
(e.g., Möhlmann, 2015; Roos & Hahn, 2017, 2019; Yang 
et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2018). Lawson et al. (2016) anec-
dotally suggest that consumer characteristics, such as mate-
rialism or environmental and economic consciousness, affect 
consumers’ loyalty to sharing activities. However, few stud-
ies identify the different drivers, processes, and contingent 
conditions for motivating current participants to re-engage 
in sharing activities (Bucher et al., 2016; Liang et al., 2017; 
Pinotti & Moretti, 2018).

Third, few studies capture how the distinct features of 
the sharing economy foster new experiences that may influ-
ence consumers’ future sharing commitments. Eckhardt 
et al. (2019) observe that new sharing experiences intro-
duce a new set of critical factors that determine consumers’ 
continuous commitment to sharing practices. While recent 
service marketing studies show that platform responsiveness 
and reliability, as well as service quality and satisfaction, 
are positively associated with loyalty in sharing practices 
(Akhmedova et al., 2020; Huarng & Yu, 2019; Yang et al., 
2017), these factors do not fully explain the relationship 
between the disruptiveness of sharing practices and con-
sumers’ decision-making.

Overall, the knowledge gaps in the literature require new 
theoretical lenses and large-scale empirical studies to unpack 
the transformative nature of the sharing economy and its 
unique determinants (Akhmedova et al., 2020; Eckhardt 
et al., 2019). To illuminate these knowledge gaps, we intro-
duce the concept of consumer reflexivity as a new crucial 
factor that helps explain why and how consumers’ sharing 
experiences transform their values, norms, and attitudes, in 
turn shaping their intentions to re-engage in sharing prac-
tices. Reflexivity refers to self-awareness of the world and 
the way self-identity is constructed when consumers encoun-
ter a new consumption experience (Akaka & Schau, 2019). 
Specifically, we conceptualize consumer reflexivity in the 
sharing economy as a state of critical self-reflection involv-
ing self-awareness, self-regulation, and identity construc-
tion. Lai and Ho (2020) show the importance of reflexiv-
ity in sharing practices. Roos and Hahn (2017, 2019) find 
that shared consumption experiences cause consumers to 
question their current value priorities (e.g., altruistic val-
ues, personal and subjective norms), leading to continuous 
attitudinal and behavioral changes. Lai and Ho (2020) also 
interviewed consumers who engaged in a sharing project and 
found that their commitment to behavioral changes could 
only be achieved through a process of self-reflection after 
participation. They argue that self-reflection gives consum-
ers greater awareness of their own consumption behaviors 
and identification as changemakers in the marketplace; 
therefore, consumers are more motivated to commit to shar-
ing practices. Although consumer studies recognize the cru-
cial role of reflexivity in specific consumption contexts for 

2 Although consumers can participate in sharing practices as both 
users who request short-term access to products/services and resource 
providers who offer their own services, in this study we limit our 
investigation of re-engagement in sharing practices to product/service 
users.
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life transitions (e.g., lifestyle changes after divorce) (Thomp-
son et al., 2018) or progressive customer-centric consump-
tion journeys in specific activities, such as surfing (Akaka & 
Schau, 2019; Schau & Akaka, 2021), few studies explicitly 
examine consumer reflexivity in more general consumption 
contexts. Therefore, we aim to advance the literature by 
exploring the effect of reflexivity on consumers’ commit-
ment to sharing practices.

We propose that the level of consumer reflexivity 
increases when consumers juxtapose the distinct benefits 
of sharing for economic utility (i.e., flexibility and mobil-
ity), social value (i.e., social approval of sharing practices), 
and sustainability potential (i.e., saving natural resources, 
energy, and sustainability) with their beliefs formed by tra-
ditional ownership-based consumption models. We postu-
late that reflexivity, in turn, affects consumers’ intentions to 
re-engage in sharing practices. We further hypothesize that 
consumer reflexivity functions as a mediating mechanism 
between the perceived benefits of sharing practices and re-
engagement intention, which are moderated by the type (i.e., 
business-to-consumer [B2C]) of sharing experience.

We use several empirical studies to test our assumptions. 
First, we use an online survey to develop and validate a 
three-dimensional measure (self-awareness, self-regulation, 
and identity construction) of consumer reflexivity. Second, 
we use a large-scale survey of consumers with sharing 
experiences to validate the existence and role of consumer 
reflexivity in a sharing context. To examine the robustness of 
our findings, additional analyses replicate our findings with 
an alternative outcome measure (i.e., future sharing inten-
tion) to rule out other mediators (i.e., materialism and pri-
vate self-consciousness) and analyze the mediating effect of 
each consumer reflexivity subdimension. Finally, we use an 
experiment with concurrent double randomization designs 
to validate the proposed causal relationships and mediating 
mechanisms.

Taken together, our study extends the sharing economy 
literature in multiple ways. First, we use a new theoretical 
lens to investigate the relationship between consumers’ past 
experiences and their future commitment to sharing prac-
tices, which fills an important knowledge gap and demon-
strates the disruptiveness of sharing practices on consumers 
at the individual level (Eckhardt et al., 2019). Our findings 
complement previous studies of general sharing intentions 
by focusing on the factors driving the re-engagement inten-
tion of existing users in the sharing economy (Hazée et al., 
2017). Our results thus provide timely insights and address 
the crucial challenge of building loyalty within the sharing 
economy (Snipp, 2017).

Second, we identify consumer reflexivity as a crucial and 
understudied factor that connects consumers’ evaluations of 
the disruptiveness of sharing practices with their continuous 
commitment to participate in sharing practices. We respond 

to calls for the systematic investigation of socio-psycholog-
ical effects (Roos & Hahn, 2017) and the identification of 
new factors underlying consumers’ decisions to choose a 
shared option (Eckhardt et al., 2019).

Third, our findings suggest that consumer reflexivity 
helps explain prior inconsistent findings on how social and 
environmental benefits motivate consumers to re-engage in 
sharing practices (e.g.,Barnes & Mattsson, 2017; Parguel 
et al., 2017; Roos & Hahn, 2017, 2019; Wilhelms et al., 
2017). Specifically, we show that sharing benefits can boost 
consumers’ intentions to re-engage in sharing practices, but 
individual consumers must reflexively evaluate, internal-
ize, and identify themselves with these benefits and goals 
of sharing practices. These findings lend support to Lai and 
Ho’s (2020) argument that ongoing behavioral changes, such 
as commitment to sharing, can only be achieved by reflect-
ing on sharing experiences. Our results also offer important 
managerial guidance for current and future strategies to 
promote sharing schemes, which should consider highlight-
ing social and environmental benefits rather than economic 
trade-offs for individual participants. Moreover, revealing 
the moderating effect of B2C sharing experiences advances 
the literature on communication strategies for consumer-to-
consumer (C2C) sharing schemes (Costello & Reczek, 2020) 
and the framing strategies used to promote sharing schemes 
(Palgan et al., 2017).

Fourth, we answer the question of how consumers’ 
identity affects the sharing experience (Eckhardt et al., 
2019) by showing that consumer reflexivity increases 
their identification with sharing practices rather than with 
the products or brands they access through these prac-
tices. Specifically, the meaningful relationship between 
consumers’ sharing experiences and their construction of 
a reflexive self can trigger identification with new con-
sumption practices. Thus, we extend the sharing economy 
literature by illuminating how to redefine consumers’ 
sharing loyalty and overcome barriers to re-engage con-
sumers in sharing (Akhmedova et al., 2020; Hazée et al., 
2017; Yang et al., 2017).

Theoretical framework

Sharing economy

The sharing economy continues to disrupt markets and con-
sumers by connecting crowdsourced supplies of on-demand 
products and services with consumers who can access them 
temporally (Eckhardt et  al., 2019; Reynolds-Pearson & 
Hyman, 2020). Reynolds-Pearson and Hyman (2020) argue 
that the disruptiveness of sharing practices in marketing 
increases the importance for every firm to explore strategies 
for engaging consumers in sharing practices.
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Studies of consumers’ sharing intentions identify several 
antecedents, such as economic benefits (Milanova & Maas, 
2017; Möhlmann, 2015; Tussyadiah, 2016), social and moral 
motivations (Lamberton & Rose, 2012; Styvén & Mariani, 
2020), and environmental factors (Wilhelms et al., 2017). 
Furthermore, anecdotal evidence suggests that perceived 
usefulness, safety benefits, responsibility avoidance, enjoy-
ment, and satisfaction may play important explanatory roles 
(Barnes & Mattsson, 2017; Graul & Brough, 2021; Yang 
et al., 2017). However, drivers of general participation inten-
tions (e.g., environmental impact) do not determine future 
engagement (Möhlmann, 2015), and the direct effects of 
factors on re-engagement intention, such as social benefits, 
may vary under different circumstances (Möhlmann, 2015; 
Yang et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2018). Moreover, research 

reveals many unique barriers to consumers’ re-engagement 
in sharing (Hazée et al., 2017). Different drivers, processes, 
and contingent conditions motivate current participants to 
re-engage in sharing practices (Bucher et al., 2016; Liang 
et al., 2017; Pinotti & Moretti, 2018). These findings echo 
those of Eckhardt et al. (2019), who assert that the unique 
characteristics of the sharing economy introduce a new set of 
factors that affect consumers’ decision-making when prod-
ucts are accessed rather than owned. Thus, questions about 
whether, how, and when the sharing economy transforms 
consumers’ future sharing intentions should be examined 
carefully. Table 1 presents an overview of empirical studies 
on intentions to engage or re-engage in sharing practices.

We illuminate the inconsistent findings in the literature 
by introducing the construct of consumer reflexivity to fully 

Table 1  Summary of research on sharing intention or re-engagement intention

*Dependent on whether the sharing scheme is B2C or C2C. QCA = qualitative comparative analysis

Participation inten-
tion

Key antecedents Sociopsychological mechanism Research method

Re-engage General Economic Social Sustainable Other

This study ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Consumer reflexivity Survey, experiment
Akbar et al., 2016 ✓ ✓ Survey
Akhmedova et al., 2020 ✓ ✓ Interview, survey
Barnes & Mattsson, 2016 ✓ ✓ ✓ ns ✓ Delphi survey
Barnes & Mattsson, 2017 ✓ ✓ ns ✓ ✓ Enjoyment Survey
Bucher et al., 2016 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Attitudes to sharing Survey
Cho et al., 2019 ✓ ✓ Social presence, trust Survey
Davidson et al., 2018 ✓ ✓ Transformation expectation, 

perceived utility
Survey

Fritze et al., 2020 ✓ ✓ ✓ Psychological ownership Survey, experiment
Graul & Brough, 2021 ✓ ✓ Responsibility avoidance Experiments
Hamari et al., 2016 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Attitude to sharing Survey
Huarng & Yu, 2019 ✓ ✓ Satisfaction Survey & QCA
Kong et al., 2020 ✓ ✓ Trust Survey
Lamberton & Rose, 2012 ✓ ✓ ✓ Risk of product scarcity Surveys
Lawson et al., 2016 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Survey
Liang et al., 2017 ✓ ✓ Survey
Lo et al., 2020 ✓ ✓ ✓ App assessment Survey
Milanova & Maas, 2017 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Interview
Möhlmann, 2015 ✓ ✓ ✓  ns* ns ✓ Satisfaction Survey
Nadeem et al., 2021 ✓ ✓ Ethical perceptions Survey
Pinotti & Moretti, 2018 ✓ ✓ ✓ Survey
Roos & Hahn, 2017 ✓ ✓ ✓ Personal norm & attitudes Panel study
Roos & Hahn, 2019 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Personal norm & attitudes Survey
Sands et al., 2020 ✓ ✓ Social norms Survey
Styvén & Mariani, 2020 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Survey
Tussyadiah, 2016 ✓ ✓ ns ns Satisfaction Survey
Wilhelms et al., 2017 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Interview
Yang et al., 2017 ✓ ✓ ✓ commitment Survey
Zhang et al., 2018 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ Interview & Survey
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capture consumers’ re-engagement in sharing practices. 
Our study explores how consumers’ evaluations of disrup-
tive sharing experiences increase their reflexivity, which in 
turn shapes their future commitment to sharing practices. 
Specifically, we propose that the perceived benefits of (1) 
economic utility, (2) social value, and (3) sustainability on 
sharing practices determine consumers’ perceived disrup-
tiveness and trigger consumer reflexivity, which influences 
their intentions to re-engage in sharing practices and serves 
as a mediator in the chain relationship. The type of shar-
ing experience (i.e., B2C) further moderates the mediating 
mechanism. Figure 1 summarizes our theoretical framework 
and hypotheses.

Consumer reflexivity

Consumer reflexivity, the key construct in our framework, is 
a state in which consumers engage in self-conscious review, 
monitoring, and identity construction related to their con-
sumption experiences (Thompson et al., 2018). Consumer 
reflexivity involves an active, thoughtful, and critical self-
review process through which consumers come to self-
question, discover, and eventually modify their consumption 
attitudes, values, norms, and behaviors. Reflexivity not only 
requires the recognition of dynamic and complex environ-
ments but also brings the possibility of future change (Akaka 
& Schau, 2019). As Schau and Akaka (2021, p. 9) observe, 
reflexivity “plays a central role in consumption journey 
progression because reflexivity triggers moments in which 
consumers make choices regarding practice maintenance or 
change.” These reflexive processes can be directed toward 
either the self as a whole or its constituent parts, includ-
ing both internal (e.g., emotions, sensations) and external 
(e.g., social identity, possessions, abilities) consumption 

experiences (Rosenberg, 1990). Compared with simple 
reflections on experiences, Heidegger (1966, p. 36) argues 
that self-reflexivity entails understanding “the grounds of 
our thinking by opening ourselves to the hidden nature of 
truth.” Another core tenet of reflexivity is that people in 
a highly reflexive state tend to actively construct a coher-
ent and reflexive self that adapts to the changing environ-
ment instead of passively accepting who they are (Mezirow, 
2000). Moreover, reflexivity involves consumers’ ongoing 
engagement in practices and continuous efforts to align their 
identity with the sharing system to consume and cocreate 
value (Roos & Hahn, 2019).

While different disciplines debate the definitions of 
reflexivity, Mauthner and Doucet (2003, p. 416) note that 
“few researchers give reflexive accounts of data analysis or 
discuss how reflexivity can be operationalized.” Similarly, 
most consumer studies do not explicitly discuss the role of 
consumer reflexivity (Akaka & Schau, 2019). Discussions 
of reflexivity in sociology, psychology, and the consumer 
literature consistently indicate that reflexivity manifests 
itself in the creation of internal states of arousal involving 
self-consciousness (Grant et al., 2002; Nasby, 1989; Thomp-
son et al., 2018), self-regulation (Grant et al., 2002; Schunk 
& Zimmerman, 1998), and identity construction (Akaka & 
Schau, 2019; Barnett, 1997; Giddens, 1991; Glaser & Brun-
stein, 2007). Therefore, to capture the distinctive features 
of reflexivity, we conceptualize consumer reflexivity as a 
construct that includes three essential and interdependent 
dimensions: self-awareness, self-regulation, and identity 
construction.

Self-awareness can be directed at different domains of 
the self (Barnett, 1997), including overall psychological 
well-being (Dittmar & Drury, 2000) and specific aspects of 
self-identity and activities (Schön, 1987). Akaka and Schau 

Fig. 1  Theoretical framework
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(2019) note that reflexivity requires awareness of the self as 
well as recognition of the institution in which a person is 
embedded and its influence on his or her consumption expe-
rience. Therefore, self-awareness involves self-observation 
practices, such as consciously asking, “what am I thinking?” 
or “what am I doing?” (Giddens, 1991; Grant et al., 2002). 
Although humans are intrinsically curious about themselves 
and their relationships with others (McPherson, 2005), 
they tend to follow their preexisting attitudes and values in 
habitual consumption situations with little self-conscious-
ness about how they make decisions and why they consume 
products and services (Thompson et al., 2018). Thus, self-
awareness is more likely triggered by new experiences that 
sensitize them to assumptions about or limitations to their 
prior knowledge, resulting in mental conflicts (Phipps & 
Ozanne, 2017; Thompson et al., 2018). For example, Lai 
and Ho (2020) found that participants in a sharing program 
developed greater self-awareness of recycling when reevalu-
ating their own practices, such as realizing that their previ-
ous perception of plastics as simply plastics was naive and 
simple.

Self-regulation can be extensive and may cover all 
domains of consumption beliefs and behaviors, including 
continuously evaluating past performance, monitoring strat-
egies in decision-making, forming attitudes, and enforcing 
behavioral change (Hirschman, 1992). Self-regulation is an 
inseparable component of consumer reflexivity because it 
transfers self-awareness into psychological and behavioral 
adaptation (Schippers et al., 2003), which differs from sim-
ple reflection. Self-regulation formulates motives, dictates 
self-efficacy, and controls anxious states (Bell & Kozlowski, 
2008); it helps consumers realize how their consumption 
desires and behaviors might be driven by their biased indi-
vidualist or social values in the marketplace. Therefore, self-
regulation works with self-awareness to enable consumers to 
reflexively modulate their thought, affect, behavior, or atten-
tion across various consumption situations (Karoly, 1993). 
In addition, self-regulation is crucial to the development and 
maintenance of a coherent and reflexive self-identity and 
manifests among participants in the sharing economy. For 
example, Lai and Ho (2020) show that consumers deliber-
ately attempt to refrain from repeating their previous con-
sumption behaviors (e.g., purchasing items with excessive 
packaging) after joining a sharing economy project. Indeed, 
continuous engagement in sharing practices requires con-
sumers to self-regulate and forgo the short-term pleasure 
of exclusive ownership in the interest of other benefits or 
long-term sharing goals (Eckhardt et al., 2019).

Identity construction involves finding the authentic self and 
achieving fulfillment by creating a personal belief and value 
system that guides lifestyles and behaviors and facilitates the 
development of an integrated and dynamic understanding of 
one’s experiences (Giddens, 1991; Mezirow, 2000). Identity 

construction is the most distinctive and essential component 
of consumer reflexivity, which is primarily directed at trans-
forming consumers’ experiences into a coherent narrative 
of personal identity and managing contradictions that might 
threaten the integrity or authenticity of the self (Thompson 
et al., 2018). Whereas self-awareness and self-regulation 
are internalized mechanisms facilitating reflection, identity 
construction taps into the purpose of reflection (Grant et al., 
2002)—that is, anchoring oneself in transitions from old to 
new consumption practices or integrating selected aspects of 
the old self into a new identity (Barnett, 1997). Therefore, 
identity construction is a component of consumer reflexiv-
ity that drives attitudinal and behavioral changes, facilitating 
consumers’ continuous engagement in new practices over 
extended periods (Akaka & Schau, 2019).

Effect of the perceived benefits of sharing practices 
on consumer reflexivity

In general, reflexivity increases when people have greater 
accessibility to the diversification of new options and life-
styles, which also increases their uncertainties and doubts in 
late modernity3 (Giddens, 1991). Prior studies suggest that 
consumer reflexivity is triggered by discontinuities in life-
style and consumption routines when consumers experience 
disruption in their naturalized ideologies (e.g., subcultural 
consumption resisting social stress, stigmatization, or mar-
ket determination; Firat & Venkatesh, 1995), lifestyle dis-
placement or loss of performative capacities (e.g., life after 
divorce; Thompson et al., 2018), and threats to ontological 
security (e.g., crisis events, such as breast cancer diagnosis; 
Pavia & Mason, 2004; Phipps & Ozanne, 2017). Therefore, 
consumers’ regular and daily routines are unlikely to trigger 
reflexivity because “reflection is not only unnecessary but 
may even be unwelcomed given the widely accepted and 
efficient practical understandings” (Phipps & Ozanne, 2017, 
p. 368). From a sociological perspective, Giddens (1991) 
argues that reflexivity manifests at the individual level when 
people have greater accessibility to new and diverse options 
and lifestyles that increase their uncertainties and doubts 
in late modernity. Sociologists also suggest that reflexivity 
increases when individuals recognize their position within 

3 According to Giddens (1991), late modernity is characterized by 
the reducing influences of tradition and local restraints on people’s 
lives when they have a greater ability to be reflexive about their social 
worlds and make choices about how to act and who they want to be. 
Giddens proposes and theorizes that the move to late modernity leads 
individuals to understand their self-identity as a reflexive project. 
Instead of passively inheriting who they are, Giddens suggests that 
people actively shape, reflect on, and monitor themselves. Overall, 
Gidden argues that people in late modernity actively and reflexively 
construct their identity and become the new center of the agency and 
responsibility.
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the broader socio-organizational context, the influential 
forces and processes, and their alternative options and power 
of change (Sol et al., 2018). Akaka and Schau (2019) fur-
ther observe that reflexivity in the consumption journeys 
requires the recognition of the dynamic and complex con-
sumption environment, awareness of alternative options 
distinctive from the daily routines, and the commitment to 
specific practices and social connections (e.g., subcultures 
of consumption) that depart from the mainstream or past 
consumption activities.

Following these arguments, we propose that the shar-
ing economy triggers consumer reflexivity for four major 
reasons. First, participation in the sharing economy helps 
consumers both recognize and pursue alternative lifestyles 
with reduced centrality of materialistic ownership and pos-
session, which shifts their consumption focus to flexible, 
adaptable, and detached consumption experiences (Bardhi & 
Eckhardt, 2017). Second, uncertainty, conflicts, and doubts 
might occur when consumers participate in sharing prac-
tices and compare them with traditional purchase options. 
These conflicts might be further complicated or amplified 
by the possible gap between consumers’ expected (based on 
their prior knowledge) and perceived (based on their actual 
experience) benefits of the sharing economy. Third, research 
suggests that participation in the sharing economy creates 
tension between traditional marketplaces, which impose the 
essential meaning of consumption through product owner-
ship, and consumers, who desire freedom of choice in their 
consumption experiences instead of owning products (Belk, 
2014). Fourth, the sharing economy offers new mechanisms 
by which interconnected consumers, consumer providers, 
and communities can collaborate and create new consump-
tion values in ways previously unavailable to the participat-
ing parties (Reynolds-Pearson & Hyman, 2020) and also 
disrupts conventional provision of services (Acquier et al., 
2017). Therefore, sharing practices bring transformations 
that can “shape and transform what consumers value, how 
they consume, the nature of marketplace artifacts and insti-
tutions, and consumer identity” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017, 
p. 583).

Moreover, the sharing economy may both reconcile and 
increase conflicts within consumers’ changing lifestyles. 
Consumers can reduce their excessive consumption but 
also satisfy their consumption desires, which are amplified 
by aggressive marketing promotions that define a good life 
by having possessions (Niezgoda & Kowalska, 2020). For 
example, research indicates that the sharing economy nur-
tures a new materialism culture that evolves from a mere 
static vision provided by the ownership of goods to a hybrid 
model seeking accumulation of experiences for the enjoy-
ment of material goods with intangible assets, such as social 
relations, environment improvement, and social justice (del 
Mar Alonso-Almeida et al., 2020). del Mar Alonso-Almeida 

et al. (2020, p. 3) also suggest that consumers’ new material-
ism with social awareness “has an emotional component that 
depends on the good, the moment, the place, the intensity, 
and other elements that convert each of them into a meaning-
ful experience for the person.” These tensions have become 
more vital and globally represented from the rapid growth 
of the sharing economy worldwide. Indeed, many sharing 
schemes highlight the unique promises of economic util-
ity (i.e., flexibility and mobility), social value (i.e., bond-
ing with other like-minded participants), and sustainability 
potential (i.e., saving natural resources and being sustain-
able) compared with traditional marketplaces. The greater 
the differences consumers perceive between sharing prac-
tices and traditional ownership-based consumption, the 
more they might self-question and critically reflect on their 
previous consumption behaviors and experiences, trigger-
ing deeper levels of reorganization and restructuring in their 
beliefs, attitudes, values, and behaviors. Thus, we propose 
that consumers’ experiences with and resulting perceptions 
of the benefits of sharing practices determine their level of 
consumer reflexivity.

First, the perceived economic utility of sharing practices 
includes monetary gains and cost savings, which is a sali-
ent motivator driving people to participate in the sharing 
economy (e.g., Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015; Milanova & Maas, 
2017). These benefits break through the limitations of tradi-
tional centralized economic institutions by offering decen-
tralized sharing schemes and granting temporal, broader, 
and cheaper accessibility to underused assets in a loosely 
connected but large network (Acquier et al., 2017). These 
unique on-demand economic advantages liberate consum-
ers from the burden of ownership, which constrains what 
and how they consume (Belk, 2014). Sharing practices are 
economically affordable, which enables consumers to imme-
diately access a greater variety of products and services, in 
addition to their fluid pursuit of various lifestyle choices 
(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017). These distinguishable economic 
utilities help consumers not only rationalize their choices 
but also realize the advantages of flexibility, mobility, and 
storage, which traditional ownership concepts cannot fulfill 
(Lamberton & Rose, 2012). Therefore, the higher the eco-
nomic utility consumers perceive in sharing practices, the 
sharper the contrast to conventional consumption. Consum-
ers may question the centrality of possessions and traditional 
marketplace behavior, which triggers consumer reflexivity 
through the activation of their “reflexive self” via awareness, 
regulation, and identity construction. Therefore, we propose 
a positive association between the perceived economic util-
ity of sharing practices and consumer reflexivity.

The social value of sharing practices refers to the related 
subjective norms and social approval (Roos & Hahn, 2017), 
in addition to the communal sense of belonging (Philip 
et al., 2015), another important social value compared with 
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traditional rental programs (Davidson et al., 2018). These 
benefits highlight the meaningful collaboration, social bond-
ing, and shared consumption experiences among participants 
in sharing practices beyond the commoditized transactional 
relationship between sellers (firms) and buyers (customers), 
which is strictly defined and controlled in traditional mar-
kets and economic hierarchies (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2017). 
Although the relationships in most sharing schemes, includ-
ing C2C sharing (e.g., Uber and Airbnb), are defined by 
economic interests, consumers nonetheless appreciate the 
linking value of the products that help them connect with 
others. These relationships include the social approval con-
sumers and suppliers receive by participating in the sharing 
economy, particularly in C2C sharing schemes. Research 
suggests that sharing practices create a shift from simpler 
person–thing bonds to more complex person–thing–person 
relationships in which the desire for and value derived from 
the interpersonal connection complement the consumption 
value of product ownership (Sundararajan, 2019). Therefore, 
the sharing economy promotes a new hybrid exchange rela-
tionship that intertwines market and commercial logic with 
social interests (Scaraboto, 2015), which has the potential 
for social transformation (Lai & Ho, 2020). Acquier et al. 
(2017) note that the sharing economy involves a post-market, 
post-bureaucratic, and ideological dimension of initiatives 
that help realize strong emancipatory ideals for consumers. 
Therefore, sharing practices provide distinct social values, 
as reflected by the symbolic consideration of relationship 
building and the sense of being “the right thing to do” in 
social transformation (Lai & Ho, 2020), creating another 
salient contrast to the traditional transaction-based relation-
ship. Therefore, we propose that perceived social benefits 
trigger consumers’ reflection by increasing their awareness 
of and identification with sharing practices.

Perceived sustainability potential tends to be the most 
critical and unique contribution of sharing, and it con-
nects those who are aspired with conserve resources (Tus-
syadiah, 2016). Sustainability reflects an innovative way of 
consumption that optimizes the use of resources and grants 
people temporary access to products and services without 
increasing production or waste. The sharing of underused 
resources is a means of addressing hyper-consumption and 
environmental problems (Lai & Ho, 2020). Research has 
criticized current economic business models for their nega-
tive effects on consumerism and excessive use of resources, 
which lead to current and future environmental problems 
(Barnes & Mattsson, 2017). By contrast, sharing practices 
promote a more flexible, mobile, and adaptable lifestyle 
requiring fewer material possessions (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 
2017). Thus, sustainability potential is the core promise of 
the sharing economy, which departs from traditional busi-
ness models (e.g., Hamari et al., 2016; Tussyadiah, 2016). 
The sharing economy encourages socially responsible and 

environmentally friendly consumption of resources (Acquier 
et al., 2017); therefore, sustainability is likely to give con-
sumers new knowledge and self-awareness. Consumers may 
question their current consumption patterns and, in response, 
attempt to reduce their environmental pollution and refrain 
from consumption waste, in addition to identifying with their 
new role in the marketplace (Barnes & Mattsson, 2017). A 
recent study on consumers who participated in a sharing 
project on recycling proves their increased self-awareness, 
self-regulation, and identification with sustainable consump-
tion (Lai & Ho, 2020). Therefore, we propose that the higher 
the perceived sustainability potential of sharing schemes, the 
higher the level of consumer reflexivity. Thus:

H1 The perceived (a) economic utility, (b) social value, and 
(c) sustainability potential of a sharing scheme (vs. tra-
ditional ownership-based consumption) has a positive 
effect on consumer reflexivity.

Effect of consumer reflexivity on consumers’ 
intentions to re‑engage in sharing practices

Consumer reflexivity describes a state of critical self-
exploration. Specifically, self-awareness, self-regulation, 
and identity construction of consumer reflexivity can have 
a substantial role in guiding consumers’ attitudes and behav-
ioral changes (McPherson, 2005). Researchers suggest that 
reflexivity is an important mechanism accounting for pur-
poseful engagement in a new practice by constructing new 
values, norms, and self-identities (e.g., Archer, 2010; Gid-
dens, 1991). Specifically, reflexivity enables consumers to 
adopt new social roles and positions, in addition to develop-
ing meaningful relationships and values in their consump-
tion journey (Akaka & Schau, 2019). In addition, Akaka and 
Schau (2019, p. 501) argue that “reflexivity incites the con-
tinuation of value creation through the repeated and progres-
sive (i.e., movement from one state to another) engagement 
of a practice.” According to our conceptualization, consum-
ers with higher reflexivity tend to be more self-aware of their 
current consumption experience, more self-regulated in their 
future consumption choices, and more dedicated to iden-
tity construction by changing their consumption behaviors. 
Indeed, Lai and Ho (2020) show that reflexivity on personal 
consumption behaviors is essential for both individual and 
structural changes in sharing practices. With reflexivity, 
consumers may be able to balance their materialistic con-
sumption needs and the construction of their reflexive and 
emancipatory “ideal self” (Thompson et al., 2018), which 
further reconstructs their consumption habits and behaviors 
during sharing practices (Lai & Ho, 2020). Similarly, we 
argue that consumers’ reflections lead to a better understand-
ing of their ownership-based consumption experiences and 
the incorporation of the sharing goals into their consumption 
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values, norms, and self-identity. These changes may in turn 
increase their likelihood of engaging in sharing practices 
that are coherent with their restructured identity. We find ini-
tial support for this proposed relationship from the findings 
of Roos and Hahn’s (2017) longitudinal surveys: participa-
tion in shared consumption leads to subsequent changes as 
consumers develop favorable attitudes toward and subjec-
tive and personal norms with shared consumption, which 
facilitates the sustainability of the sharing economy over 
time. Therefore, we consider sharing practices a disruptive 
mode of consumption that becomes more appealing after 
consumers evaluate and reflect on their distinctive economic, 
social, and sustainability benefits compared with traditional 
consumption. Consumers who experience reflexivity in their 
consumption patterns might prefer more flexible, detached 
sharing options because these alleviate the constraints of 
materialist possessions (e.g., the burden of possessing and 
maintaining fixed assets), as sharing practices offer more 
opportunities to redefine and explore their own lifestyles. 
Thus:

H2 Consumer reflexivity has a positive effect on consumers’ 
intentions to re-engage in sharing practices.

Mediating effect of consumer reflexivity

In the previous sections, we theorized how perceived eco-
nomic utility, social value, and sustainability potential of the 
sharing economy may trigger consumer reflexivity and, in 
turn, how consumer reflexivity leads to consumers’ future 
sharing intentions. For consumers who consume underu-
tilized and shared resources, we propose that consumer 
reflexivity plays a significant mediating role in connecting 
the perceived benefits of sharing practices with their inten-
tions to re-engage in sharing practices. Research notes that 
consumers’ self-reflection helps attenuate the psychological 
and functional barriers to re-engaging in sharing practices 
(Hazée et al., 2017). Being reflexive allows consumers to 
perceive a greater sense of bonding, relevance, and iden-
tification with the unique benefits provided by distinctive 
consumption alternatives, reducing the psychological barri-
ers to adopting sharing practices (Fritze et al., 2020). Hazée 
et al. (2017, p. 10) find that consumers are more likely to 
“voluntarily remember specific advantages associated with 
the service by undertaking rational thinking” when they 
compare older consumption options with newer alterna-
tives. This process may also rationalize and legitimize the 
selection of access-based and dematerialized sharing options 
while modifying consumers’ predispositions or desires (Bar-
dhi & Eckhardt, 2017). From our initial exploration and evi-
dence, we propose that internalizing the economic, social, 
and sustainability promises of sharing practices into their 
own value systems and reflexive self-journeys is crucial for 

consumers. Given the positive associations between the per-
ceived benefits of sharing practices and consumer reflexivity 
and between consumer reflexivity and future intentions to 
re-engage in sharing practices, we propose the following:

H3 Consumer reflexivity mediates the positive effect of 
perceived (a) economic utility, (b) social value, and (c) 
sustainability potential on consumers’ intentions to re-
engage in sharing practices.

Moderating effect of B2C sharing experiences

Assets in the sharing economy can be either predominantly 
provided and owned by a company (i.e., B2C sharing), as 
illustrated by car-sharing through DriveNow or Car2Go, 
or predominantly provided and owned by individual con-
sumers (i.e., C2C sharing), as illustrated by car-sharing 
through Turo, Lyft, or Uber and accommodation sharing 
through Airbnb. For example, Möhlmann (2015) finds that 
consumers consider different benefits when evaluating 
their satisfaction with B2C or C2C sharing schemes and 
deciding whether to choose these options again. Therefore, 
we must consider the types of sharing practices consumers 
use when evaluating the effects of their perceived ben-
efits on consumer reflexivity (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; 
Parente et al., 2018). Specifically, C2C sharing schemes 
enable service providers to act as microentrepreneurs by 
connecting them with users through mediating online 
platforms (Kumar et al., 2018). Recent research shows 
that consumers tend to adopt an empathy lens and have 
a favorable evaluation of their consumption experiences 
(e.g., more personal and communal) in the sharing pro-
cess when the sharing scheme emphasizes providers as 
peers (Costello & Reczek, 2020); this leads consumers 
to perceive greater meaning in their commitment to new 
consumption options (e.g., they perceive their consump-
tion as helping their peers) (Costello & Reczek, 2020). 
This triadic, platform-based constellation of C2C sharing 
differs from B2C sharing because it allows users to share 
privately owned objects with other consumers, which 
may affect the users’ perceptions of the value of sharing 
practices. Social value is often expected to be salient in 
C2C sharing schemes such as Airbnb, because consum-
ers experience the hospitality of strangers and a sense of 
belonging to a community (Yang et al., 2017). By contrast, 
B2C sharing schemes involve companies that act as both 
providers and facilitators. In many cases, firms employ 
a salient organizational structure, profit-maximization-
oriented business models, or strategic business planning 
in terms of pricing, product development, and distribution 
in B2C sharing schemes, which may evoke similarities to 
traditional rental businesses or services. Eckhardt et al. 
(2019) show that B2C sharing (e.g., Zipcar) has more in 
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common with traditional rental businesses (e.g., rental 
cars). Therefore, traditional beliefs and practices are more 
applicable, while C2C sharing (e.g., BlaBlaCar) requires a 
major revision of marketing theories (see Table 2 in Eck-
hardt et al., 2019). Indeed, B2C sharing schemes are more 
likely to trigger consumers’ adoption of an exchange lens 
in which the exchange of money for goods/services from 
firms is the primary focus of the transaction (Costello & 
Reczek, 2020). Therefore, B2C sharing schemes are per-
ceived as being more commercial and similar to traditional 
rental markets. These experiences might discount the per-
ceived disruption of socioeconomic benefits from sharing 
practices and result in less self-reflection than when users 
have only C2C experiences. However, B2C sharing experi-
ences may strengthen the effect of the perceived potential 
sustainability in sharing practices on consumer reflexiv-
ity. In addition, B2C sharing schemes may sometimes be 
perceived as identical to traditional rental markets because 
most B2C sharing schemes may engage in sharewashing, 
which involves purposely portraying an image of social 
and ecological principles even if the platform’s business 
model does not account for them (Hawlitschek et al., 2018; 
Price & Belk, 2016), to differentiate themselves from 
ownership-based companies. This includes highlighting 
their contributions to sustainability endeavors and the 
environment. For example, compared with traditional 
rental markets, B2C sharing schemes may prioritize the 
durability, recyclability, and codesign of their products 
(e.g., using hybrid or electric cars in car-sharing schemes) 
(Demailly & Novel, 2014). Compared with C2C sharing 
schemes, B2C sharing schemes have greater capability to 
exert an upstream influence on goods design and produc-
tion and a downstream influence on recycling (Demailly 
& Novel, 2014). Therefore, consumers with B2C sharing 
experiences may attribute more importance to sustainabil-
ity potential in their sharing experiences, which results in 
higher levels of consumer reflexivity. Thus:

H4 Consumers’ additional B2C sharing experiences weaken 
the positive mediating impact of consumer reflexivity on 

the effects of perceived (a) economic utility and (b) social 
benefits on their intentions to re-engage in sharing practices. 
However, their experiences strengthen the mediating impact 
of consumer reflexivity on the perceived (c) sustainability 
benefits of sharing practices.

Methods

Overview of studies

Our empirical investigation comprises both surveys and 
experimental research. First, we developed and established 
a multidimensional measure of consumer reflexivity using 
an online survey as a prestudy. Second, we conducted 
another online survey (Study 1) among users of different 
sharing schemes to capture the existence and impact of 
consumer reflexivity on consumers’ intentions to re-engage 
in sharing practices as well as the relevant boundary con-
ditions of this effect. Third, we employed experimental 
research (Study 2) to establish the causality and validity 
of the proposed relationships. Specifically, we first devel-
oped primes to suppress or boost participants’ levels of 
consumer reflexivity in Pretests 1a and 1b. We then devel-
oped the manipulations for the perceived benefits of shar-
ing practices in Pretest 2. Next, we conducted a between-
subjects experiment by randomly assigning participants 
to different priming tasks on consumer reflexivity, after 
which we manipulated different perceived benefits of shar-
ing practices to examine the causality of the main effects 
and the mediating effects proposed in our model. Table 2 
provides an overview of the studies.

Measurement development of consumer reflexivity

Although scholars have discussed the concept of reflex-
ivity across different domains, including sociology (e.g., 
Giddens, 1991), education (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1998), 

Table 2  Online survey: Means, standard deviations, and correlations

Study Type Recruitment tool Final 
sample 
size

Key research focus

Prestudy Survey MTurk 203 Scale validation for consumer reflexivity
Study 1 Survey Prolific 879 Validation of direct effect, mediating effect, and moderation effect (measured)
Pretest 1a Experimental design College students 118 Development and validation of priming task on consumer reflexivity
Pretest 1b Experimental design MTurk 101 Validation of priming task on consumer reflexivity
Pretest 2 Experimental design MTurk 444 Validation of manipulation of perceived benefits of sharing practices
Study 2 Experimental design MTurk 549 Validation of the causality of direct effect and mediating effect (causality)
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psychotherapy (Katz et al., 2017), management (Schip-
pers et al., 2003, 2007), and consumer research (Akaka 
& Schau, 2019; Thompson et al., 2018), their empirical 
examination of reflexivity is limited and context-specific.4 
Moreover, current scales of reflexivity or reflection are 
unable to accurately capture consumer reflexivity in the 
sharing economy context. Therefore, new ways to delin-
eate, measure, and quantify the major dimensions, pro-
cesses, and effects of consumer reflexivity in an increas-
ingly salient consumption trend are required to enrich 
understanding of both the nature of the sharing economy 
and consumer reflexivity.

We conceptualized and measured consumer reflexivity 
by combining items adapted from different scales, focus-
ing on multiple dimensions of reflexivity in the literature. 
Following this procedure, we generated an initial pool of 
20 items capturing self-awareness (six items adapted from 
Grant et al., 2002), self-regulation (eight items adapted 
from Schippers et al., 2003), and identity construction (six 
items developed from the related discussions of Barnett 
(1997), Glaser & Brunstein (2007), and Giddens (1991)). 
We completed a pilot test by interviewing 30 students with 
past experiences with sharing schemes and asked them 
to indicate their reflections and considerations regarding 
their sharing practices. After that, we invited the students 
to evaluate the 20 items in the initial measure of consumer 
reflexivity. Next, we held extensive discussions with doc-
toral students and researchers in the consumer and shar-
ing research field, which helped us refine the 20 items 
(reported in Appendix Table 11) to ensure the accuracy 
and adequacy of the measure of consumer reflexivity in 
sharing practices.

For the quantitative prestudy, we recruited 203 consumers 
in the United States who participated in sharing practices 
within one year before our study using Amazon Mechanical 
Turk (MTurk). We paid US$1 to each consumer for complet-
ing our survey. The average age of the sample was 37 years, 
and 57.1% consumers were male. In addition, 45.3% 

declared a yearly household income of less than US$50,000, 
and 83% had completed college or higher.

We conducted exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm our sug-
gested three dimensions: self-awareness, self-regulation, 
and identity construction. We dropped nine of the initial 
20 items because of low factor loadings and cross-load-
ings with different factors in EFA and CFA; therefore, 
we had 11 items. Sample items for self-awareness, self-
regulation, and identity construction include “I compare 
the way I consumed in the past and the way I prefer to 
consume now after participating in sharing program,” 
“I think I can simplify my life by using the sharing 
programs instead of shopping around,” and “I express 
myself through what I borrowed/rented from the shar-
ing programs,” respectively. Cronbach’s alpha for self-
awareness, self-regulation, identity construction, and 
consumer reflexivity (second-order factor) measured by 
the three first-order factors was 0.88, 0.83, 0.85, and 0.80, 
respectively. We then conducted CFA on the remaining 
11 items to examine the factor structure. We compared a 
one-factor model (χ2

(44) = 402, p < 0.01; comparative fit 
index [CFI] = 0.74; goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = 0.68; 
incremental fit index [IFI] = 0.74; root mean square error 
of approximation [RMSEA] = 0.20) with a three-factor 
model with a higher-order factor (χ2

(41) = 91, p < 0.01; 
CFI = 0.96; GFI = 0.93; IFI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.08). The 
three-factor model showed a better fit, so we opted for the 
higher-order factor model.

To test the convergent and discriminant validity of our 
measure of consumer reflexivity, we conducted CFA to 
evaluate a measurement model including consumer reflex-
ivity and three relevant personal traits in the psychology 
literature: private self-consciousness (Scheier & Carver, 
2013), a new measure of private self-consciousness focus-
ing on reflection engagement and need (Grant et al., 2002), 
and reflection in the Rumination-Reflection scale (Trap-
nell & Campbell, 1999). The model showed a satisfac-
tory fit (χ2

(425) = 801, p < 0.01; CFI = 0.90; GFI = 0.80; 
IFI = 0.90; RMSEA = 0.07). Both the subdimensions and 
the high-order factor of consumer reflexivity demonstrated 
good convergent validity with composite reliabilities 
(CRs) ranging from 0.86 to 0.87. Their average variance 
extracted (AVEs) values ranged from 0.64 to 0.69. The 
correlations between the high-order factor of consumer 
reflexivity with the three relevant personal traits ranged 
from 0.40 to 0.49. Therefore, our results met the require-
ment of sufficient discriminant validity in which the AVE 
values should exceed the squared correlation with other 
measures. Overall, our results confirm the convergent and 
discriminant validity of consumer reflexivity (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981) and distinguish it from relevant personal 
traits in the literature.

4 For example, Katz et al. (2017) identify five levels of client reflex-
ivity among patients who receive cognitive-behavioral therapy for 
the treatment of anxiety. However, this measure only captures a uni-
dimensional self-awareness of reflexivity and can only be applied 
in the coding of interviews or video data. Some other measures are 
related to self-reflection in psychology (Grant et al., 2002; Scheier & 
Carver, 2013; Trapnell & Campbell, 1999); however, these measures 
mainly focus on stable personal traits or public or private self-con-
sciousness rather than critical self-reflexivity triggered by changes in 
experiences. Another measure of team reflexivity captures task and 
social reflexivity to measure shallow, moderate, and deep levels of 
team reflection (Schippers et  al., 2003, 2007). Both measures are at 
the team level and focus on the impact on work performance in an 
organizational context, which cannot be generalized to individual 
consumption behaviors.
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Study 1: Survey on sharing and consumer 
reflexivity

Sample and procedure

In this exploratory study, we focused on real-life US con-
sumers with sharing experiences to test whether their 
evaluation of the potential benefits of sharing is posi-
tively associated with their level of reflexivity and whether 
consumer reflexivity mediates the relationship between 
perceived benefits and intentions to re-engage in shar-
ing practices. Our sample included consumers who had 
accessed products or services provided by certain sharing 
schemes one year before our data collection. We recruited 
these consumers via Prolific and paid them US$1.08 for 
completing our survey. The survey provided clear defini-
tions and examples of sharing schemes at the beginning 
to ensure that the respondents understood the focus of the 
study. We removed 50 respondents who misunderstood the 
concepts of sharing and/or had no sharing experience from 
the sample using two screening questions to (1) indicate 
the type of sharing scheme they participated in and (2) list 
the names of all sharing schemes in which they previously 
engaged. We also excluded 43 respondents who did not 
pass our attention check question. Because we focused on 
the consumer experience from the customer’s perspective 
rather than the supplier’s perspective in sharing schemes, 
we excluded an additional 28 respondents who indicated 
having only service provider experience in their B2C shar-
ing. Our survey recorded 1000 complete answers, and we 
obtained a final sample of 879 valid responses.

Our sample included consumers from the United States, 
and 52.45% were female. The respondents’ ages ranged 
from 18 to 79 years, with an average age of 32.02 years. In 
addition, 62.23% had obtained a college degree or higher, 
42.43% declared a personal monthly income of less than 
US$50,800, and 74.86% had part-time or full-time jobs. 
All respondents had past sharing experiences (e.g., Uber, 
Airbnb). After asking questions about their experiences 
(e.g., types of sharing schemes), we surveyed their per-
ceptions of the economic utility, social value, and sustain-
ability potential of the sharing schemes they named. Next, 
we asked questions about consumer reflexivity. Finally, we 
measured respondents’ intentions to re-engage in sharing 
practices in the future.

Measurement scales

For the measures, we used a 7-point Likert scale 
(1 = “strongly disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”). Appendix 
Table 12 provides a summary of the measures.

Re‑engagement intention We adopted a four-item measure 
from Hamari et al. (2016) (α = 0.88) to test our main model. 
We also used a two-item measure for sharing propensity 
from Lamberton and Rose (2012) (α = 0.90) in our robust-
ness check analysis.

Perceived sharing benefits The measure of perceived eco-
nomic utility came from the measures developed and vali-
dated by Lamberton and Rose (2012). We used a two-item 
measure to assess respondents’ perception of the key eco-
nomic utility of sharing practices considering their storage 
advantages (α = 0.77). We adopted three items to measure 
social value from Lamberton and Rose (2012) (α = 0.83) 
and the five-item measure of Hamari et al. (2016) to capture 
respondents’ perceptions of the sustainability potential of 
sharing practices (α = 0.94).

Consumer reflexivity We used our self-developed 11-item 
and three subdimensional measures of consumer reflexiv-
ity. Cronbach’s alphas for self-awareness, self-regulation, 
identity construction, and consumer reflexivity (second-order 
factor) measured by the three first-order factors were 0.90, 
0.84, 0.88, and 0.72, respectively.

B2C sharing experience While all respondents indicated 
some experience with C2C sharing schemes, we asked 
whether they also had B2C sharing experiences using a cat-
egorical variable (0 = no B2C sharing experience, 1 = B2C 
sharing experience).

Control variables We controlled for the confounding influ-
ence of demographic features, such as age, gender, educa-
tion, and household monthly income, as these might affect 
both consumer reflexivity and future sharing intentions 
in the sharing economy (Lawson et al., 2016). To test the 
relationships between the sharing economy benefits and re-
engagement intention, we employed a structural equation 
modeling approach using AMOS 26.

Measurement model

We first conducted EFA to confirm that the items for each 
measure loaded on their corresponding factor and then con-
ducted CFA to establish the convergent and discriminant 
validity of these measures. The initial measurement model 
including all items suggested a good model fit. However, one 
of the three items of social value had a low factor loading 
(< 0.40), and the modification index reported in the initial 
AMOS results also showed strong error correlations with 
other errors. Therefore, we dropped that item and reran our 
measurement model. The modified model showed a satis-
factory fit (χ2

(239) = 1,008, p < 0.01; CFI = 0.95; GFI = 0.91; 
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IFI = 0.95; RMSEA = 0.06). The CRs of the measures ranged 
from 0.78 to. 95, and their AVE values ranged from 0.65 
to 0.84. Our results met the requirement of sufficient dis-
criminant validity that the AVE values should exceed the 
squared correlation with other measures. Overall, these find-
ings prove the convergent and discriminant validity of each 
scale (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table 3 summarizes the key 
statistics for all surveyed variables of our study.

We conducted three tests to address potential common 
method bias. First, we conducted Harman’s single-factor 
test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). EFA with all our study 
variables (Podsakoff et al., 2003) produced a seven-factor 
solution, accounting for 79.73% of the total variance. The 
first factor explained 15.83% of the variance. No single 
factor accounted for the majority of the variance, provid-
ing initial evidence that common method bias was not a 
major concern. To assess the validity and distinctiveness 
of our key measures, we conducted CFA (Podsakoff et al., 
2003). The corresponding structure showed an acceptable fit 
(χ2

(239) = 1,008, p < 0.01; CFI = 0.95; GFI = 0.91; IFI = 0.95; 
RMSEA = 0.06). The results of a one-factor model were 
significantly less suitable (χ2

(252) = 8,315, CFI = 0.46, 
GFI = 0.46, RMSEA = 0.19; difference in χ2

(22) = 7,306, 
p < 0.01). Second, we added a common latent factor to the 
original CFA model (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which was not 
correlated with other latent variables, and fixed the equal 
factor loading for all measurement items from the com-
mon factor. We obtained an equal factor loading of 0.618, 
indicating that the common factor explained 38.19% of the 
variance, which was below the recommended level. Third, 
we employed the marker variable approach as a further strin-
gent common method bias examination (Lindell & Whitney, 
2001). Using a four-item scale, we identified materialism as 

a valid marker variable. Some causes of common method 
variance (e.g., common scale format, common anchors, leni-
ency bias) could have arisen when the respondents rated the 
measurement items for the key constructs in the model as 
well as the materialism items during the survey. The cor-
relations between materialism and the other constructs in 
our model were weak, with an absolute correlation value 
less than 0.06. The only exception was the correlation coef-
ficient of 0.21 with self-identity. We added the marker vari-
able to the original CFA model, which was not correlated 
with other latent variables, and fixed the equal factor load-
ing for all measurement items from this marker variable. 
From the equal factor loading value (0.029), we found that 
the explained common variance further decreased to only 
0.09%, which was significantly below the recommended 
level. These results further suggest that common method 
variance was not a significant problem in our study.

Structural model

To test our hypotheses on the mediation system, we devel-
oped a structural model using three key independent vari-
ables: economic utility, social value, and sustainability 
potential. The mediator variable was consumer reflexivity, 
the dependent variable was re-engagement intention, and the 
control variables were age, gender, education, and income. 
In another model, we also included the moderating effect of 
B2C sharing experience, which we operationalized by add-
ing the interaction terms between B2C sharing experience 
and the three independent variables in predicting consumer 
reflexivity (Fig. 1).

Table 4 reports the results of the regression weights in 
the path model in addition to the estimates of the mediating 

Table 3  Online survey: Means, standard deviations, and correlations

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Values on the diagonal show the AVE of the construct

Variable V01 V02 V03 V04 V05 V06 V07 V08 V09 V10

V01 Reengagement Intention 0.709
V02 Economic Utility 0.421*** 0.664
V03 Social Value 0.518*** 0.378*** 0.702
V04 Sustainability Potential 0.558*** 0.426*** 0.437 0.783
V05 Consumer Reflexivity 0.638*** 0.376*** 0.350 0.600*** 0.543
V06 B2C Sharing Experience 0.114*** 0.074** 0.020 0.036 0.163*** NA
V07 Age 0.081** 0.080** 0.073 −0.013 0.001 −0.048 NA
V08 Gender 0.021 0.022 0.014 0.112*** 0.021 0.002 −0.041 NA
V09 Education 0.021 −0.001 0.008 −0.099*** −0.046 0.104*** 0.288*** −0.005 NA
V10 Income 0.043 −0.035 0.028 −0.039 −0.073** 0.060* 0.137*** −0.115*** 0.276*** NA
Mean 3.625 3.916 4.604 5.034 4.052 0.420 32.022 0.546 2.812 5.974
St Dev 0.768 0.821 0.819 0.946 0.981 0.494 11.751 0.540 0.739 3.397
Minimum 0.800 0.788 1.038 0.986 0.990 0.000 18.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
Maximum 4.932 5.021 5.923 6.387 6.713 1.000 79.000 1.000 4.000 12.000
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Table 4  Estimates of online survey in Study 1

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Variable/Model Mediation Model Moderated Mediation 
Model

Hypothesis

Est St. Est Est St. Est

Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
  Main Effect
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.138 0.108 *** 0.215 0.170 *** H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.133 0.100 *** 0.156 0.119 *** H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.517 0.468 *** 0.452 0.414 *** H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← B2C Sharing Experience 0.399 0.184 *** 0.401 0.187 ***
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Age 0.000 −0.002 0.000 −0.003
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Gender 0.092 0.043 0.092 0.043
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Education 0.003 0.002 0.001 0.001
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Income −0.031 −0.098 *** −0.027 −0.087 **
  Moderating Effect
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility × B2C Sharing Experience −0.208 −0.096 *** H4
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value × B2C Sharing Experience −0.066 −0.033 H4
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential × B2C Sharing Experience 0.190 0.103 *** H4

Effect on Reengagement Intention
  Total Effect
    Reengagement Intention ← Economic Utility 0.144 0.162 *** 0.163 0.183 ***
    Reengagement Intention ← Social Value 0.259 0.282 *** 0.265 0.288 ***
    Reengagement Intention ← Sustainability Potential 0.326 0.424 *** 0.310 0.405 ***
  Direct Effect
    Reengagement Intention ← Economic Utility 0.111 0.124 *** 0.110 0.124 ***
    Reengagement Intention ← Social Value 0.227 0.247 *** 0.227 0.247 ***
    Reengagement Intention ← Sustainability Potential 0.200 0.261 *** 0.200 0.261 ***
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity 0.243 0.349 *** 0.243 0.346 *** H2
    Reengagement Intention ← B2C Sharing Experience 0.046 0.031 0.046 0.031
    Reengagement Intention ← Age 0.003 0.050 0.003 0.050
    Reengagement Intention ← Gender 0.025 0.017 0.025 0.017
    Reengagement Intention ← Education 0.030 0.029 0.030 0.029
    Reengagement Intention ← Income 0.018 0.083 *** 0.018 0.083 ***
  Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Consumer Reflexivity)
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.033 0.038 ** 0.052 0.059 ** H3
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.032 0.035 ** 0.038 0.041 * H3
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.125 0.163 *** 0.110 0.143 *** H3
  Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility −0.050 * H4
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value −0.016 H4
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.046 ** H4

Model Fit Index
Chi Sq 1,523 2,051
Degree of Freedom 352 439
Chi Sq/df 4.327 4.672
IFI 0.924 0.899
CFI 0.924 0.898
RMSEA 0.062 0.065
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and moderating effects. We found good model fit for the 
mediation model (left-hand side) (χ2

(352) = 1,523, p < 0.01, 
χ2/df = 4.33; CFI = 0.92; IFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.06). The 
results showed significant and positive effects of economic 
utility (β = 0.138, p < 0.01), social value (β = 0.133, p < 0.01), 
and sustainability potential (β = 0.517, p < 0.01) on consumer 
reflexivity (the mediator), in support of H1a, H1b, and H1c, 
respectively. We also found a positive effect of consumer 
reflexivity (β = 0.243, p < 0.01) on re-engagement intention, 
in support of H2. Bootstrapping estimates for the indirect 
effect confirmed consumer reflexivity as a mediator for the 
impacts of economic utility (β = 0.033, p = 0.02), social value 
(β = 0.032, p = 0.03), and sustainability potential (β = 0.125, 
p < 0.01) on re-engagement intention, confirming H3a, H3b, 
and H3c, respectively. Moreover, the results indicated partial 
mediation through consumer reflexivity. From the reported 
total, direct, and indirect effects of the three sharing benefits 
on re-engagement intention, we found that the indirect effects 
were significant rather than weak or negligible, with the com-
parison between indirect and direct effects being 0.033 vs. 
0.111 for economic utility, 0.032 vs. 0.227 for social value, 
and 0.125 vs. 0.200 for sustainability potential.

We also obtained an acceptable model fit for the mod-
erated mediation model (right-hand side of Table  4; 
χ2

(439) = 2,051, χ2/df = 4.67; CFI = 0.90; IFI = 0.90; 
RMSEA = 0.07). The results showed the effects of the inter-
play between B2C sharing experience and economic utility 
(β =  − 0.208, p < 0.01), social value (β =  − 0.066, p = 0.34), 
and sustainability potential (β = 0.190, p < 0.01) on con-
sumer reflexivity (the mediator). Accordingly, the estimated 

moderated mediation effects showed that the moderation of 
B2C sharing experience was significant for two of the three 
mediation effects for consumer reflexivity in terms of their 
impact on re-engagement intention (H4a: economic util-
ity: β =  − 0.050, p = 0.09; H4b: social value: β =  − 0.016, 
p = 0.54; H4c: sustainability potential: β = 0.046, p = 0.04). 
Therefore, H4 was partially supported.

Robustness checks and additional analyses

We conducted several additional statistical analyses to 
validate and extend our findings. First, we adopted Hayes’s 
(2013) approach to validate the revealed mediation and 
moderated mediation mechanisms. As the results in Table 5 
show, consumer reflexivity significantly mediated the effects 
of economic utility (indirect effect = 0.045, p < 0.01, 95% 
confidence interval [CI] [0.019, 0.073]), social value (indi-
rect effect = 0.032, p = 0.02, 95% CI [0.006, 0.058]), and sus-
tainability potential (indirect effect = 0.174, p < 0.01, 95% 
CI [0.142, 0.210]) on re-engagement intention. The moder-
ated mediation index showed that B2C sharing experience 
moderated consumer reflexivity as a mediator of the effects 
of economic utility (index =  − 0.050, p = 0.06, 95% CI 
[− 0.104, 0.001]) and sustainability potential (index = 0.037, 
p = 0.08, 95% CI [− 0.003, 0.082]), but not social value 
(index =  − 0.016, p = 0.55, 95% CI [− 0.068, 0.035]), on re-
engagement intention. Overall, the results were consistent 
with our model estimated with structural equation modeling.

Second, although our results of various tests showed 
that common method bias was not a major concern in our 

Table 5  Robustness check: Estimation with Hayes’s mediation/moderated mediation test

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Variable Estimate Bootstrap
SE

Bootstrap
LLCI

Bootstrap
ULCI

Hypothesis

Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
  Main Effect
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.137 0.036 0.067 0.207 H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.097 *** 0.036 0.026 0.167 H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.533 *** 0.032 0.470 0.596 H1

Effect on Reengagement Intention
  Direct Effect
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity 0.327 *** 0.023 0.281 0.373 H2
  Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Consumer Reflexivity)
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.045 *** 0.014 0.019 0.073 H3
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.032 ** 0.013 0.006 0.058 H3
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.174 *** 0.018 0.142 0.210 H3
  Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility −0.050 * 0.027 −0.104 0.001 H4
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value −0.016 0.026 −0.068 0.035 H4
    Reengagement Intention ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.037 * 0.022 −0.003 0.082 H4
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measurement model, we performed additional analyses to 
control for common method variance and check the robust-
ness of our findings. We used two approaches of the partial 
correlation method recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003). 
On the one hand, we conducted a marker variable approach 
(Table 6, panel A). We again identified materialism using 
a four-item scale adapted from Richins (2004) as a valid 
marker variable. On the other hand, rather than using the 
marker variable as a proxy for the method variance factor, 
we adopted the unmeasured latent method factor approach 
by including and partialling out the effects of an unmeasured 
general method factor (panel B). For each method, we tried 
two model specifications by allowing the factor loadings of 
the latent method factor/marker variable on the measurement 
items of all other constructs to be both equal and unequal. 
All models produced comparable results for the structural 
relationships to those from our proposed model. Thus, our 
findings were robust after we controlled for potential com-
mon method bias.

Third, as a robustness check, we reran our model using 
sharing propensity as an alternative measure of the depend-
ent variable. As Table 7 shows, the results were largely con-
sistent with our previous results.

Fourth, to enrich our understanding of the mediating role 
of consumer reflexivity, we ran our proposed model with 
each subdimension: self-awareness, self-regulation, and 
identity construction. Table 8 reports the results. Using the 
moderated mediation model in the right column, we found 
consistent support for the significant mediation of the subdi-
mensions of consumer reflexivity for the effects of all three 
sharing benefits on re-engagement intention, with the only 
exception being the nonsignificant mediating effect of iden-
tity construction on the impact of economic utility and social 
value on re-engagement intention. For moderated media-
tion, B2C sharing experience weakened the mediating effect 
of self-regulation on the impact of economic utility on re-
engagement intention; it also weakened the mediating effect 
of identity construction on the impact of social value on 
re-engagement intention. In addition, B2C sharing experi-
ence strengthened the mediating effects of self-awareness 
and identity construction on the impact of sustainability 
potential on re-engagement intention. Overall, the results 
for each subdimension of consumer reflexivity not only pro-
vided consistent support for the findings from our proposed 
model but also revealed the specific mediating roles of each 
subdimension of consumer reflexivity and the complex mod-
erating effect of B2C sharing experience.

Fifth, we conducted additional analyses to rule out 
alternative mediating effects of other personal traits, such 
as materialism, which prior studies have established as an 
important predictor of inhibiting sharing intentions (Akbar 
et al., 2016; Davidson et al., 2018), in addition to private 
self-consciousness in relation to consumer reflexivity. We 

adopted a four-item measure of materialism from Richins 
(2004) (α = 0.78) and a 12-item measure of private self-
consciousness with a focus on engagement and the need 
for self-reflection from Grant et al. (2002) (α = 0.95). The 
results, which we summarize in Table 9, showed no media-
tion of materialism for the main effects of the three sharing 
benefits on re-engagement intention. This result ruled out the 
possibility of materialism as a mediator in predicting future 
commitment. In addition, we proved that private self-con-
sciousness only mediated the effect of economic utility on 
re-engagement intention, but both paths (i.e., from economic 
utility to private self-consciousness and from private self-
consciousness to re-engagement intention) were negative, 
which was opposite to our hypotheses. These results showed 
that consumer reflexivity was a distinct construct from the 
simple self-reflection triggered by private self-consciousness 
in the sharing context. Overall, these findings further vali-
dated the unique role of consumer reflexivity in mediating 
the effects of the perceived benefits of sharing on intentions 
to re-engage in it.

Study 2: Experiment to validate causality 
and mediating mechanism

The findings from Study 1 revealed the positive associa-
tions of the key constructs proposed in our model. We next 
conducted an experiment to establish the causality of the 
proposed relationships and validate the mediating effect of 
consumer reflexivity. To achieve this goal, we followed the 
concurrent randomization approach (Pirlott & MacKinnon, 
2016) used in the psychology and consumer literature to 
test the role of the mediator in an experimental setting. Spe-
cifically, we chose concurrent randomization experimental 
designs to manipulate both the mediator (by enhancing or 
suppressing it) and the independent variable simultaneously 
(Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016; Spencer et al., 2005).

Various pretests preceded our main experimental study. 
First, we developed a priming task to enhance or suppress 
consumer reflexivity, which we pretested with college stu-
dents (Pretest 1a, n = 118) and then respondents of the 
general US population recruited from MTurk (Pretest 1b, 
n = 101). Second, we pretested our manipulations of per-
ceived sharing benefits (Pretest 2, n = 444) with another 
group of respondents recruited from MTurk. After ensur-
ing that all experimental stimuli were successful, we con-
ducted our main experiment (n = 549) with another group 
of respondents recruited from MTurk. In this experiment, 
we first randomly assigned participants (n = 549) to one of 
two priming tasks to either suppress or enhance consumer 
reflexivity and then exposed them to one of six sharing 
benefit manipulations. We measured all other constructs 
similar to Study 1. This allowed us to examine the causal 
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Table 6  Robustness check: Common method bias control

Variable/Model Equal Factor Loading Unequal Factor Loading Hypothesis

Mediation Model Moderated Media-
tion Model

Mediation Model Moderated Media-
tion Model

Est St. Est Est St. Est Est St. Est Est St. Est

A. Marker variable approach
  Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
    Main Effect
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.138 0.108 *** 0.231 0.194 *** 0.131 0.103 *** 0.226 0.191 *** H1
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.133 0.100 *** 0.146 0.124 ** 0.137 0.103 *** 0.150 0.128 ** H1
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability 

Potential
0.518 0.469 *** 0.456 0.422 *** 0.518 0.471 *** 0.457 0.424 *** H1

    Moderating Effect
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Util-

ity × B2C Sharing Experience
−0.257 −0.121 −0.264 −0.124 ** H4

      Consumer Reflexivity ← Social 
Value × B2C Sharing Experience

−0.108 −0.052 −0.115 −0.056 H4

      Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability 
Potential × B2C Sharing Experience

0.195 0.107 *** 0.201 0.111 *** H4

  Effect on Reengagement Intention
    Direct Effect
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity
0.242 0.348 *** 0.246 0.348 *** 0.246 0.352 *** 0.251 0.353 *** H2

    Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Consumer Reflexivity)
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity ← Economic Utility
0.033 0.038 ** 0.057 0.068 ** 0.032 0.036 ** 0.057 0.067 ** H3

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Social Value

0.032 0.035 ** 0.036 0.043 ** 0.034 0.036 ** 0.038 0.045 ** H3

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential

0.125 0.163 *** 0.112 0.147 *** 0.127 0.166 *** 0.115 0.150 *** H3

    Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity ← Economic Utility
−0.063 * −0.066 * H4

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Social Value

−0.027 −0.029 H4

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential

0.048 ** 0.050 ** H4

B. Unmeasured latent method factor approach
  Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
    Main Effect
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.097 0.078 ** 0.249 0.193 *** 0.135 0.147 *** 0.296 0.319 *** H1
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.103 0.082 ** 0.167 0.132 ** 0.097 0.109 ** 0.132 0.146 ** H1
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability 

Potential
0.411 0.331 *** 0.443 0.382 *** 0.327 0.418 *** 0.325 0.384 *** H1

    Moderating Effect
      Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Util-

ity × B2C Sharing Experience
−0.341 −0.164 −0.281 −0.169 *** H4

      Consumer Reflexivity ← Social 
Value × B2C Sharing Experience

−0.182 −0.094 −0.090 −0.058 H4

      Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability 
Potential × B2C Sharing Experience

0.154 0.080 ** 0.170 0.119 ** H4
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Table 6  (continued)

Variable/Model Equal Factor Loading Unequal Factor Loading Hypothesis

Mediation Model Moderated Media-
tion Model

Mediation Model Moderated Media-
tion Model

Est St. Est Est St. Est Est St. Est Est St. Est

  Effect on Reengagement Intention
    Direct Effect
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity
0.162 0.280 *** 0.242 0.353 *** 0.286 0.289 *** 0.257 0.276 *** H2

    Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Consumer Reflexivity)
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity ← Economic Utility
0.016 0.022 ** 0.060 0.068 ** 0.039 0.043 ** 0.076 0.088 H3

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Social Value

0.017 0.023 * 0.040 0.047 ** 0.028 0.032 * 0.034 0.040 ** H3

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential

0.067 0.093 *** 0.107 0.135 *** 0.093 0.121 *** 0.084 0.106 *** H3

    Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 

Reflexivity ← Economic Utility
−0.083 * −0.072 * H4

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Social Value

−0.044 −0.023 H4

      Reengagement Intention ← Consumer 
Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential

0.037 ** 0.044 ** H4

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Notes: Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Table 7  Robustness check: Alternative dependent variable of future sharing propensity

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Variable/Model Mediation Model Moderated Mediation 
Model

Hypothesis

Est St. Est Est St. Est

Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
  Main Effect
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.121 0.072 *** 0.238 0.200 *** H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.132 0.100 *** 0.122 0.085 ** H1
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.463 0.459 *** 0.402 0.402 *** H1
  Moderating Effect
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility × B2C Sharing Experience −0.226 −0.114 *** H4
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value × B2C Sharing Experience 0.004 0.002 H4
    Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential × B2C Sharing Experience 0.154 0.091 *** H4

Effect on Future Sharing Propensisty
  Direct Effect
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity 1.088 0.778 *** 1.075 0.767 *** H2
  Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Consumer Reflexivity)
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility 0.132 0.056 *** 0.256 0.153 *** H3
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.144 0.078 * 0.131 0.065 H3
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.503 0.357 *** 0.432 0.308 *** H3
  Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Economic Utility −0.243 ** H4
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Social Value 0.005 H4
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Consumer Reflexivity ← Sustainability Potential 0.166 * H4
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Table 8  Additional analyses: Subdimensions of consumer reflexivity

Variable/Model Mediation Model Moderated Mediation 
Model

Hypothesis

Est St. Est Est St. Est

A. Self-awareness
  Effect on Self-awareness
    Main Effect
      Self-awareness ← Economic Utility 0.127 0.080 ** 0.154 0.098 *** H1
      Self-awareness ← Social Value 0.140 0.084 ** 0.189 0.115 *** H1
      Self-awareness ← Sustainability Potential 0.545 0.395 *** 0.463 0.340 *** H1
    Moderating Effect
      Self-awareness ← Economic Utility × B2C Sharing Experience −0.065 −0.024 H4
      Self-awareness ← Social Value × B2C Sharing Experience −0.134 −0.054 * H4
      Self-awareness ← Sustainability Potential × B2C Sharing Experience 0.244 0.106 *** H4
  Effect on Reengagement Intention
    Direct Effect
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness 0.116 0.208 *** 0.116 0.206 *** H2
    Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Self-awareness)
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Economic Utility 0.015 0.017 0.018 0.020 * H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Social Value 0.016 0.018 * 0.022 0.024 ** H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Sustainability Potential 0.063 0.082 *** 0.054 0.070 *** H3
    Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Economic Utility −0.008 H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Social Value −0.016 H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-awareness ← Sustainability Potential 0.028 ** H4

B. Self-regulation
  Effect on Self-regulation
    Main Effect
      Self-regulation ← Economic Utility 0.126 0.112 *** 0.304 0.188 *** H1
      Self-regulation ← Social Value 0.084 0.074 ** 0.046 0.028 *** H1
      Self-regulation ← Sustainability Potential 0.302 0.317 *** 0.415 0.304 *** H1
    Moderating Effect
      Self-regulation ← Economic Utility × B2C Sharing Experience −0.348 −0.128 *** H4
      Self-regulation ← Social Value × B2C Sharing Experience 0.173 0.069 ** H4
      Self-regulation ← Sustainability Potential × B2C Sharing Experience 0.022 0.010 H4
  Effect on Reengagement Intention
    Direct Effect
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation 0.229 0.284 *** 0.162 0.289 *** H2
    Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Self-regulation)
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Economic Utility 0.029 0.032 ** 0.049 0.054 *** H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Social Value 0.019 0.021 * 0.007 0.008 H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Sustainability Potential 0.069 0.090 *** 0.067 0.088 *** H3
    Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Economic Utility −0.056 *** H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Social Value 0.028 H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Self-regulation ← Sustainability Potential 0.004 H4

C. Identity construction
  Effect on Identity Construction
    Main Effect
      Identity Construction ← Economic Utility 0.065 0.039 0.140 0.085 ** H1
      Identity Construction ← Social Value 0.097 0.056 0.204 0.117 *** H1
      Identity Construction ← Sustainability Potential 0.420 0.291 *** 0.340 0.235 *** H1
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effects of both the independent variables and the mediator 
by priming consumer reflexivity (the mediator) and manip-
ulating the independent variables (i.e., perceived sharing 
benefits). Overall, the results of Study 2 provided support 
for our proposed conceptual framework by showing that 
sharing benefits (i.e., economic utility, social value, and 
sustainability potential) triggered consumer reflexivity, 
which in turn mediated the effects of perceived sharing 

benefits on consumers’ intentions to re-engage in sharing 
practices in the future.

Priming consumer reflexivity

Priming the mediator in a proposed theoretical framework 
is a widely adopted method used in the consumer litera-
ture to test and validate mediating mechanisms (Pirlott & 

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Table 8  (continued)

Variable/Model Mediation Model Moderated Mediation 
Model

Hypothesis

Est St. Est Est St. Est

    Moderating Effect
      Identity Construction ← Economic Utility × B2C Sharing Experience −0.202 −0.071 ** H4
      Identity Construction ← Social Value × B2C Sharing Experience −0.265 −0.100 *** H4
      Identity Construction ← Sustainability Potential × B2C Sharing Experience 0.251 0.103 *** H4
  Effect on Reengagement Intention
    Direct Effect
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction 0.081 0.153 *** 0.080 0.151 *** H2
    Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Identity Construction)
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Economic Utility 0.005 0.006 0.011 0.013 * H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Social Value 0.008 0.009 0.016 0.018 ** H3
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Sustainability Potential 0.034 0.044 *** 0.027 0.035 *** H3
    Moderated Mediation (by B2C Sharing Experience)
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Economic Utility −0.016 H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Social Value −0.021 ** H4
      Reengagement Intention ← Identity Construction ← Sustainability Potential 0.020 ** H4

Table 9  Additional analyses: Alternative mediators

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. Estimation results for control variables are omitted from the table

Variable/Model Alternative Mediator Hypothesis

Materialism Private Selfconsciousness

Est St. Est Est St. Est

Effect on Consumer Reflexivity
  Main Effect
    Alternative Mediator ← Economic Utility 0.112 0.066 * −0.167 −0.135 *** H1
    Alternative Mediator ← Social Value −0.096 −0.052 −0.047 −0.036 H1
    Alternative Mediator ← Sustainability Potential −0.119 −0.077 ** 0.013 0.012 H1

Effect on Reengagement Intention
  Direct Effect
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Alternative Mediator −0.013 −0.025 −0.065 −0.093 *** H2
  Mediation/Indirect Effect (through Alternative Mediator)
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Alternative Mediator ← Economic Utility −0.001 −0.002 0.011 0.012 *** H3
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Alternative Mediator ← Social Value 0.001 0.001 0.003 0.003 H3
    Future Sharing Propensity ← Alternative Mediator ← Sustainability Potential 0.002 0.002 −0.001 −0.001 H3
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MacKinnon, 2016; Spencer et al., 2005). Following this 
rationale, we randomly assigned participants to two groups 
and primed them to trigger high (i.e., enhancing) or low (i.e., 
suppressing) reflexivity levels. Following this procedure, we 
expected to find a positive effect of perceived benefits on 
participants’ intentions to re-engage in sharing practices 
through reflexivity when we encouraged them to self-reflect 
on their consumption (i.e., primed with high reflexivity). 
By contrast, for the participants primed with a low level of 
reflexivity, we expected to find a weaker positive indirect 
effect of perceived benefits on their intentions to re-engage 
in sharing practices. Thus, if our theory was correct, con-
sumer reflexivity would function as a significant mediator 
only in the high reflexivity prime condition.

Pretests 1a and 1b Drawing from the literature on manipu-
lating mediators (e.g., Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016; Spencer 
et al., 2005) and our operationalization of consumer reflexiv-
ity, we designed the materials featuring reading and writing 
tasks to prime the participants into high or low reflexivity 
beliefs. We randomly assigned the participants to the low 
reflexivity condition to read an article that described how 
too much self-reflection on consumption can have negative 
effects on individual happiness and listed six reasons peo-
ple should refrain from using self-reflection in consumption. 
The article in the high reflexivity condition instead described 
that self-reflection on consumption could result in positive 
effects on individual happiness and listed seven reasons 
people should self-reflect on consumption. After exposure 
to these articles, the participants were then given a writing 
task. Those in the high reflexivity condition were asked to 
write about an important recent purchase and to elaborate on 
their awareness, thoughts, and feelings of how that purchase 
contributed to their happiness. Those in low reflexivity con-
dition were asked to write about a recent purchase that made 
them feel happy. Next, participants answer questions about 
the level of consumer reflexivity using our 11-item meas-
ure of consumer reflexivity. We first conducted a pilot study 
(Pretest 1a) with a sample of 118 college students; the results 
of our data analysis established the validity and effectiveness 
of our priming task  (MLow = 4.25 vs.  MHigh = 4.61, p < 0.01; 
see Appendix Table 13). We then replicated this test with 
101 US respondents recruited from MTurk, which further 
confirmed the validity of our priming tasks on consumer 
reflexivity  (MLow = 4.56 vs.  MHigh = 5.10, p < 0.01).

Pretest 2 Next, we conducted a pretest to validate our 
manipulations of the perceived benefits of sharing practices 
with 444 participants recruited from MTurk. All partici-
pants were asked to imagine a fictitious situation in which 
they had just moved for work to a suburban area of a new 
city with no access to frequent public transport. On the fol-
lowing page, they then learned that they had come across a 

bike-sharing scheme and were asked to imagine that they 
had tried the bike-sharing option to commute to work. We 
then randomly assigned the participants to one of six pos-
sible benefit manipulations featuring a 3 (benefit type: eco-
nomic utility, social value, and sustainability potential) × 2 
(benefit level: high vs. low) between-subjects experimental 
design. Next, we measured perceived benefits (see Appen-
dix Table 15 for details). The results confirm the success 
of our developed stimuli in these six conditions: economic 
utility  (MLow = 3.90 vs.  MHigh = 5.34, p < 0.01), social value 
 (MLow = 3.94 vs.  MHigh = 5.58, p < 0.01), and sustainability 
potential  (MLow = 4.00 vs.  MHigh = 5.49, p < 0.01).

Experimental design of main experiment and model 
test

After confirming the effectiveness of our priming tasks and 
stimuli, we conducted an experiment with 549 participants 
recruited from MTurk to examine the effects of perceived 
benefits of sharing practices on consumer reflexivity sub-
ject to the priming effects.5 We administered a 2 (consumer 
reflexivity priming: enhanced vs. suppressed) × 3 (ben-
efit type: economic utility, social value, and sustainability 
potential) × 2 (benefit level: high vs. low) between-subjects 
experimental design. Following the same procedures as in 
Pretests 1a and 1b, we first randomly assigned participants to 
a priming task to suppress or enhance their level of reflexiv-
ity. Then, similar to the procedures in Pretest 2, we randomly 
assigned participants to one of six conditions featuring the 
perceived benefits of sharing practices. Next, we asked ques-
tions about their level of consumer reflexivity and re-engage-
ment intention by adopting the same measures for both as in 
Study 1. All items used a 7-point Likert scale (1 = “strongly 
disagree,” 7 = “strongly agree”). If our manipulation of the 
mediating mechanism was successful, we would expect to 
find the main effects of the independent variables (i.e., the 
perceived benefits of sharing practices) on consumer reflex-
ivity for the participants who were encouraged to reflect 
(high reflexivity prime) but not for those who were discour-
aged to reflect (low reflexivity prime). The resulting mean 
and analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistics showed that 
for the participants primed with high reflexivity, those who 
perceived higher sharing benefits had significantly higher 
consumer reflexivity than those who perceived a low level 
of sharing benefits in economic utility (difference = 0.54; 
F(1, 97) = 5.86, p = 0.02), social value (difference = 0.41; 

5 In addition, we recruited another 76 participants from MTurk who 
completed our survey but received neither reflexivity priming tasks 
nor manipulations of perceived benefits of sharing practices. The 
results of mean comparisons were in line with expected patterns of 
the key constructs of our model in comparison with the experimental 
groups.
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F(1, 80) = 4.74, p = 0.03), and sustainability potential (dif-
ference = 0.44; F(1, 86) = 3.75, p = 0.05). By contrast, we 
found that the same effects of perceived benefits on con-
sumer reflexivity were not significant for the participants 
primed with low reflexivity. These results indicated that we 
successfully manipulated the mediator by priming the par-
ticipants to become more (less) reflexive on evaluating the 
benefits of sharing when they were encouraged (discour-
aged) to reflect more on their consumption in the enhanced 
(suppressed) reflexivity condition in our experiments.

Results

We conducted a series of ANOVAs to investigate the causal-
ity of our proposed effects on the perceived benefits of shar-
ing practices and the mediating role of consumer reflexivity 
in these scenarios. We first conducted a two-way ANOVA to 
test the interaction between consumer reflexivity and sharing 
benefits. The results show no significant interactions between 
consumer reflexivity and economic utility (F(1, 187) = 1.50, 
p = 0.22), consumer reflexivity and social value (F(1, 
176) = 2.26, p = 0.13), or consumer reflexivity and sustaina-
bility potential (F(1, 174) = 0.251.50, p = 0.62). We then pro-
ceeded to examine the main effects proposed in our model. 
Our results revealed significant main effects of perceived 
sharing benefits on consumer reflexivity for economic utility 
 (MLow economic utility = 4.48 vs.  MHigh economic utility = 4.78; F(1, 
190) = 3.31, p = 0.07), social value  (MLow social value = 4.62 
vs.  MHigh social value = 4.89; F(1, 179) = 3.25, p = 0.08), and 
sustainability potential  (MLow sustainability potential = 4.47 vs. 
 MHigh sustainability potential = 4.83; F(1, 177) = 4.23, p = 0.04), 
in support of H1a, H1b, and H1c, respectively. We also 
found significant main effects of perceived sharing ben-
efits on re-engagement intention for economic utility 
 (MLow economic utility = 4.23 vs.  MHigh economic utility = 5.21; F(1, 
190) = 22.12, p < 0.01), social value  (MLow social value = 4.51 
vs.  MHigh social value = 5.10; F(1, 179) = 10.16, p < 0.01), and 
sustainability potential  (MLow sustainability potential = 4.24 vs. 
 MHigh sustainability potential = 5.30; F(1, 177) = 25.81, p < 0.01). 
In addition, we found significant main effects of consumer 
reflexivity on re-engagement intention  (MLow reflexivity = 4.58 
vs.  MHigh reflexivity = 4.95; F(1, 548) = 9.38, p < 0.01), in sup-
port of H2. Overall, these results were consistent with those 
from Study 1 and confirmed the causality of our proposed 
effects of the independent variables (perceived sharing ben-
efits) on the mediator (i.e., consumer reflexivity) and of the 
causal effects of both the independent variables and mediator 
on re-engagement intention.

According to Pirlott and MacKinnon (2016), if the manip-
ulations in a concurrent randomization design are successful 
and the mediation is significant, the effects of the independ-
ent variables on the dependent variables through the media-
tor should be greater with the enhancement of the mediator 

than with the suppression of the mediator. Thus, we expected 
the mean difference in re-engagement intention between per-
ceived high and low benefits to be greater in the enhanced 
(high) than in the suppressed (low) consumer reflexivity 
priming condition. We report the results in Table 10. Con-
sistent with our expectations, the mean difference in reen-
gagement intention for the groups receiving our manipula-
tion of high versus low sharing benefits on economic utility 
was statistically larger (F(1, 187) = 3.90, p = 0.05) for the 
participants who received the enhanced reflexivity priming 
tasks ( Diff High reflexivity

Economic utility
 = 5.52 – 4.37 = 1.15, p < 0.01) than 

for those who received the suppressed reflexivity priming 
tasks ( Diff Low reflexivity

Economic utility
 = 4.91 – 4.07 = 0.84, p < 0.01). We 

found similar patterns when comparing the groups that 
received a high versus low social value manipulation. That 
is, the differences in re-engagement intention were statisti-
cally larger (F(1, 176) = 5.02, p = 0.03) for the participants 
who received the enhanced reflexivity priming tasks 
( Diff High reflexivity

Social value
 = 5.44 – 4.54 = 0.90) than for those who 

received the suppressed ref lexivity priming tasks 
( Diff Low reflexivity

Social value
 = 4.83 – 4.48 = 0.35). The mean difference 

in re-engagement intention for the high versus low sustain-
ability potential conditions was also (marginally) statisti-
cally larger (F(1, 174) = 3.31, p = 0.07) for the participants 
who received the enhanced reflexivity priming tasks 

Table 10  Mean of re-engagement intention in Study 2

µ-mean, N-cell size, σ-standard deviation
a  Control condition indicates no priming on consumer reflexivity; the 
data came from Pretest 2

Sharing benefit Consumer reflexivity

Low 
consumer 
reflexivity

Controla High 
consumer 
reflexivity

Economic Utility
 Low economic utility (µ) 4.07 4.12 4.37
 (N, σ) (46, 1.76) (71, 1.70) (53, 1.61)
 High economic utility (µ) 4.91 5.13 5.52
 (N, σ) (47, 1.35) (67, 1.14) (45, 0.71)

Social Value
 Low social value (µ) 4.48 4.52 4.54
 (N, σ) (50, 1.30) (80, 1.44) (41, 1.41)
 High social value (µ) 4.83 5.42 5.44
 (N, σ) (49, 1.24) (62, 0.82) (40, 0.97)

Sustainability Potential
 Low sustainability potential 

(µ)
4.13 4.20 4.37

 (N, σ) (46, 1.66) 77, 1.66) (43, 1.58)
 High sustainability poten-

tial (µ)
5.04 5.24 5.54

 (N, σ) (45, 1.16) (87, 1.01) (44, 1.04)
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( Diff High reflexivity

Sustainability potential
 = 5.54 – 4.37 = 1.17) than for those 

who received the suppressed reflexivity priming tasks 
( Diff Low reflexivity

Sustainability potential
 = 5.04 – 4.13 = 0.91). In addition, the 

mediating effect reflected in the mean differences in re-
engagement intention between those who received high ver-
sus low sharing benefits manipulations should be largest 
when comparing the group that received both enhanced 
consumer reflexivity priming tasks and high sharing benefits 
manipulations (sharing benefithigh – consumer reflexivityhigh) 
with the group that received both suppressed consumer 
reflexivity priming tasks and low sharing benefits (sharing 
benefitlow – consumer reflexivitylow) than any other pairwise 
group comparisons (Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016). The pat-
tern of the results shown in Table 10 indicates that the 
expected strongest effects occurred as expected for economic 
utility (5.52 – 4.07 = 1.45), social value (5.44 – 4.48 = 0.96), 
and sustainability potential (5.54 – 4.13 = 1.41). Taken 
together, these results provided further evidence for the 
mediating role of consumer reflexivity, in support of H3.

Our experimental study confirmed the descriptive find-
ings of the large-scale survey in Study 1. It also validated 
all hypothesized causal relationships (H1 and H2) and the 
mediating mechanism through consumer reflexivity (H3) in 
our study context.

General discussion

Across multiple studies, we quantitatively capture the dis-
ruptiveness of the sharing economy on the consumer level 
by demonstrating that the perceived consumer benefits of 
sharing practices significantly trigger consumer reflexivity, 
which in turn influences consumers’ intentions to re-engage 
in sharing practices. Our findings contribute to the theory 
related to the sharing economy and have several managerial 
implications.

Theoretical contributions

First, from a theoretical perspective, our research is the first 
to demonstrate the transformative impacts of the sharing 
economy at the individual consumer level, thus extending 
prior research with a primary focus on the disruptiveness of 
sharing practices from a macro perspective, including eco-
nomic growth, society, and the environment (Akbar et al., 
2016; Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Eckhardt et al., 2019; Fren-
ken & Schor, 2017; Möhlmann, 2015; Zervas et al., 2017). 
Understanding the impact of sharing at the individual con-
sumer level provides a first step toward understanding the 
process and value cocreation in sharing practices (Eckhardt 
et al., 2019; Reynolds-Pearson & Hyman, 2020). Moreo-
ver, we extend the literature on the prediction of general 

intentions to participate in sharing practices and re-engage-
ment in sharing (Akhmedova et al., 2020; Hazée et al., 2017; 
Roos & Hahn, 2017, 2019). As an increasing number of 
consumers obtain more knowledge and experience in the 
sharing economy, our research offers timely insights into 
investigating the theoretical challenges associated with the 
sharing economy in building customer loyalty from a con-
sumer perspective (Akhmedova et al., 2020; Yang et al., 
2017).

Second, we answer the call of Eckhardt et al. (2019) to 
uncover the unique factors underlying consumers’ decision-
making in sharing practices to capture their disruptive impact 
on consumers. We identify, theorize, and empirically demon-
strate the crucial role of consumer reflexivity as a key under-
studied factor that can explain the disruptive impact of the 
sharing economy on consumers’ commitment to a new con-
sumption practice in which products are accessed temporar-
ily instead of owned permanently (Akhmedova et al., 2020; 
Eckhardt et al., 2019). The robust evidence from our stud-
ies shows that higher levels of consumer reflexivity reshape 
consumption preferences, identities, and commitment to re-
engage in sharing practices (Lai & Ho, 2020). Our concep-
tualization and empirical evidence of consumer reflexivity in 
the sharing context show its critical role in creating ongoing 
attitudinal and behavioral changes (del Mar Alonso-Almeida 
et al., 2020; Lai & Ho, 2020; Styvén & Mariani, 2020).

Third, our findings address the conflicting results in 
the literature regarding the significance of economic, 
social, and environmental benefits in driving consumers’ 
intentions to re-engage in sharing practices (see Table 1). 
For example, some studies show that social values play 
an important role in driving consumers’ intentions to re-
engage in sharing practices (Yang et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 
2018). By contrast, other studies suggest that social moti-
vations for sharing vanish in commercial sharing schemes, 
which they attribute to the strong similarity between com-
mercial sharing schemes and traditional rental models 
(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Möhlmann, 2015; Tussyadiah, 
2016). Another conflict centers on the importance of envi-
ronmental values. Whereas Styvén and Mariani (2020) 
argue that the sustainability potential of sharing practices 
positively influences consumers’ choice to reuse a sharing 
practice, other scholars find no effect of the perceived envi-
ronmental impact of sharing practices (Möhlmann, 2015) 
and even suggest that sharing practices reinforce unsus-
tainable economic paradigms for less environmentally 
conscious people (Acquier et al., 2017). We shed light on 
these inconsistencies by demonstrating that the economic, 
social, and sustainability benefits of sharing practices can 
significantly motivate consumers to re-engage in sharing 
practices, if they reflexively evaluate, internalize, and iden-
tify these benefits. Moreover, these mediating effects are 
conditional on consumers’ past sharing experiences (i.e., 
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whether they have B2C sharing experience). This finding 
offers an opportunity for future research to identify reasons 
consumers re-engage in sharing practices beyond the sim-
ple evaluation of related benefits.

Fourth, by conceptualizing and operationalizing the three 
subdimensions of consumer reflexivity (i.e., self-awareness, 
self-regulation, and identity construction), we answer the 
question: “How does consumer identity affect sharing expe-
rience?” (Eckhardt et al., 2019, p. 5). Fritze et al. (2020) 
show that identification with sharing practices can increase 
psychological ownership (i.e., the mental state of perceiving 
something as one’s own) through access-based services. Our 
research extends this emerging literature by demonstrating 
that consumers’ experiences can trigger reflexivity through 
which they increase their identification with the consumption 
practice of sharing itself, rather than the products accessed 
through sharing practices. Specifically, we find that self-
awareness and self-regulation significantly mediate the impact 
of all perceived sharing benefits on re-engagement intention 
and that B2C sharing experience significantly moderates 
some of these effects. We also show that self-identity mediates 
the effects of sustainability potential on re-engagement inten-
tion. Therefore, we offer important evidence of the crucial role 
of self-identity in increasing consumers’ commitment to shar-
ing practices. These findings thus advance understanding of 
consumers’ re-engagement in sharing practices (Akhmedova 
et al., 2020; Hazée et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2017), in addition 
to prior research that suggests that consumers tend to avoid 
identification with products through product ownership or 
material possessions (Eckhardt & Bardhi, 2015).

Last, our research is the first to conceptualize, measure, 
and prime the state of consumer reflexivity with three subdi-
mensions (self-awareness, self-regulation, and identity con-
struction). By capturing the most essential and interrelated 
reflexivity factors, our empirical study and findings help dif-
ferentiate consumer reflexivity from simple self-reflection 
or personal traits of private self-consciousness (e.g., Grant 
et al., 2002). Given the paucity of studies that quantify and 
measure consumer reflexivity, we advance consumer litera-
ture on its critical role (Akaka & Schau, 2019; Schau & 
Akaka, 2021; Thompson et al., 2018).

Managerial implications

Our results also offer valuable insights for managers and 
users of sharing schemes. First, given many unique barriers 
that cause consumers to refrain from re-engaging in sharing 
(Hazée et al., 2017), firms need to gain a better understand-
ing of the psychological processes underlying consumers’ 
decision-making to develop successful strategies to build 

customer loyalty. Specifically, firms might consider rede-
signing their marketing promotions in accordance with 
our results (Palgan et al., 2017). For example, managers 
might consider highlighting not only the economic ben-
efits but also the social and environmental benefits of their 
sharing scheme. Moreover, firms need to decide whether 
to adopt diagnostic (i.e., identifying and communicating 
problematic situations and their causes), prognostic (i.e., 
suggesting solutions for situations or problems, developing 
specific strategies to resolve them, and even setting targets) 
or motivational (i.e., encouraging the public, certain actors, 
or social movements to trigger action) approaches when 
describing the benefits of sharing practices (Palgan et al., 
2017). Our study also suggests that managers should con-
sider promoting the distinctiveness of sharing experience 
from the ownership-based consumption experience with 
the goal of triggering more reflexive thoughts among exist-
ing users. This suggestion aligns with the post-COVID-19 
reorientation of sharing economy companies, many of 
which are now reestablishing growth, demonstrating empa-
thy toward employees and partners, and cocreating novel 
brand experiences and meaningful relationships with their 
stakeholders (Meenakshi, 2020). Our findings imply that 
such reorientation efforts can directly influence consum-
ers’ experience and perceived benefits of sharing practices, 
which in turn can increase their reflexive thoughts about 
the sharing economy and their intention of re-engaging in 
sharing practice.

Second, we find that B2C sharing experience weakens 
(economic utility) and strengthens (sustainability poten-
tial) the mediating impact of consumer reflexivity on con-
sumers’ intention to re-engage in sharing practices. Cos-
tello and Reczek (2020) suggest that C2C sharing schemes 
should consider provider-focused marketing communi-
cations because they help consumers adopt an empathy 
lens to perceive their participation in sharing practices 
as helping individual providers whom they may view as 
peers. Our findings expand this suggestion by evidenc-
ing that B2C sharing schemes should choose platform-
focused rather than provider-focused marketing strategies 
to emphasize the sustainability potential of sharing prac-
tices for society.

Third, prior research suggests that users of sharing prac-
tices have a lower sense of loyalty and are more likely to 
switch their service provider for convenience and cost ben-
efits than average consumers (Hiebert, 2016; Snipp, 2017), 
which highlights the importance of understanding consumer 
loyalty in the sharing economy. For marketers of B2C or 
C2C sharing schemes, we propose that increasing con-
sumers’ identification with sharing practices may provide 



188 Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (2024) 52:164–195

1 3

opportunities to nurture their continuous commitment to 
sharing practices. Firms that are not yet participating in the 
sharing economy might consider broadening their traditional 
focus on product ownership to provide new sharing options 
to consumers who identify with a new sustainable consump-
tion practice—namely, sharing. Many firms have now estab-
lished their own sharing schemes to accommodate the shift-
ing desires and preferences of their customers (e.g., BMW’s 
DriveNow, Daimler’s Car2Go, Ralph Lauren’s subscription 
rental service). By integrating a “sharing” orientation into 
their portfolio, firms can redesign their products within their 
sharing schemes and increase consumers’ attachment to their 
products (Gruen, 2017; Silberstein, 2021). Therefore, we rec-
ommend that future marketing campaigns proactively foster 
consumer reflexivity to stimulate consumers’ re-engagement 
in sharing practices over traditional consumption.

Limitations and future research

Consumer reflexivity and the sharing economy Although 
our study provides important insights for theory and prac-
tice, our findings are not without limitations. First, our 
studies use recalled preferences and stated preferences as 
measurements. Future studies could validate our framework 
with field experiments and capture actual behavior. Second, 
we do not test whether the effects of consumer reflexivity 
might differ across different product categories in sharing 
practices (e.g., transportation vs. accommodation). However, 
we acknowledge that the salience, roles, and impacts of con-
sumer reflexivity in the sharing economy can be affected 
by a variety of sharing practices/schemes (e.g., Böcker & 
Meelen, 2017); cross-cultural differences (Fors et al., 2021; 
Schor & Vallas, 2021); dynamic consumption changes in 
society, such as liquid consumption trends (Bardhi & Eck-
hardt, 2017); or shifting lifestyles (Sands et al., 2020), such 
as transitioning to frugal spending and minimalism. There-
fore, future studies could explore the potential differences 
across different sharing contexts and temporal variations. 
Third, our study focuses on the positive benefits of sharing 
practices and their effects on increasing consumers’ inten-
tions to re-engage in the general practice of sharing. Future 
studies could examine the factors driving consumer loyalty 
to a specific sharing scheme. Moreover, future studies could 
examine the effects of consumer reflexivity on concerns with 
and awareness of the dark side of sharing practices, such 
as poor working conditions and dysfunctional shared assets 
because of poor owner maintenance or user abuse (Schaefers 
et al., 2016). Finally, avenues for future validations of our 

framework could include the contexts of mindful consump-
tion (Sheth et al., 2011), ethical consumption, or anti-con-
sumption (Johnston & Cairns, 2013).

Role of consumer reflexivity in consumer behavior Although 
we conducted this study in the sharing economy context, con-
sumer reflexivity is likely to play a significant role in other 
consumption contexts in which consumers encounter signifi-
cant disruptions in their consumption routines, approaches, 
or goals. Such disruptions can occur at the individual level 
(e.g., major life event; see Thompson et al., 2018), societal 
level (e.g., food system movement; see Johnston & Cairns, 
2013), or global marketplace level. For example, the COVID-
19 pandemic disrupted individual consumers’ daily arrange-
ments with a shift to temporalities of everyday life by undo-
ing or reassembling household practices and consumption 
(Greene et al., 2022). Consumers significantly increased their 
purchase of nonperishable and frozen food and spent less on 
luxury shopping (PwC, 2022). Recent reports by McKinsey 
further show a decline in consumers’ discretionary spending, 
trading-down of large basket consumption, reduced shop-
ping frequency, local store consumption preferences, and 
sustainability polarization (Kohli et al., 2020). Many studies 
have discussed how business models and processes should 
be redesigned to accommodate such consumer changes (e.g., 
Jacobides & Reeves, 2020). We suggest that future research 
examine whether the pandemic-induced disruption has cre-
ated short-term changes in consumption or a long-term trans-
formation of consumers and the role of consumer reflexivity 
in it. Our study shows the significant impact of consumer 
reflexivity on the re-engagement in sharing practices, leading 
to a long-term and crucial impact on sustaining the ecosys-
tem of the sharing economy. It would be useful to investigate 
whether and how disruptions by the COVID-19 pandemic 
have triggered consumer reflexivity, resulting in substantial 
changes in consumption beliefs, values, identities, and behav-
iors in the long run. Moreover, consumer reflexivity might 
vary across different consumption categories and also play a 
more salient role in new alternatives in food consumption and 
mobility options. Examples include consumers’ experience 
with automated or electric means of transportation, both pri-
vate (e.g., electric car) and public (e.g., electric bus or train). 
While current research has identified various barriers to the 
widespread adoption of electric vehicles (Egbue & Long, 
2012; Tarei et al., 2021), including psychological constructs 
such as consumer reflexivity into current adoption models 
may provide a fruitful avenue for investigation, offering 
important insights for both research and business practice.
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Appendix

Table 11  Measurement items for consumer reflexivity (subdimensions)

Subdimensions of Consumer Reflexivity Item

Self-awareness (Katz et al., 2017) I pay more attention to my own consumption behavior after participating in sharing programs
I think about my consumption experience more often after participating in sharing programs
I compare the way I consumed in the past and the way I prefer to consume now after partici-

pating in sharing programs
I am aware that my view of product ownerships has changed after participating in the sharing 

programs
I notice that my participation in the sharing programs has changed my consumption habits in 

my daily life after participating in sharing programs
I am aware of my reflection of the core life values after participating in the sharing programs

Self-regulation (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1998) I feel guilty if I buy something I did not plan to purchase
I always think about whether the products I bought are indeed suitable for me
I always think about whether the products I bought fulfill my needs
I think I can simplify my life by using the sharing programs instead of shopping around
I always think of the sharing program options before considering buying new products
I always think of renting products from sharing programs rather than buying products to fulfill 

my needs
Excessive and luxurious consumption makes me feel guilty
I have reduced unnecessary spending

Identity construction (Barnett, 1997) I express myself through what I consume
I express myself through what I own
I express myself through what I borrow/rent from the sharing programs
I establish my own identity through consumption
I establish my own identity through what I own
I establish my own identity through what I borrow/rent from the sharing programs
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Table 12  Scale items, factor loadings, and reliabilities

Construct Item Factor loading α CR AVE

Economic utility (Lamberton & Rose, 2012) One great thing about sharing is not being responsible for 
storing the goods/services myself

0.67 0.77 0.79 0.66

By sharing I can avoid paying fee for storing and maintain-
ing the goods/services myself

0.93

Social value (Lamberton & Rose, 2012) My friends would approve of the sharing option 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.70
My family would approve of the sharing option 0.86

Sustainability potential (Hamari et al., 2016) Sharing helps save natural resources 0.86 0.94 0.95 0.78
Sharing is a sustainable mode of consumption 0.86
Sharing is ecological 0.93
Sharing is efficient in terms of using energy 0.88
Sharing is environmentally friendly 0.89

Consumer Reflexivity 0.72 0.78 0.54
Self-awareness (Katz et al., 2017) I compare the way I consumed in the past and the way I pre-

fer to consume now after participating in sharing programs
0.82 0.90 0.91 0.71

I am aware that my view of product ownerships has changed 
after participating in the sharing programs

0.79

I notice that my participation in the sharing programs has 
changed my consumption habits in my daily life after 
participating in sharing programs

0.88

I am aware of my reflection of the core life values after 
participating in the sharing programs

0.85

Self-regulation (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1998) I think I can simplify my life by using the sharing programs 
instead of shopping around

0.65 0.84 0.85 0.66

I always think of renting products from sharing programs 
rather than buying products to fulfill my needs

0.84

I always think of the sharing program options before consid-
ering buying new products

0.92

Identity construction (Barnett, 1997) I express myself through what I consume 0.66 0.88 0.88 0.65
I express myself through what I borrowed/rented from the 

sharing schemes
0.88

I establish my own identity through consumption 0.76
I establish my own identity through what I borrowed/rented 

from the sharing schemes
0.90

Re-engagement intention (Hamari et al., 2016) All things considered, I expect to continue to engage in shar-
ing schemes often in the future

0.73 0.90 0.91 0.71

I can see myself engaging in sharing scheme more frequently 
in the future

0.92

I can see myself increasing my sharing scheme activities if 
possible

0.89

It is likely that I will frequently participate in sharing 
schemes in the future

0.83

Sharing propensity (Lamberton & Rose, 2012) How likely would you be to choose a sharing option the next 
time you need a good?

I would prefer a sharing option to owing my own good

0.92 0.91 0.92 0.84

I would be likely to choose a sharing scheme instead of buy-
ing goods myself

0.92
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To establish the validity and effectiveness of our priming task, 
we conducted a pretest with a sample of 118 college students 
recruited from one of the authors’ universities. Each partici-
pant received supermarket coupons for taking part in the study. 
The participants have an average age of 22 years, and 80.5% 
were female. In addition, 58.5% stated a yearly household 
income below US$25,000. To examine whether our suggested 
reflexivity prime was successful, we dummy-coded the two 
priming groups (1 = low reflexivity prime, 2 = high reflexivity 
prime) and then conducted an ANOVA to compare the level 
of consumer reflexivity. The results from both EFA and CFA 
confirm the three-dimensional measure and the second-order 
factor structure of consumer reflexivity. We thus follow the 
same approach of computation of consumer reflexivity used 
in our online survey data analysis. The results of the ANOVA 
on this measure indicate successful priming of low versus high 
reflexivity: participant exposed to the high reflexivity prime 
showed significantly higher levels of consumer reflexivity 
(4.61) than their low reflexivity prime counterparts (4.25; 
F(1,180) = 6.116, p = 0.015), as illustrated in Table 14.

Table 13  Reflexivity priming task and material

Reflexivity priming 1 (low) Two recent reports by Harvard Business School and Columbia University show that mindless consumption can make people 
happy and suggest avoiding thinking too much or overcontrolling our behavior in the marketplace. Instead, we should 
simply follow our own consumption desires and habits that we are comfortable with to pursue happiness

Recent research has shown that too much self-reflection on consumption and resulting regulation do not have a positive 
impact on consumers. Continuously thriving to explore the meaning of consumption and self-identity can exert significant 
negative effects on individual happiness. Here are six reasons you should avoid using self-reflection in your consumption 
and life

(1) Self-reflection hinders you from processing your thoughts and feelings and distracts you from making sense of your 
consumption patterns

(2) By taking a moment to pause, reflect, look within, and lay out everything in front of you, you lose focus and are less likely 
to find solutions

(3) Self-reflection will only challenge your ways of thinking and will distract you from the happiness you can gain from 
consumption

(4) Self-reflection does not allow you to look back to see how you progressed and how you got through a situation. It is better 
to rely on your established consumption patterns

(5) Self-reflection actually impedes self-love and self-acceptance and cannot help you grow or learn in life
(6) Self-reflection hinders you from making consumption choices with greater awareness. Instead, it is better to rely on your 

established consumption patterns
Reflexivity writing task 1 (low) Given such drawbacks of self-reflection in consumption, we would like you to write down a recent purchase. Please tell us 

how that purchase makes you happy
Reflexivity priming 2 (high) Two recent reports by Harvard Business School and Columbia University show that mindless consumption cannot make 

people happy and suggest reframing our thinking and, more importantly, altering our behavior in the marketplace to be in 
harmony with the pursuit of genuine happiness

Recent research has shown that self-reflection of consumption, such as being more aware of your own consumption pattern, 
regulating your consumption behavior, and exploring the meaning of consumption and self-identity, can exert positive 
effects on individual happiness. Here are seven reasons you should self-reflect on your consumption and life:

(1) Self-reflection helps you process your thoughts and feelings and make sense of your consumption patterns
(2) By taking a moment to pause, reflect, look within, and lay out everything in front of you, you are more likely to find solu-

tions
(3) Self-reflection offers you the opportunity to challenge your ways of thinking so that you can avoid ruminating on your 

fault, weakness, and reliance on overconsumption
(4) Self-reflection allows you to look back to see how you progressed and how you got through a situation
(5) Self-reflection helps you increase your self-awareness, so you can fully understand your emotions, values, goals, or 

strengths
(6) Self-reflection inspires self-love and self-acceptance to help you grow or learn in life
(7) Self-reflection allows you to make your consumption choices with greater awareness

Reflexivity writing task 2 (high) Given the importance and benefits of self-reflection in consumption. We would like you to practice self-reflection by writing 
down a recent and important purchase. Please tell us why it is an important purchase, whether you are aware of how you 
made the purchase decision, and what your feeling was of owning or using that product

Table 14  Priming task design: Mean comparison of consumer reflex-
ivity in primed groups Overall

Reflexivity M N SD F-Test p-Value

Low reflexivity priming 4.25 61 0.78 6.12 0.02
High reflexivity priming 4.61 57 0.80
Total 4.42 118 0.80
Subdimension: Self-awareness
Low reflexivity priming 4.77 61 0.90 6.31 0.01
High reflexivity priming 5.17 57 0.82
Total 4.96 118 0.88
Subdimension: Self-regulation
Low reflexivity priming 3.87 61 1.24 4.43 0.04
High reflexivity priming 4.34 57 1.18
Total 4.10 118 1.23
Subdimension: Identity-construction
Low reflexivity priming 4.11 61 0.68 2.93 0.09
High reflexivity priming 4.31 57 0.62
Total 4.21 118 0.65
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Table 15  Experiment: Description of scenario and different sharing benefits

Introductory vignette Imagine there are no convenient or frequent public transportation options (e.g., buses or subways) to the 
city center where you live. Therefore, you are considering riding a bike to the city center. Although 
you can buy a new bike, you find out that your city has just launched a bike- sharing scheme, from 
which you can rent a bike and only pay for it by the minute or hour you ride the bike. After you have 
tried this bike-sharing program, you notice …

Economic benefits (high and low) High. This bike-sharing program covers cost for maintenance, and you only need to pay for the minutes 
or hours you use the bike. Given the frequency of your usage of the bike, the overall cost you pay 
to the bike-sharing program brings you a significant monthly cost saving over owning your own 
bike. Everyone who has used the bike is responsible for keeping the bike in good condition every time 
they return it

Overall, it seems you enjoy a lot of economic benefits from using the bike-sharing program over bike 
ownership

Low. This bike-sharing program covers cost for maintenance; however, you need to pay for the minutes 
or hours you use the bike. Given the frequency of your usage of a bike, the overall cost you pay to the 
bike-sharing program brings you little monthly cost saving over owning your own bike. You are also 
responsible for keeping the bike in good condition every time you return it

Overall, it seems you enjoy little economic benefits from using the bike-sharing program over bike 
ownership

Social benefits
(high and low)

High. Using this bike-sharing program, you realize that there is a community established around the 
program. You feel like your friends and family would probably appreciate your choice of using this 
sharing option

Overall, it seems you enjoy a lot of social benefits from using the bike-sharing program over bike own-
ership

Low. Using this bike-sharing program, you realize that there is no community established around the 
program. You feel like your friends and family would probably not appreciate your choice of using this 
sharing option

Overall, it seems you enjoy little social benefits from using the bike-sharing program over bike owner-
ship

Environmental benefits (high and low) High. Using this bike-sharing program, you realize that riding the bikes from the program can save more 
natural resources (e.g., gas consumption) and is a more sustainable and ecological mode of consump-
tion than owning your own bike. The bikes you can access from the bike-sharing program are more 
efficient in terms of resources usage

Overall, it seems there are a lot of environmental benefits from using the bike-sharing program over bike 
ownership

Low. Using this bike-sharing program, you realize that riding the bikes from the program does not nec-
essarily save more natural resources and is not a more sustainable or ecological mode of consumption 
than owning your own bike. The bikes you can access from the bike-sharing program are not efficient 
in terms of resources usage

Overall, it seems there is little environmental benefits using the bike-sharing program over bike owner-
ship



193Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (2024) 52:164–195 

1 3

Data Availability The datasets generated and/or analysed during the 
current study are proprietary but available from the corresponding 
author on reasonable request.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

References

Acquier, A., Daudigeos, T., & Pinkse, J. (2017). Promises and para-
doxes of the sharing economy: An organizing framework. Tech-
nological Forecasting and Social Change, 125, 1–10.

Akaka, M. A., & Schau, H. J. (2019). Value creation in consumption 
journeys: Recursive reflexivity and practice continuity. Journal 
of Academy of Marketing Science, 47, 499–515.

Akbar, P., Mai, R., & Hoffmann, S. (2016). When do materialistic 
consumers join commercial sharing systems. Journal of Business 
Research, 69, 4215–4224.

Akhmedova, A., Marimonb, F., & Mas-Machucac, M. (2020). Winning 
strategies for customer loyalty in the sharing economy: A mixed 
methods study. Journal of Business Research, 112, 33–44.

Archer, M. S. (2010). Routine, reflexivity, and realism. Sociological 
Theory, 28(3), 272–303.

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. (2012). Access-based consumption: The 
case of car sharing. Journal of Consumer Research, 39, 881–898.

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. (2017). Liquid consumption. Journal 
of Consumer Research, 44, 582–597.

Barnes, S. J., & Mattsson, J. (2016). Understanding current and 
future issues in collaborative consumption: A four-stage Del-
phi study. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 104, 
200–211.

Barnes, S. J., & Mattsson, J. (2017). Understanding collaborative 
consumption: Test of a theoretical model. Technological Fore-
casting and Social Change, 118, 281–292.

Barnett, R. (1997). Higher education: A critical business. SRHE and 
Open University Press.

Belk, R. W. (2010). Sharing. Journal of Consumer Research, 36, 
715–734.

Belk, R. W. (2014). Sharing versus pseudo-sharing in Web 2.0. The 
Anthropologist, 18, 7–23.

Bell, B. S., & Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2008). Active learning: Effects of 
core training design elements on self-regulatory processes, learn-
ing, and adaptability. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 296–316.

Böcker, L., & Meelen, T. (2017). Sharing for people, planet or profit? 
Analysing motivations for intended sharing economy participa-
tion. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions, 23, 
28–39.

Bucher, E., Fieseler, C., & Lutz, C. (2016). What’s mine is yours 
(for a nominal fee)—Exploring the spectrum of utilitarian to 
altruistic motives for Internet-mediated sharing. Computers in 
Human Behavior, 62, 316–326.

Cho, S., Park, C. W., & Kim, J. (2019). Leveraging consumption inten-
tion with identity information on sharing economy platforms. 
Journal of Computer Information Systems, 59(2), 178–187.

Costello, J. P., & Reczek, R. W. (2020). Providers versus platforms: 
Marketing communications in the Sharing Economy. Journal of 
Marketing, 84(6), 22–38.

Davidson, A., Habibi, M. R., & Laroche, M. (2018). Materialism and 
the sharing economy: A cross-cultural study of American and 
Indian consumers. Journal of Business Research, 82, 364–372.

del Mar Alonso-Almeida, M., Perramon, J., & Bagur-Femenías, L. 
(2020). Shedding light on sharing economy and new materialist 
consumption: An empirical approach. Journal of Retailing and 
Consumer Services, 52, 1–9.

Dellaert, B. G. C. (2019). The consumer production journey: Marketing 
to consumers as co-producers in the sharing economy. Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 47, 238–254.

Demailly, D., & Novel, A.-S. (2014). The sharing economy: make it 
sustainable. Studies 03/14. IDDRI.

Dittmar, H., & Drury, J. (2000). Self-image—Is it in the bag? A quali-
tative comparison between “ordinary” and “excessive” consum-
ers. Journal of Economic Psychology, 21, 109–142.

Eckhardt, G. M., & Bardhi, F. (2015). The sharing economy isn’t 
about sharing at all. Harvard Business Review, 28, 1. https:// 
hbr. org/ 2015/ 01/ the- shari ng- econo my- isnt- about- shari ng- at- all. 
Accessed 15 Nov 2021

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.

Egbue, O., & Long, S. (2012). Barriers to widespread adoption of elec-
tric vehicles: An analysis of consumer attitudes and perceptions. 
Energy Policy, 48, 717–729.

Firat, A. F., & Venkatesh, A. (1995). Liberatory postmodernism and the 
reenchantment of consumption. Journal of Consumer Research, 
22, 239–267.

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation 
models with unobservable variables and measurement error. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39–50.

Fors, P., Inutsuka, Y., Majima, T., & Orito, Y. (2021). Is the meaning 
of the “Sharing Economy” shared among us? Comparing the 
perspectives of Japanese and Swedish policymakers and politi-
cians. The Review of Socionetwork Strategies, 15, 107–121.

Frenken, K., & Schor, J. (2017). Putting the sharing economy into 
perspective. Environmental Innovation and Societal Transi-
tions, 23, 3–10.

Fritze, M. P., Marchand, A., Eisingerich, A. B., & Benkenstein, M. 
(2020). Access-based services as substitutes for material pos-
sessions: The role of psychological ownership. Journal of Ser-
vice Research, 23(3), 1–18.

Giddens, A. (1991). The contours of high modernity. In A. Giddens 
(Ed.), Modernity and self-identity: Self and society in the late 
modern age (pp. 10–34). Stanford University Press.

Glaser, C., & Brunstein, J. C. (2007). Improving fourth-grade stu-
dents’ composition skills: Effects of strategy instruction and 
self-regulation procedures. Journal of Educational Psychology, 
99, 297–310.

Grant, A. M., Franklin, J., & Langford, P. (2002). The self-reflection 
and insight scale: A new measure of private self-consciousness. 
Social Behavior and Personality, 30, 821–836.

Graul, A., & Brough, A. R. (2021). Why we don’t rent what others 
love: The role of product attachment in consumer-to-consumer 
transactions. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 31(2), 329–341.

Greene, M., Hansen, A., Hoolohan, C., Süβbauer, E., & Domaneschi, 
L. (2022). Consumption and shifting temporalities of daily life in 
times of disruption: undoing and reassembling household prac-
tices during the COVID-19 pandemic. Sustainability: Science, 
Practices and Policy, 18(1), 215–230.

Gruen, A. (2017). Design and the creation of meaningful consumption prac-
tices in access-based consumption. Journal of Marketing Manage-
ment, 33, 226–243.

https://hbr.org/2015/01/the-sharing-economy-isnt-about-sharing-at-all
https://hbr.org/2015/01/the-sharing-economy-isnt-about-sharing-at-all


194 Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (2024) 52:164–195

1 3

Hamari, J., Sjöklint, M., & Ukkonen, A. (2016). The sharing economy: 
Why people participate in collaborative consumption. Journal of 
the Association for Information Science and Technology, 67(9), 
2047–2059.

Hawlitschek, F., Stofberg, N., Teubner, T., & Tu, P. (2018). How corpo-
rate sharewashing practices undermine consumer trust. Sustain-
ability, 10(8), 2638.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and con-
ditional process analysis: A regression-based approach. The 
Guilford Press.

Hazée, Delcourt, C., & Vaerenbergh, Y. V. (2017). Burdens of access: 
Understanding customer barriers and barrier-attenuating prac-
tices in access-based services. Journal of Service Research, 
20(4), 441–456.

Heidegger, M. (1966). Discourse on thinking. Harper & Row.
Hiebert, P. (2016). How loyal are “sharing economy” customers, 

Retrieved on February 10, 2021.  https:// today. yougov. com/ 
topics/ polit ics/ artic les- repor ts/ 2016/ 06/ 07/ shari ng- econo my. 
Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Hirschman, E. C. (1992). The consciousness of addiction: Toward a 
general theory of compulsive consumption. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 19, 155–179.

Huarng, K., & Yu, M. (2019). Customer satisfaction and repurchase 
intention theory for the online sharing economy. Review of Man-
agerial Science, 13, 635–647.

Jacobides, M.G., & Reeves, M. (2020), Adapt your business to the new 
reality. Harvard Business Review, September-October, Retrieved 
on October  15th, 2022 from https:// hbr. org/ 2020/ 09/ adapt- your- 
busin ess- to- the- new- reali ty. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Johnston, J., & Cairns, K. (2013). Searching for the “alternative”, car-
ing, reflexive consumer. International Journal of the Sociology 
of Agriculture and Food, 20(3), 403–408.

Karoly, P. (1993). Mechanisms of self-regulation: A systems view. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 44, 23–52.

Katz, D., Monette, G., Gaskovski, P., & Eastwood, J. (2017). The 
creation of the client reflexivity scale: A measure of minute 
fluctuations in self-awareness and exploration. Psychotherapy 
Research, 27, 724–736.

Kohli, S., Timelin, B., Fablus, V., Veranen, S. M. (2020). How 
COVID-19 is changing consumer behavior –now and for-
ever. Retrieved from McKinsey & Company on October  28th, 
2022. https:// www. mckin sey. com/ indus tries/ retail/ our- insig hts/ 
how- covid- 19- is- chang ing- consu mer- behav ior- now- and- forev 
er. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Kong, Y., Wang, Y., Hajlic, S., & Feathermand, F. (2020). In sharing 
economy we trust: Examining the effect of social and technical 
enablers on millennials’ trust in sharing commerce. Computers 
in Human Behavior, 4, 1–10.

Kumar, V., Lahiri, A., & Dogan, O. B. (2018). A strategic framework 
for a profitable business model in the sharing economy. Indus-
trial Marketing Management, 69, 147–160.

Lai, M. K. W., & Ho, A. P. Y. (2020). Unravelling potentials and limi-
tations of sharing economy in reducing unnecessary consump-
tion: A social science perspective. Resources, Conservation & 
Recycling, 153, 104546.

Lamberton, C. P., & Rose, R. L. (2012). When is ours better than mine? 
A framework for understanding and altering participation in 
commercial sharing systems. Journal of Marketing, 76, 109–125.

Lawson, S. J., Gleim, M. R., Perren, R., & Hwang, J. (2016). Freedom 
from ownership: An exploration of access-based consumption. 
Journal of Business Research, 69, 2615–2623.

Liang, L. J., Choi, H. S. C., & Joppe, M. (2017). Understanding repur-
chase intention of Airbnb consumers: Perceived authenticity, 

electronic word-of-mouth, and price sensitivity. Journal of Travel 
& Tourism Marketing, 35(1), 1–17.

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common 
method variance in cross-sectional research designs. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 86(1), 114–121.

Lo, F., Yub, T. H., & Chen, H. (2020). Purchasing intention and behav-
ior in the sharing economy: Mediating effects of APP assess-
ments. Journal of Business Research, 121, 93–102.

Mauthner, N. S., & Doucet, A. (2003). Reflexive accounts and accounts 
of reflexivity in qualitative data analysis. Sociology, 37(3), 
413–431.

McPherson, I. (2005). Reflexive learning: Stages towards wisdom with 
Dreyfus. Educational Philosophy and Theory, 37, 705–718.

Meenakshi, N. (2020). Post-COVID reorientation of the Sharing econ-
omy in a hyperconnected world. Journal of Strategic Marketing. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 09652 54X. 2021. 19282 71

Mezirow, J. (2000). Learning to think like an adult: Core concepts 
of transformation theory. In J. Mezirow (Ed.), Learning as 
Transformation (pp. 3–33). Jossey-Bass.

Milanova, V., & Maas, P. (2017). Sharing intangibles: Uncovering 
individual motives for engagement in a sharing service setting. 
Journal of Business Research, 75, 159–171.

Möhlmann, M. (2015). Collaborative consumption: Determinants 
of satisfaction and the likelihood of using a sharing economy 
option again. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 14, 193–207.

Nadeem, W., Juntunen, M., Hajli, N., & Tajvidi, M. (2021). The role 
of ethical perceptions in consumers’ participation and value 
co-creation on sharing economy platforms. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 169(3), 421–441.

Nasby, W. (1989). Private and public self-consciousness and articu-
lation of the self-schema. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 56, 117–123.

Niezgoda, A., & Kowalska, K. (2020). Sharing economy and lifestyle 
changes, as exemplified by the tourism market. Sustainability, 
12(13), 5351.

Palgan, Y. V., Zvolska, L., & Mont, O. (2017). Sustainability 
framings of accommodation sharing. Environmental Innova-
tion and Societal Transitions, 23, 70–83.

Parente, R. C., Geleilate, J.-M.G., & Rong, K. (2018). The sharing 
economy globalization phenomenon: A research agenda. Jour-
nal of International Management, 24, 52–64.

Parguel, B., Lunardo, R., & Benoit-Moreau, F. (2017). Sustainability 
of the sharing economy in question: When second-hand peer-
to-peer platforms stimulate indulgent consumption. Techno-
logical Forecasting and Social Change, 125, 48–57.

Pavia, T. M., & Mason, M. J. (2004). The reflexive relationship 
between consumer behavior and adaptive coping. Journal of 
Consumer Research, 31, 441–454.

Philip, H. E., Ozanne, L. K., & Ballantine, P. W. (2015). Examining 
temporary disposition and acquisition in peer-to-peer renting. 
Journal of Marketing Management, 31(11–12), 1310–1332.

Phipps, M., & Ozanne, J. L. (2017). Routines disrupted: Reestablish-
ing security through practice alignment. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 44, 361–380.

Pinotti, R. C., & Moretti, S. L. A. (2018). Hospitality and repurchase 
intention in sharing economy: A study of structural equations in 
alternative lodging. Revista Turismo em Análise, 29(1), 1–18.

Pirlott, A. G., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2016). Design approaches to exper-
imental mediation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 
66, 29–38.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational 
research: Problems and perspectives. Journal of Management, 
12, 531–544.

https://today.yougov.com/topics/politics/articles-reports/2016/06/07/sharing-economy
https://today.yougov.com/topics/politics/articles-reports/2016/06/07/sharing-economy
https://hbr.org/2020/09/adapt-your-business-to-the-new-reality
https://hbr.org/2020/09/adapt-your-business-to-the-new-reality
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/retail/our-insights/how-covid-19-is-changing-consumer-behavior-now-and-forever
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/retail/our-insights/how-covid-19-is-changing-consumer-behavior-now-and-forever
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/retail/our-insights/how-covid-19-is-changing-consumer-behavior-now-and-forever
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2021.1928271


195Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science (2024) 52:164–195 

1 3

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. 
(2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: A critical 
review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 88, 879–903.

Price, L. L., & Belk, R. W. (2016). Consumer ownership and sharing: 
Introduction to the Issue. Journal of the Association for Con-
sumer Research, 1, 193–197.

PwC. (2022). Evolving priorities. COVID-19 rapidly reshapes con-
sumer behavior. Retrieved on October  28th, 2022. https:// www. 
pwc. com/ us/ en/ indus tries/ consu mer- marke ts/ libra ry/ covid- 19- 
consu mer- behav ior- survey. html. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Reynolds-Pearson, A., & Hyman, M. R. (2020). Why consumers’ ‘New 
power’ will change marketing. Australasian Marketing Journal, 
28(3), 14–21.

Richins, M. L. (2004). The material values scale: Measurement prop-
erties and development of a short form. Journal of Consumer 
Research, 31(1), 209–219.

Roos, D., & Hahn, R. (2017). Does shared consumption affect con-
sumers’ values, attitudes, and norms? A panel study. Journal of 
Business Research, 77, 113–123.

Roos, D., & Hahn, R. (2019). Understand collaborative consumption: 
An extension of the theory of planned behavior with value-based 
personal norms. Journal of Business Ethics, 158, 679–697.

Rosenberg, M. (1990). Reflexivity and emotions. Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 53, 3–12.

Sands, S., Ferraro, C., Campbell, C., Kietzmann, J., & Andonopoulos, 
V. V. (2020). Who shares? Profiling consumers in the sharing 
economy. Australasian Marketing Journal, 28(3), 22–33.

Scaraboto, D. (2015). Selling, sharing, and everything in between: The 
hybrid economies of collaborative networks. Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 42, 152–176.

Schaefers, T., Wittkowski, K., Benoit, S., & Ferraro, R. (2016). Contagious 
effects of customer misbehavior in access-based services. Journal of 
Service Research, 19, 3–21.

Schau, H. J., & Akaka, M. A. (2021). From customer journeys to con-
sumption journeys: A consumer culture approach to investigating 
value creation in practice-embedded consumption. AMS Review, 
11, 9–22.

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (2013). Self-consciousness scale--(SCS-R). 
Measurement Instrument Database for the Social Science. Retrieved 
from www. midss. ie. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Schippers, M. C., den Hartog, D. N., Koopman, P. L., & Wienk, J. A. 
(2003). Diversity and team outcomes: The moderating effects of 
outcome interdependence and group longevity and the mediat-
ing effect of reflexivity. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 24, 
779–802.

Schippers, M. C., den Hartog, D. N., & Koopman, P. L. (2007). Reflex-
ivity in teams: A measure and correlates. Applied Psychology: 
An International Review, 56(2), 189–211.

Schön, D. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner. Jossey-Bass.
Schor, J. B., & Vallas, S. P. (2021). The sharing economy: Rhetoric and 

reality. Annual Review of Sociology, 47, 369–389.
Schunk, D. H., & Zimmerman, B. J. (1998). Self-regulated learning: 

From teaching to self-reflective practice. Guilford Press.
Sheth, J. N., Sethia, N. K., & Srinivas, S. (2011). Mindful consump-

tion: A customer-centric approach to sustainability. Journal of 
the Academy of Marketing Science, 39, 21–39.

Silberstein, N. (2021). Ralph Lauren taps into the Sharing Economy with 
new subscription rental service, Retail Touchpoints, Retrieved on 
March 8, 2021. https:// retai ltouc hpoin ts. com/ featu res/ news- briefs/ 
ralph- lauren- taps- into- the- shari ng- econo my- with- new- subsc ripti 
on- rental- servi ce. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Snipp. (2017). New connections: Loyalty in the grip of the sharing 
economy. Retrieved February 3, 2021 from https:// www. snipp. 
com/ blog/ 2017- 11- 08/ new- conne ctions- loyal ty- grip- shari ng- 
econo my. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Sol, J., van der Wal, M. M., Beers, P. J., & Wals, A. E. J. (2018). 
Reframing the future: The role of reflexivity in governance net-
works in sustainability transitions. Environmental Education 
Research, 24(9), 1383–1405.

Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., & Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a 
causal chain: Why experiments are often more effective than 
mediational analyses in examining psychological processes. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 845–851.

Statista. (2020). Value of the sharing economy worldwide in 2014 
and 2025, Retrieved on Feb. 4, 2021 from https:// www. stati sta. 
com/ stati stics/ 830986/ value- of- the- global- shari ng- econo my/. 
Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Styvén, M. E., & Mariani, M. M. (2020). Understanding the intention 
to buy secondhand clothing on sharing economy platforms: 
The influence of sustainability, distance from the consumption 
system, and economic motivations. Psychology & Marketing, 
37(5), 724–739.

Sundararajan, A. (2019). Commentary: The twilight of brand and 
consumerism? Digital trust, cultural meaning, and the quest 
for connection in the sharing economy. Journal of Marketing, 
83(5), 32–35.

Tabcum Jr., S. (2019). The sharing economy is still growing, and 
businesses should take note, Forbes, Retrieved on February 
3, 2021. https:// www. forbes. com/ sites/ forbe slaco uncil/ 2019/ 
03/ 04/ the- shari ng- econo my- is- still- growi ng- and- busin esses- 
should- take- note/? sh= 59db2 5664c 33. Accessed 15 Nov 2021

Tarei, P. K., Chand, P., & Gupta, H. (2021). Barriers to the adoption 
of electric vehicles: Evidence from India. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 291, 125847.

Thompson, C. J., Henry, P. C., & Bardhi, F. (2018). Theorizing reactive 
reflexivity: Lifestyle displacement and discordant performances 
of taste. Journal of Consumer Research, 45, 571–594.

Trapnell, P. D., & Campbell, J. D. (1999). Private self–-consciousness 
and the five–-factor model of personality: Distinguishing rumina-
tion from reflection. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 76, 284–304.

Tussyadiah, I. P. (2016). Factors of satisfaction and intention to use 
peer-to-peer accommodation. International Journal of Hospital-
ity Management, 55, 70–80.

Wallenstein, J., & Shelat, U. (2017). What’s next for the sharing econ-
omy. Boston Consulting Group (October 4). https:// www. bcg. 
com/ en- us/ publi catio ns/ 2017/ strat egy- techn ology digit al- whats- 
next- for- shari ng- econo my. aspx. Accessed 15 Nov 2021.

Wilhelms, M.-P., Henkel, S., & Falk, T. (2017). To earn is not enough: 
A means-end analysis to uncover peer-providers’ participation 
motives in peer-to-peer carsharing. Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, 125, 38–47.

Yang, S., Song, Y. A., & Xia, X. (2017). Why are customers loyal 
in sharing-economy services? A relational benefits perspective. 
Journal of Services Marketing, 31(1), 48–62.

Zervas, G., Proserpio, D., & Byers, J. W. (2017). The rise of the sharing 
economy: Estimating the impact of Airbnb on the hotel industry. 
Journal of Marketing Research, 54(5), 687–705.

Zhang, T., Gu, H., & Jahromi, M. F. (2018). What makes the sharing 
economy successful? An empirical examination of competitive 
customer value propositions. Computers in Human Behavior, 95, 
275–283.

Publisher's note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Springer Nature or its licensor (e.g. a society or other partner) holds 
exclusive rights to this article under a publishing agreement with the 
author(s) or other rightsholder(s); author self-archiving of the accepted 
manuscript version of this article is solely governed by the terms of 
such publishing agreement and applicable law.

https://www.pwc.com/us/en/industries/consumer-markets/library/covid-19-consumer-behavior-survey.html
https://www.pwc.com/us/en/industries/consumer-markets/library/covid-19-consumer-behavior-survey.html
https://www.pwc.com/us/en/industries/consumer-markets/library/covid-19-consumer-behavior-survey.html
http://www.midss.ie
https://retailtouchpoints.com/features/news-briefs/ralph-lauren-taps-into-the-sharing-economy-with-new-subscription-rental-service
https://retailtouchpoints.com/features/news-briefs/ralph-lauren-taps-into-the-sharing-economy-with-new-subscription-rental-service
https://retailtouchpoints.com/features/news-briefs/ralph-lauren-taps-into-the-sharing-economy-with-new-subscription-rental-service
https://www.snipp.com/blog/2017-11-08/new-connections-loyalty-grip-sharing-economy
https://www.snipp.com/blog/2017-11-08/new-connections-loyalty-grip-sharing-economy
https://www.snipp.com/blog/2017-11-08/new-connections-loyalty-grip-sharing-economy
https://www.statista.com/statistics/830986/value-of-the-global-sharing-economy/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/830986/value-of-the-global-sharing-economy/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/?sh=59db25664c33
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/?sh=59db25664c33
https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbeslacouncil/2019/03/04/the-sharing-economy-is-still-growing-and-businesses-should-take-note/?sh=59db25664c33
https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2017/strategy-technologydigital-whats-next-for-sharing-economy.aspx
https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2017/strategy-technologydigital-whats-next-for-sharing-economy.aspx
https://www.bcg.com/en-us/publications/2017/strategy-technologydigital-whats-next-for-sharing-economy.aspx

	Investigating the disruptiveness of the sharing economy at the individual consumer level: How consumer reflexivity drives re-engagement in sharing
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework
	Sharing economy
	Consumer reflexivity
	Effect of the perceived benefits of sharing practices on consumer reflexivity
	Effect of consumer reflexivity on consumers’ intentions to re-engage in sharing practices
	Mediating effect of consumer reflexivity
	Moderating effect of B2C sharing experiences

	Methods
	Overview of studies
	Measurement development of consumer reflexivity

	Study 1: Survey on sharing and consumer reflexivity
	Sample and procedure
	Measurement scales
	Measurement model
	Structural model
	Robustness checks and additional analyses

	Study 2: Experiment to validate causality and mediating mechanism
	Priming consumer reflexivity
	Experimental design of main experiment and model test
	Results

	General discussion
	Theoretical contributions
	Managerial implications
	Limitations and future research

	Appendix
	References


