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Abstract

PurposeThis main purpose of this thesis is to investigate whether there are differences in Danish and
American consumers’ motivation towards colmaabor at
goal is to apply tis new knowledge and findings to study whether companies operating within

collaborative consumption should use standardization or adaptation as their marketing strategy.

Methodology:l n t hi s st udy mBnctiomakst approach kdsebhoadoged with dear
definitions and analysis expressed of this appro&airthermore, an online survey has been used to

examine Danish and American consumer s motivation
collaborative consumption (car renting, eisharing, object sharing, meal sharing, accommodation sharing,

and skill sharing).

FindingsThe findings indicate thain some cases of collaborative consumption thare different
motivations withinthe participation based on whether the consumers areiSh or American.
Furthermore there are also differences between the Danish and American consumers likelihood to

participate depending on what kind of collaborative consumption.

Research limitatiofimplications: The research is limited to only include Danish and American consumers.

Moreover, the sample size could have been higher to increase the reliability of the data and validity of the

conclusions.

Practical implicationsthe findings in thistsdy have important implications for companies operating

within collaborative consumption, as they indicat
participating in collaborative consumption. This suggekat companies shouktronglyconsiderwhether
they apply standardization or adaptation as their strategy acrosstces and cultures, as there are

different benefits and disadvantages depending on which business they operate within.

Originality/valueThis study contributes to the discussion diether consumers across cultures have

different motivation towards participating in collaborative consumption. Furthermore, this project
contributes to the discussion of whether standardization or adaptation is the more suitable and beneficial

marketing stategy to use for companies operating within collaborative consumption.
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1 Introduction

Collaborative consumption is a growing trend worldwide and is taking place
all over the worldBelk, 2013)The phenomena includes sharing of all kinds
of products, activities and goods and is highly used by people to achieve

better economic opportunities.

"Consume less, share better"

Herve Kampf

This phenomenon has created new ways of doing business and new
markets worldwide. Companies sdu@s Airbnb, GoMore and Uber were
establishedwith the aim of creating better opportunities for people to
consume collaboratively and in a few years have achieved huge success and

is transformed into huge companies operating worldwide.

As collaborative consumption companies are operating worldvldy are
forced to face the challenge of cultural differences and toodeohow to
face them. Consumers behaviour can differ very much because of their
cultural background and it is up to companies to figure out how to manage
and approach consumers acroberders. Keith D. Brouthers arguéhat
businesses operating within collaborative consumption faces entirely
different challenges when internationalizing compared to traditional

companiegKeith D. Brouthers, 2015)
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1.1 Sharing and collaborative consumption

Since the beginning of humdifie, sharing has been a normal part lsfiman beingsPeople have always
shared all kind of things with eaddther, and it has been seen a expressiorof kindness and caring
about fellov humans(Belk, 2013)As with most things in human life, the phenomena of shaaslsg hasn
the last decades developed further, as people has started to share not only as gartioéssbut alsodue
to economic reasons. Ths hasbeen the start of ne& phenomenasuch as 'sharing economy' and

‘collaborative consumptior(Belk, 2013)

There are different opiniogon defining the new phenomerand regarding the meaning of them ahdw

the contrastng opinions can be distinguishedtor instance does Botsman and Rogers (2010) define
collaborative consumption as "traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and
swapping”, but Belk (A®B) finds this definitiortoo broad and imprese (Belk, 2013, s. 1597However,
there is aconsensughat both phenomenaare basedn humans sharing of different activitiegpods,etc.
because of theeconomicaspects involve@Belk, 2013)It canbe arguedhat sharing economy & concept
covers many different kinds of sharing, including collaborative consumption. Belk (2013) argues that the
difference between the concepts clear, "the act and process of distributing what is ouws dthers for

their use" (Belk, 2013, s. 1598.g. if some friendgo out, and one of them buys a pitcher of beer for
consumption by the groupFurthermore, he argues that it is collaborative consumption when people
coordinate the acquisition and distribution of a resource for money, or other kind of compensation. For
example, if yo buy a pitcher of beewith a friend, and you split both the beer and payment in half, instead
of each paying the inflated price of buyifigger in a glass and thereby, achieve a more economically
suitable price for the beegBelk, 2013)

"Collaborative consumption is people coordinating the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or
other compensatin”

Russell Belk's definition of collaborative consump(igeik, 2013, s. 1597)

With the new kind of sharing and collaborative consumption has also followed new ways of doing business
and new kind ofbusinesses(Keith D. Brouthers, 2015)nstead of offering specific products, many
businessesare built upon offering consumers the opportunity of creating collaborative consumption

through their product/service. In other words, they faoon creating thebest opportunities and make it as
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easy as possible for consumers to reach other consumers willing to involve in all kinds of collaborative
consumption. An example alfiese kindof businesses is GoMore that offers a platform where consgmer
easily can find other consumers that are e.g. going the same way as them and twilBplit the costs of

the trip. Thereby, GoMoreffers a much more economicsblution compared to taking a taxi.

This new sharing market developegponentiallyin ashortperiod of timeand in 201thad amarket value
of over 100 billion US Dollarsh& car marketalong ‘with companies such as Uber, iis North America

estimatedto reach a value of 3.3 billion US Dollars during this ¢déhimann, 2015)

1.2 The digital imprint on sharing

One of the biggest factors behind the development of sharing has been the evobitibe internet and
digitalization With digitalization and thénternet, the opportunity of saving and sharing all kind otaland
information has been madeasier andmore efficient for consumersThe opportunity of sharing across
continents and countries was welcomed by mamyestorsand were fundamental for the creatiorf many

companies such as Youtufigelk, 2013)

More specifically the birth of the new way of sharing tenfoundin the birth of Web 2.@Belk, 2013YThe

old version of the internet, named Weh0, brought immediately value to both consumers and companies,
when people started to use {lvang, 2008)However, the majority oindividualsonly used it to receive
content and acted solely as consumers of the contéfitishnamurthy, 2008)In 2003, a new kind of
websites started to emerge, where the users were the creators of the content on the(lsiisenamurthy,
2008) This new kind of websitewas coveredby the name of Web 2.0, which "refers collectively to

websites that allow users to contribute content and connect with each otfiRomano, 2011, s. 190)

Many inventors have since the emergence of the Web 2.0 udedcreate worldwide companies worth of
millions and even hillions such as Facebook anittéfr that exclusively operatenline. These were some
of the first bigger internecompaniegshat had success by creating a platfomwhere users have to create

the content. Furthermore, with the constant evolution and innovation in technology followgdhe

' Uberis a company, which offers their consumers services so they easily can make arrangements for ridesharing

Uber).

It was in the 1990's that people could use the internet from their computer in their homes and the internet started
bringing value to consumers and companiesng, 2008)
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iPhone and smartphons, which has given companies the opportunity of being in contact with their
consumers throughapps This hasmade it very simple for consum®to have and to use the different

serviceghat companies proide at any momenanywhere.

However, as many companies within collaborative consumption have usedfwtanities digitalisation
has given them tmperate effectively worldwideand to reah consumers across the globe, they are now

facing the difficulties of how to approach and meet the demands of consumers from different cultures.

1.3 Across borders and cultures

Humans all around the world have different cultures depending on variomggHhike for instance their
nationalism(Vrontis & Kitchen, 2005)Nith variouscultures follows different behaviour, which creates a
continued challenge for companies operating worldwide or even in a few countries, as consumers
behaviour everbetween neighbouringcountries can be very differenih terms ofculture andbehaviour
(Vrontis & Kitchen, Entry methods and intational marketing decision making: An emperical investigation,

2005)

Most sharing companies operate in various countries and constantly have to take into account all the

different cultures their consumersre from

It has been argued by many eegchers(e.g. Jain 1987; Czincota & Ronkainen 1993; Assael 1998; Bullmore
2000) that the convergence that has followed with globalisation regarding income, media and technology,
will lead to homogeneous consumer nee(dooij, 2003) Moreover, Levitt argued that the consunger

needs and wants would become homogeneous because all consumers were expected to prefer standard
products of high quality and low price, instead of customized products and higher priced prédenits,

1983)

However, many researchers (McCracken 1989; Suerdem 1993; Antonidesha988)nceargued that this
assumption of rationality is unrealistic and does not consider the cultural context of cemsuMoreover,
consumers tien dont make purchase decisions that focus on maximizing value and can aften
irrationally, which increases the importance of considering the cultural aspects when operating in more

than one countryMooij, 2003)
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Ignorirg the influence culture has, creatéslures and declining profitability for many companies operating
internationally (Mooij, 2003) Many major companies have benefited by considering local cultures and
behaviour in their chaie of strategy, fomstance,CocaCola The CEO @&ocaColawas quoted stating that

they enjoyed success through local sensitivity.

"We kept standardizing our practices, while local sensitivity have beabemutelyessential for success"

CEO of Coca CdMooij, 2003, s. 184)

Another very important part of cultural behaviour is its impact on consumers motivation, as it is essential
for companies to know how consumers are motivated, to be able to achieve successful outcomes in their
marketing strategiegLeng & Botelho, 2010When knowing how consumers get motivated, companies can

adjust their marketing, so consumers respond positively to their marketing stjbrarig & Botelho, 2010)

1.4 The importance of consumers mo tivation

The motivation of consumers is very important when it comes to consumers behaviour, as it is a crucial part
of consumers decisiemaking. Motivation is an essential part of consumers psychology and impacts their
buying decisiongKotler, Keller, Brady, Goodman, & Hansen, 20D8§ to cultural behaviour, motivation

can also differ based on which culture people exposed to

Furthermore, it is very important for companies to know how consumers are motivated to be able to target
the right segment of consumers through their marketing effditeng & Botelho, 2010Understanding
what motivates consumrs makes it easier for companies to adjust theiarketing activities so they

addresst 0 n s u needs anthttract their interest in the products/services the company offers.
How motivation directly effects a consum&ibehaviour and decisions will budied later in the chapter
Consumers motivatignwere the relationship between motivation, behaviour and companies marketing

stimuli will be studied among other parts of motivation.

Because of the great influence cultural behaviour and motivation haveamsumers, it is crucial for

companies to decide what strategy to use when approaching consumers worldwide andttrygrpgand
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their market shares, @athe decision of whether to usene oranother marketing strategy can prove to be

vital in terms of whelter they achieve success.

1.5 Standardization versus adaptation

All companies opting in more than onecountry haveto decide The marketing miis a concept

how to manage their internationalizatioprocessand what strategy that consists of the important

to use, with the question whether to use standardization elements that a company’s

adaptationin the countries they operate ibeing one of the most marketing operation is based

difficult decisions to maké&Vrontis & Kitchen, Entry methods an upon Der blev angivet en

international marleting decision making: An emperical investigatio ugyldig kilde. It consists of four

2005) As both strategies have their different advantages a different factors, namely

disadvantagesit makes the decisiomough to make, and of critical product, place, promotion and
importanceregarding the company's business and opportunities Tn

the countries,they areoperating in

Standardization strategy is defined as a strategy where a company chooses to use the same standardized
marketing mix and marketing strategy in all markets/countries they operate wiftiontis & Kitchen,

Entry methods and international marketing decision making: An emperical investigation,. ZD03jhe

other hand, an adaptation strategy focuses on adjusting the marketing mix and marketing strategies
towards each single market/country operating within so it meets the demands of each n{afiettis &

Kitchen, Entry methagland international marketing decision making: An emperical investigation, .2005)

Proponents, such as Yif¥ip, 1996)and Levitt (Levitt, 1983) of standardization as an internatial
marketing strategy believéhat markets are increasingly homogeneous and global in seogescale, and
therefore, see standardization asstrategy to obtain success worldwi@€rontis & Kitchen, Entry methods
and international marketinglecision making: An emperical investigation, 200&hile tiose supporting
adaptation as atrategy argue that adaptation is necessary to suit the unique dimensions of each different
market (Vrontis & Kitchen, Entry methods drinternational marketing decision making: An emperical
investigation, 2005) Moreover, it is also argued that markets are influenced by maosoronmental
factors such as culture, climate, laws, taxation and nationalism, and therefore, its virtitade

companies should use adaptation as their marketing strategy and adjust their tactics depending on the
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market to meet the demands of each marké¥rontis & Kitchen, Entry methods and international

marketing decision making:nfemperical investigation, 2005)

Earlier research doneybKeith D. Brouthers hashown thatibusiness companies compared to traditional
companies have to take into ament different factors and facedifferent challenges when they
internationalize,because these companies use usercogation to create content that creates value for
other consumers(Keith D. Brouthers, 2015Moreover, it has been discussed and argued by various
researchers about which strategy is besitad for different companies and different marketBoryana
Dimitrova, 2010)Despitethe extensive researcatheredin this area the questiors still up to debate and
with the market of sharingontinuouslyincreasing worldiide the importance of the question has only

increased.

Our aimwith this study is to give a comprehensive guideline that gives a clear and exact counselling of
when one strategy shoulbde favouredover the other and opposite of compani@sthin the collaborative
consumption market. Moreover, the goal is that the guideline should consist of a detailed explanation of
how the two strategies work in the international collaborative consumption markets and of the benefits

and disadvantages of using them.

1.6 Problem formulation

Our main aim is to research if there is any connection between consumers' nationality and their motivation
towards collaborativeeonsumption. More importantlyto understand howheir nationality influencetheir
motivation for adoptirg collaborative consumption. The limitation of our investigation will be limited to

research Danish and American consumers.

To be able to investigate this, we believe it is essential to firstly gain a greater understanding of
collaborative consumptiomsa phenomenon Therefore, we will focus on understanding the phenomena

itself in the preunderstandingphase of the project.

*The expressio ibusiness covers businesses that mainly operates online through the internet. The | before business
stands for interne{Keith D. Brouthers, 2015)
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Knowing how nationality influeneec on s umer s’ motivation can help col
should standardize or adapheir international marketing strategies in the pursuit of increased market
shares. Therefore, we will use the results we gain from our research to create a guideline for companies
and give them a clear picture of whether standardization or adaptation és ldbtter strategy when

operating within collaborative consumption.

How does consumers' nationality influence their motivation for adopting collaborative consumption?
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2 Methodology

In this chapter we willpresent the methodological considerations and
paradigmatic position of this project and present the basic assumptions of
the researchersind the logic behind itThe starting point here is taken in
defining a paradigm and its content, based on which meiements
underpinning this study are explained. Hereafter the research design will be
presented, where the reason for the choice and use of the selected
research process will be justified. The last part presents the methods and

techniques for collecting #hdata used for this research will be discussed.

This section gives a clear overview of the philosophy and methodological
approach in order to guide the reader through the process of different
methods and techniques which will be used to collect andhyasadata.
Hence,the point of this section is t@xplain the way of carrying out this
research. As a startingpint, this sectionincludesdifferent methodological
parts. The first part will consist of a philosophical discussion, which will give
an overvew of the paradigm and thauthors beliefs assumptionsand
thoughts as part of the reasons why certain approaches will be used rather
than others in this projectAfterwards,the second part will give a greater
insight on what kind of study this is andvdt will be structuredFinally, in

the last methodologicgbart, we will assess the data that we will collect and
the methods we will use including why we have chosen the specific

methods.
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2.1 Philosophical discussion

The Philosophical aim in thisa®n is to provide the reader an overview tife beliefs thoughts and
assumptions that impacbur approach in this project. Firstly, we will describe the different approaches
researchers use, which should help the reader to understand the different appes and views
researches believe in(Kuada, 2012) Moreover, ourown believes will be included to giva better
understanding and clarify our own approach. Researchaks different views and foundations for their
studies, those foundationgjive different approaches to a projec(Kuada, 2012)The philosophical
discussion will be based up@ndiscussiomf the paradigm, the objective versus setiive approach and

Burrell & Morgan’'s RRIF classification.

2.1.1 Paradigm

The term paradignrepresent a set of differentommon characteristics, which presetfte believes and

views of the authorsThe researcher describes the paradigm waves of reseéarahgiven scientific field.
Moreover, it is described as a set of common understandings of the concept, which is being investigated,
and the questions that are seemed as useful to ask about the concept in qudgstiada, 2012)
Furthermore alsohow the approach of the author should be structured to answer the research questions
and how the results should be interpretefKuada, 2012) As mentioned, different scholars define
paradigms in terms ofolr sets of assumptions: ontological, epistemological, human nature and

methodobgical assumptionéKuada, 2012)

The first termontology is used by scholars to describe what we seek to krfomtology asks the question
of how the authors sees the world and believes to be redliyada, 2012)Some scholars believe that the
social world is real and external to all humbeings, therefore,imposes itself her ohis @nsciousness.

While otherscholars include that evgindividual creags his or her own social wor{uada, 2012)

Epistemologyis aterm that describess how we know what we know” or wh:

scholarsdescribe it as the nature of knowledge and the means of knowivigile some scholars believe
that it is possible (as external observations) to know the truth about fpecific socialworld. Other
scholars hold théoelievethat the best way to understandhe social world i8by occupyingthe frame of

reference of the individual actor whom we seek to reseaf&uada, 2012, s. 36)
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Human natureis a term thatrelatesto how researchers see the relationship between hunieings ad
their environment (researcherview of human nature)The question in human nature fswh e tthie e r
researcher sees the sociahvironment as outside the individual or whether the individual and the
environmentced et er mi ne (Kuadal?01d,6.86) r ”

Methodology s the last of the four terms and focus on how the authors gain knowledge through the study,
including all methods and techniques that are used to collect data and gain know(Edgea, 2012)
Furthermore, methodology also focus on why the authors use the specific methods and techniques. It also

contains research desidKuada, 2012)

2.1.2 Subjective versus objective

Burrell and Morgan (1979) presetion of objectiveand subjective approachesill be used to clarifpur
approachi n t hi s project. Burreldl a n df divhensignatine’ objectivda g ur e
and subjective apprsdqkuada 2013Theythve divided tipedifierand apgroaches

in eight approacheswhere four ofthem are subjectiveand four are objective.The reason behind dividing
approaches in eight different is to clarify the believes, thasgand assumptions of the authors based on

the level of subjectivity and objectivity in the specific study.

Dimensions The Objectivist Approach | The Subjectivist Approach
Ontology Realism Nominalism

Epistemology Positivism Anti-positivism

Human Nature Determinism Voluntarism

Methodology Nomothetic Idiographic

Figure 2.1 Source: (Kuada, 2010)
We will in this study have aabjective approachin our pursuit ofreaching as gooda quality level as

possble. The decision to use an objective approach is based upon our research question and the topic we

will investigate. As we will study how nationality effects consumers motivation to participate in
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collaborative consumption, we find it important to be algjective as possible, as the study will reach out to
many people across cultures and multinational companies operating worldwide. Using an objective
approach means that we will act in a realistic, positivistic, deterministic and nomothetic app(i¢aatia,
2012)

The objective approach consisitRealism which is scaled under ontology, thedfers to the social world
asreal and extenal to the individual cognition. This reflects that welieve the social world is real and

people have to adjusiotthe social worldKuada, 2012)

In terms of epistemology, our objective approach, means we act wjtbgitivism. This approach is based

upon the believe that the authors can be external observerd tereby, understand relationships in the

social world and predict the social worlduada, 2012) This approach helps us understand how peoples
motivation is influenced by their nationality in relation to specific casesktdlmorative consumption.
Determinismexplairs how the human nature 02 YLX SG St & RSGSNXYAYSR o6& (KS
g KAOK KS (Budel & Rabgan] BRQp. 6). Furthermodgterminismis based upon théelieve

that the environment o situation in which humans mafind themselves do createthe foundation for

what acting andactivities theymaychoose to do (Kuada, 2010).

The last approach is the nomothetic, which refers to the methodology part of the study. This approach is
related to a systematic protocol when collecting knowledge and data, through different techniques and
methods. This is important for this study, as wil investigate a broader section of factors attempt to gain

as much knowledge as possible about the topics. Furthermore, the nomothetic approach refers to the
importance of investigating on a broader scale to understand the bigger picture of the ciemoast

worldwide (Kuada, 2012)

¢8¢ "OOOAIT QO -TOCAT 80 22)& #1 AOOEAEAAOET I
Burrell and Morgan arguthat the RRIF typology of paradigrgsves a better overview and more precise
approach and are consided to be more importantthan otherviewsof social realitKuada, 2012)Based

on this, and the fact, that we find the RRIF classification very clarifying, we will use it to give an better

overview of our approach in this study.
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Before deciding to use Burrell and Morgan's classification, we also considered Arbnor and Bjerke's three
methodological approaches (analytical, systematic and actor approgitonor & Berke, 2009) The
reason behind our decision to use Burrell and Morgan's classification instead, is that we find place for
misunderstandings in Arbnor and Bjerke's three approaches, as they owerdap h o @nhthe rothes
hand, the classificationby Burrell and Morgan haglear separation between their approaches.
Furthermore, research shows that Burrell and Morgan's classification have been very influential in studies
(Kuada, 2012)

Figure 2.2 Burrell and Morgan RRIF typology of paradign

The Sociology of Radical Change

Radical humanist Radical Structuralist

Subjective
Objective

Interpretive Functionalist

The Sociology of Regulation

The RRIF classification figuitastrates the four approaches, namelthe functionalist, interpretive, radical
humanist and the raidal structuralisfKuada, 2012)The radical humanist and the interpretive approaches

are placed as subjective approach@é#ile the last two paradigms are positioned abjective approachs.

The Functionalistparadigm is based on objectivity and ord@he functionalist researcher believéhat

society has a real, concrete existence and operdteough a systematic vie(iuada, 2012Moreover,the
assumption of this approachisthats oci ety has a r eal eXxi sdisdireceed and

toward the produdion of order and regulatioh(Kuada, 2012)

The interpretive paradigm isreferred to be highly subjective and withe scholarsusing this approach

believing in the social regulation and that there does not exist organizations in any redKfoaaa, 2012)
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Furthermore this paradigm is limited to subjective and qualitative data, mostly based on individuals

consciousnes@uada, 2012)

The radical humanist paradigm is a subjectivedical approach with a similar assumption ashe
interpretive paradigm, lhat reality is socidy constructed (Kuada, 2012) Researchers adopting this
paradigm believes that the external institutionalized world together with the individuals' worldviews

changes social dynamics.

Theradical structuralistparadigm on the other hand utilizes an objective approach. This approach sees
structural conflicts within society anshares some similar views as the radical humanist as they both see
reality as socially constructed. Where the radtalicturalist also seeconflicts generate constant changes

through political and economic crises (Kuada, 2010).

2.3 Project approach

After clarifying paradigms above it is time for us to choose which paradignwill adopt in this study.
Every authohastheir own thoughs and assumptios related to the topiznderexamination. Based on our
assumptions and believes, we find the functionalist approach as the most suited for this study and

therefore, chose to work from a functionalist approach.

The functionalist appoach is popular in regard teocial sience researchndwe believe adopting it to this

project will createvalue. The view presers very well how business econonucganizations make adaptive
structural changes in order to align themselvesth their operational environment (Kuada,2010).
Moreover, the functionalist typology aldits this project very wellas the believe within the typology is

that society is structured so it can affect most peoglehe same time

Furthermore, theobjective view in the approach is one of the main reasons of our decision to use this
approachAs stated, it is important for companies to aim at many at the same time, which means less focus
on individuals and their thoughts and feelings, but more on dliécome when reaching out too many at

once.
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Through anobjective approachwe will try to give a precise answer on whether nationality effects
consumers motivation for adopting collaborative consumption. In which it is important to have an

approach where we look at many poeple at once, and not focus on the individuals.

2.4 Research Design

After discussing the athodology view of this projectwe will in this subchapter present the research
design.The research design contains three different main phases, with all phases connected. The phases
are named preunderstanding, understandinand postunderstanding. The research design gives a great

overview ofhow the project iggoing to be executed.

Post-understanding

Theoretical Findi bi i Conclusion &
Indings .
= lscusslon reflection

Introduction Methodology reviews

Figure2.3: lllustrates our structure of this project (Own creation)

Pre-understanding
The first phase is therg-understanding, wherewill we examine the literature of collaborative consumption
to gain some knowledge and better understanding of collaborative consumption itself, and furthermore,

how peoples participation in collaborative consumption can be effected by national cultunmatihtion.

Understanding

The second phase is understanding where we build upon the new knowledge obtained in the pre
understanding. In this phase the authors will gain more knowledge and information in regard to the topic in
guestion, by investigatinfurther. In this study we will gain knowledge and information in this phase both
through former studies done by other authors and by collecting data ourselves through a survey. Firstly, we
will attempt to get a greater understanding of collaborative cangtion, national culture and motivation
through literature reviews, and secondly, we will obtain data about how nationality effects consumers

motivation for adopting collaborative consumption by collecting our own data.
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Post understanding

The last phasén the research design ihe post understandingwhere wewill use all the knowledge
obtained through the project to discuss the findings in regard to our research question. In this phase we will
based on the information and data collected also answerregearch question and furthermore, based on

the findings come up with recommendations for global companies in the business of collaborative

consumption.

2.5 Quantitative data collection

A good methodological understanding will improve the quality of tlesults and keep the research
protected from potential pitfalls. This subchapter will take a closer look at the quantitative data collection
and explain stefby-step how to define, construct and analyze the data from this data collecting method.
Firstlya figure to visualize the six steps we need to work through to reach the end and have useful data we

can analyze and conclude on.

Figure 2.4 (OECD, 2012)

Step 1
. Dgfing survey Step 3
objectives, use Step 5
of results and *Pilot and re
target adjust *Running the
population guestionnaire survey
Step 2 Step 4 Step 6
« Draft survey * Select * Analysing the
questions respondents results
and the data
collection
method

Step 1- Define survey objectives

Step one is defining theurvey objectives and targgroups. In the development @t survey it is important
to have clear objectives. What insight is important to gain from this survey and what can we learn from it.

The objective of this survey is to answer our research question. Gain valid data on which we can make a
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conclusion. We wlil conduct descriptive research to seek insight in the likelihood of collaborative

consumption and how motivation factors affect Dan

The null hypothesis we want to test is that the two nationalities, DanishAandrican consumey are the

same. The alternative hypothesis we want to yeoor disprove is that there ia statistical significant
change between them. Gaining this insight wi || b
collaborative consumpbn. Knowing the thought process of the consumers will help determine their

marketing strategies across borders.

Another aspect to consider is whether a quantitative collection method is the right tool to use to achieve

the defined object above. A quatdtive survey will provide a precise, quantitative, numerical data from

the selected sample size that wil.l point to,the p
independent of the researcheto increase reliability. We will get uséfdata from a large number of

people. The data is provided in digital form to be analyzed in statistical software, such as SPSS, with the

possibility to run the necessary statistical test to prove or disprove the hypothesis of the research.

Next is tle defintion of our target group, who ar¢he respondents that we want to hear from? We have
chosen to limit ourselvesttwo nationalities and comparthose two. The choice was limited to American
and Danish consumers. THeanish consumers were chosen dte the researches being the same
nationality and having a comprehensive knowledge of the country and the behavior of its cossumer
Another aspect that affected wathe convenienceof having close access to the consumer, having the

opportunity to have ase interaction to them and adjust research elements if necessary.

The American consumer is chosen dte the connectioncollaborative consumption have with the
American mar&tplace. In the beginning of thigroject, when looking for nationalities, the ploratory
research of different sources had the majority of articles and sources coming back to American companies
and studies done with American consumers. Discussitine subject with people in our network also drew

the conversation to American compasiand surveys. Another aspect is the close relatipnBenmark has

with USA, bottwestern countries with many similarities in products, goods and services, but still also many
differences in their individual culturesChiscould affect them one way or ather regarding the research

guestion. The national culture differences between the two countries will be explored in a later chapter
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Step 2 - Draft survey questions

Steptwo is dedicated to identifying key issues, transforming those into questiom answersategories,
structure the questionnaire to maximize response rate but still gain the data required to obtain the survey

objectives.

To find the relevant motivation factors to measure the two nationalities, we had to review relevant sources
relating to collaborative consumption. In our review of the subject matter we found another researcher
looking into the same subject matter. In her pubésharticle (Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 20Xbje listed a
review of motivation drivers and barriers to collaborative consumption from publish literature. This
verification from a long list of published researcher gave us a path to work.dlotaple 21 we have listed

each of the motivation driver and barriers researched befotbat have been concluded to have a
meaningful influence on the choice of adopting collaborative consumption. This was the basis in structuring
our questionnaire finding out howAmerican and Danish consumers afected bythese motivation

drivers when potentidy adopting collaborative consumption.

Table 2.1- Drivers of and barriers to collaborative consumption: summary from literature

1 Enjoyment Participation ircollaborative consumption (Hamari, Sjoklint, & Ukkonen,

is enjoyable 2015) ( Z e k akownai& ¢
Grzunov, 2014)

Ease of use and good amount of

information provided in the system

1 Social Benefits Collaborative consumption offers (Albinsson & Perera, 2012)

opportunities to create and maintain socie (Botsman & Rogers, 2011)

connections and sense of community (Guttentag 2015) (Owyang J. ,
2013)

[ Seelplelnlle s E  Collaborative consumption offers more  (Botsman & Rogers, 2011)

value with less cost (Gansky, 2010jGuttentag,
2015) (Lamberton & Rose,
2012) (Sacks, 2011)
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1 Sustainability Collaborative consumption reduces the  (Botsman & Rogers, 2011)
development of new products and the (Luchs, et al., 2011)

consumption of raw migrials.

Collaborative consumption supports local

residents and local economy

Barriers:

1 Trust Lack of interpersonal trust (guest®osts), (Botsman & Rogers, 2011)
lack oftrust toward technology, lack of (Guttentag, 2015)Keymolen,
trust toward the company 2013) (Qlson, 2013)

I Value Concerns of receiving bad quality product (Buczynski, 2013jHennig
and services and that the value from Thurau, Henning, & Sadtl,
collaborative consumption is not worth the 2007) (Olson, 2013)
effort. Lack of cost savings

1 Familiarity Participation in collaborative consumption (Chong, Ooi, & Sohal, 2009)
requires mastering complex technology  (Park, Suh, &ee, 2004)
platforms

Collaborative consumption consists of a wide range of exchange mode: sharing, lending, trading, gifting,

renting, and buying of goods and services through different platfoeither online ooffline communities.

The six aspects (car renting, ridesharing, object sharing, meal sharing, accommodation sharing, and skill
sharing) of collaborative consumption that are chosen in our reseagghesent a broad range of existing
collaborative consumjipn companies and platforms around the world, and what is available to the

consumer in the marketplace.

In USA: Car renting (Turo), ridesharing (Uber)bject sharing(Neighbor@ods), meal sharing
(BonApetour), accommodation sharin¢Airbnb), and kill sharing(Skillshare)
In Denmark: Car renting (GoMore), idesharing (Uber), dject sharing (jepti), meal sharing

(BonAppetour), accommodation sharin@Airbnb), and kill sharing(Skillshare)

The main challenge is to structure the conceptsile at the same time structure the survey in a compact,

easyway to understand, informational and still get a valid result from the respondents. Hence not all
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collaborative consumption aspextarerepresented in our survey. Only those #iat representa mapr

part of the sector, those thaare more recognizable and widely available to the consumer.

Questionnaire

The survey is divided into four pattParticularly part 2 (taker) and part 3 (provider) is important and
speaks directlyabout the respondentsattitude towards our research question. Part 1 asks about the
respondents demographic characteristics. Part 2 examitie likelihood of adopting collaborative
consumption and thenotivation driver that affectshe decision from the erspective of a taker. Part 3
examines the likelihood of adopting collaborative consumption and the motivation driver thigcts the
decision from the perspective of a provider. Part 4 examim@v certain barriers could affect the choice of

respondentsvhen buying and renting goods and services from other private individuals.

The answer categories in the questionnaire for likelihood of collaborative consumption in part 3 (taker) and
part 4 (provider) is listed on a five point likert scalervenlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very likely).
Furthermore the answer categories for motivation drivers also in part 3 and 4 is listed on a five point likert

scale (Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately Important / Important / Very ¢mant).

The choice of 5 point likert scale compared to 7 or even 4, 6 and 11 points, is based on previous research on

the validity and reliability of each scale. The findingé_efing, 2011)

There is no major differenceiimernal structure in terms of means, standard deviations, iéem
correlations, itegi 2 G £ O2NNBf I §A2yax / NRPyol OKQ&a | LKFX 2NJ
more scale points seems to reduce skewness, and tpeihi scale, ranging frm O to 10, has the smallest

kurtosis and is closest to nornm{aleung, 2011, p. 412)

* See appendix 1 for full questionnaire
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The research suggest that an-fidint is the optimal scale to reduce all variables, but after pilot testing the
survey, the responds vgathat a 5point would give them a more clear picture of what to answer and
overall a more clean survey with less confusibue to this feedback and the close to no difference

between the likert scales, the choice fell naturally onaoint scale for ousurvey.
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Part 1- Demographic

Questions

(IR

\‘

Survey: Scale

Findings: Ordinal

Gender Nominal
Age

Nationality Nominal
Income Ordinal
Education Ordinal

Residential area Nominal

Table 2.2 Demographic

Part 2- Taker

Questions

8 1

91

10_1
10 2

11 1
11 2

I© I00
N N

Car renting

Motivation driver

Ridesharing

Motivation driver

Object sharing

Motivation driver

Meal sharing

Motivation driver

Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal

Male / Female

Open text in survey

American / Danish / Another country

No information / less than 1000 / 10e1199 / 20062999
/ 3000-3999 / 40064999 / 50065999 / 60066999 /
7000- or more

Less than High School / High School/GED / Tieds
Education / Coll ege Degr
Degee / Other

Urban / Suburban / Rural

Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
Not Important / Slightly Important Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately

Important / Important / Very Important
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12 1 Accommodation sharing  Ordinal Very unlikely Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very likel
12 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

13 1 Skill sharing Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
13 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately

Important / Important / Very Important

Table 2.3 Taker

Part 3- Provider

14 1 Car renting Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutrallikely / Very likely

Questions

14 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

15 1 Ridesharing Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
15 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

16 1 Object sharing Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
16_2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

17 1 Meal sharing Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
17 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

18_1 Accommodation sharing  Ordinal Very unlikely / Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very like
18 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately
Important / Important / Very Important

19 1 Skill sharing Ordinal Very unlikely Unlikely / Neutral / Likely / Very likel
19 2 Motivation driver Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important / Moderately

Important / Important / Very Important

Table 2.4 Provider
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Part 4- Barriers

Trust (four subquestions: safety, privac Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important /
trust in provider, and trust with Moderately Important / Important / Very
platform) Important

Value (two subquestions: quality and Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important /

economic benefits) Moderately Important / Important / Very
Important

Familiarity (three subquestions: Ordinal Not Important / Slightly Important /

information, familiarity, and Moderately Important / Important / Very

information) Important

Table 2.5 Barriers

Step 3z Pilot and re -adjusting the questionnaire

Tominimize the weaknesses of the survey, it is essential to test the survey on a small group of people to
identify possible weakness and misunderstandirgwith the survey design and questions. Testing the
survey will allow us to gain insigitto how respondents most likely would interpret and react to the
survey. Even a small effort like pilot testing can have huge impact on the research and potewctiedges

the reliability of the surveYOECD, 2012)

In our research a small group of peoplerfrahe target population received the survey and walde to

think aloud of each aspect of the design and questions, while weddailke notes and ask follow up
guestion for potential corrections. Following the feedback from the pilot testing, the survey design was
made moreintuitive, more description was adddd clarify, a few questions wenewritten for clarification

and undersanding, and the likert scale was changed to-gofht scale. Additionally the description of the
likert scale was changed for clarification, from only having description at the eedsuwlikely/ 2/ 3/ 4/

very likely to having a complete descriptidor each of the answer categoriesefy unlikely /unlikely /

neutral / likely / \ery likely).
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Step 4z Select respondents and the data collection method

When the survey is finalizaalith the feedback of the pilot testing, it is time select the respondents and
collection methods for our research. The respondents we are looking fon@real consumers from the
two nations, USA and Demark. The survey is designed to measure both people Wwhwee used
collaborative consumption before anmkeople who have nousedit before. Both nationalitie@re part of

the research.

The collection method is an online survey. The benefits are the low cost of implementing it, the efficiency,
the output of excel file, and the access to a wide segnoérmonsumers. The disadvantages are that online
surveys are extremely popular in all different studies. This has led to survey blindness and nonresponse bias
can be a problenfOECD, 2012Dur survey takes 10 minutes to compglethis could have increased the

nonresponse bias in our research.

In our research the survey was distributed to regular consuntiersugh social media (Facebook). To
maximize the response rate the survey was postadtiple timesin groups (USA and beark) dedicated

to regular consumer interests (car, foddterior designand so on) to get the answers of regular consumers

for both nationalities. This decision was made to target as many consumers as we could hit, while still

keeping thevalidty of the data in our research.

Step 5z Run the survey

The survey was distributed on multiple groups within Facebookye#ionedin the step four above. The
survey was posted multiple times to get more respondents and give theregpondents a chance to see

and answer the survey if they overlooked it the first time it was posted. The survey was distributed by the
researclers themselves which meat we could answer any question and commemspondentshad

directly to thatspecificrespondent.

Step 6z Analyze the results

This step analyses all the survey respondents. The results are broken into graphs and tables and explained

through statistical test what the data shws and what we can conclude frothe data(OECD, 2012)
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The result ofour survey is 101 American respondents who completed the survey and 103 Danish
respondents who completed thaussey. Both samples sizes could have been bigger to get a higher validity
of the results, but it will be sufficient to get an indication of the general feelingjseoAmerican and Danish

population.

All the findings will be precedent and analyzedtie findings chapter.
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3 Collaborative consumption

In the followingchapter the reader will be introduces to the concept of
“col |l aborativeTkoensampépioni’sn’t new
of new attention with theemergence of the wel2.0. We will discuss what

other researchers have said about the concept and give a clear picture of

the concept.

The purpose of this part is to integrate the concept afllaborative
consumptioninto the overall framework of the project. To explain the
different aspect ofcollaborative consumptiorand what the concept can

mean for consumers.
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I n this chapter, we wi || examine the term of col
define a specificaction or act? How this term has beeefined through the years ands used today to

definea specifiaction and thedecisionby the consumers in themarketplace

(Felson & Spaeth, 1978gfinet he term “col |l aborative consumption”
one of the first researchers tdefine this new conceptd ¥ 2 NJ SEI YL S RNAY1Ay3 08
meals with relatives, driving to visit someone or using a washing maabirfarhily laundry are acts of
O2ft f I 62 NI (A drRelscd & $paathy 1978 Ap26A¥though due to this prénternet marketplace,

the definition has significant differences to other definitionghe postinternet marketplace.

The development and expansion of the Internet imta@jlobal marketplace have made researchers in the

“

field to change their definitions of coll aborat:i

consumers access instead of ownepsiiBotsman R. , 2018) e f i ne s coll aborative ¢
0An economic model based on sharing, swapping, trading, or renting products and services, enabling access

over ownershig. (Botsman R. , 2013, p. 4 (slide))

In a similar manner(Lamberton & Rose, 2012)ef i ne “col | ab or adystenes thato n s u n
provide customers with the opportunity to enjoyNB RdzOl 06 Sy ST A (i &LamberioK & RaSe, 2 6y S
2012, p. 109)

When | ooking at the literature and the research
definition of the t er. nhe‘reasohirg ddhiad tlEstdispute has many reasgng; i 0 r
one element carbe explainedby the newness of théerm and the continued research done in the area.
Another factor is the collaborative platform, on which the consumptigndonefor an enormousand

diverse range of services and productsttp of which can be with or without commercial intermediaries,

and differ in their range of reciprocigcArthur, 2015)
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Elementswithin® col | abor at i gaa furctoomnsmamy diffeierd ways.One aspect isne-way
traffic whichincluding Freecycleand open source softwarénother aspect wilbperate on a shared basis,
such a<lothing exchange, ridesharing, and shared skills for money or in exchange of goods andile® on.
differences withincollaborative consumptiormake a clear defined concept difficult, each aspect have
different goal mutuality, profit or not, andthe different type of goodsand servicess only add to the
problem of a clear definitio@McArthur, 2015)

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) their article came up with six different variables to sort throdgi KS NJ y 3 S
accesshasedconsumptionscapésthe six variables their found wherét y' | 'Y &ifgbrality, anonymity,
YIENJ]SG YSRAIFGAZ2YZ O02yadzyYSNI Ay@2f gSYSy (s> G(Basdhiid e LIS
& Eckhardt, 2012, p. 881)

(Lamberton & Rose, 201R) their research and paper used another method to distinguish between sharing
methods. Based on the research dofiem the public goods literature, a framework could be used to

classify sharing schemes on their rivalry and exclugivitgnberton & Rose, 2012, p. 110)

1. The “rivalefyér vyatro abltlee degree to which use of

from the availability of the product to other consuméré amberton & Ree, 2012, p. 110)

Examples of rivalry cabe seenmany placesin the marketplace; one can be the sharing of cars. With
companies like Uber, thase,and occupied cars removes the availability of the product from the other

consumer looking for ridesharing.

When looking at the collaborative consumption on the service side, we can see just as many examples of
companies who based their servicesan “ r.i Gompamieg like TaskRabbit or Airtasgmvidea digital
platform for people to share their skills todemand forvaries chores. Like cleanirgijoppingand delivery,

a handymarfor help around the house, movirigelpand so on.

° Freecycle is a nonprofit organiia that provides a worldwide online registry, organizing the creation of local
groups and forums for individuals and nonprofits to offer (and receive) free items for reuse or re®@tlibtgv
angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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2. The" ex c | us i v is tefirneda s degréedobwhieh access to the product can be controlled
and restricted to a group of consumers according to some critefilamberton & Rose, 2012, p.
110)

Examples of exclusiyitcanbe seenin many of the new companies, who has started as and symptom of
web 2.0.Businesseshat provide anonline platform for content creators to meet potential consumers,
“crowd f undi nKicKstarterano sdiegags or pegpkee lendingplatform with companies like
Zopa. Both examples set up some criteria for the consumer, the must fulfill before being consider as a

potential consumer.

Technologyplays an increasingnportant partin the growth of collaborative consumption. Consumers
adapt their behavior to new platforms argbcial mediavhen participating in collaborative consumption
(Bart & Anstead, 2013YWe can already see a trend where people are using soetslorks and other

webs platforms to trade, swap, rent or barter goods, skills, services or other things consider collaborative

consumptiori (Bart & Anstead, 2013, s..8)

Bart & Anstead (2013) believe that collaborats@sumption is often carried out by social media, and the
rise of collaborative consumption has beemade by the internet, social networks, mobile devices and
locationbased GPS servigemnabling the ready exchange of data concerning location, avaalglice,

access and so ofBart & Anstead, 2013Moreover, researchers argue that collaborative consumption is

discussed as being fueled of new startups as (Belit & Anstead, 2013)

According to Botsman (2011) that level of social media, network technologies and mainly mobile
technologies are seen as the important factors for the infrastructure towards collaborative consumption

and is necessary condition for the success of collab@atbnsumption.
Navarro (2010) is cited in his paper wiéthat social media like Facebook lend momentum to collaborative

O2yadzYLJiA2y | a LIS2LX S 22Ay F2NOSa (G2 (NenvarR3GL0, 8 KI NF
p. 22)
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(Hickman, 2011)Believe thatthe technological landscape has nothing, deith people consuming
collaborative consumption; he believes that economics and the environment factors have everything to

with it.

Technology has for the most part enabled collaborative consumgiBart & Anstead, 2013However,
(Wortham, 2010, p. 1jlescribes collaborative consumpti®throwback to the good old days when people

I Oldz £t £t & &LISYyd GAYS MoedvirVirthdnk(30H) explains fthatGharfing BhloltNg S G a ¢
concepts andthe traditions for sharing have been in world for many yegBart & Anstead, 2013)
Collaborative consumption ian old conceptwhich has been innovated through technolo@gart &

Anstead, 2013)

Dupui & Rainwwater (2019rgues that collaborative consumptiorontributes equality in thegrowth of
establish andnew companies. Many typesf collaborative consumption companies have taken on the
peerto-peer model(DuPui & Rainwater, 2019n the USAhe majority (55 %) of the cities indicate that
they have seeisome growth in the collaborative econorf@uPui & Rainwater, 2015khe researchers also
indicate the 16% is growing rapidly(DuPui & Rainwater, 2015More and more different types of

collaborative businesseme entering the market in US@®uPui & Rainwater, 2015)

According toOlson (2013gspecially theyounger demographics find catlarative consumption appealing,
32 % of Gen X and 246 of Millennials, in condist to 15 % of Baby Boomer. Her research indicates that
consumers with higher income levels are more likely to participate in collaborative consuni@tigmn,

2013)

Tussyadiah (2@) contributes the growing interest inollaborative consumption to a couple of factors
including the three main important drivers: societal (e.g., increasing population density, drive for
sustainability, desire for community, etc.), economic (e.g., maeretixcess inventory, increase financial
flexibility, etc.), and technology (e.g., social networking, mobile devices, and payment syEtesyadiah

P. L., 2015)
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Owyang (2013) argues several challenges towardscttiaborativeconsumption concept, including the
perceived trouble of existing regulatiohe explains the ofack of trust between peeto-peer users, lack of
reputation and standard, opposition from existing businesses, taeduncertainty over the cdhborative

business models. Furth@iore, Olson (2013) suggests trust the maincited barrier to collaborative
consumption, which includes the basic mistrust among strangers and concerns for p(@agang J. ,

2013)
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4 National culture theory

In the following review the reader will be introduced to the theoretical
overview of national Culture. First of all, Geert Hofsted#x dimensions

of national culture will be discussed and defined. Additionally, in order t
illustrate the difference between Denmark versus USA national culture,
there will be a discussion thatompares those mentioned countrieand

try to indicate if there isny significant difference between them.
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4.1 What is national culture?

Culture can baefined in many different ways. @ way to describét is that culture is aset of shared
values, assumptions and beliefs that are learnt through membership in a group, and that influence the
attitudes and behaviors of group membédBotelho & Leng, 2010Botelho & Leng (2010) includes three
main key aspects: First, culture can be understood as a group phenomenon that separates people of one

group from another.

The second aspect, explains that cultur@as$ gained by birth but rather deloped through experience of
life ( Ko v a ¢ i. €ylture2i® degeloped by learning of shared values, assumptions and beliefs occurs

through family, teachers, officials, experiences, and $ggielarge(Laitinen & Suvas, 2016)

However, culture carbe addressed from otheperspectives, cultures exist at many different levels,
including organizational functions or business units, occupational groapgnizations, industries,
geographical regions, and natiofReiche & Ghemawat, 2011The aim of this theoretical review of
national culture is to define national culture and to note focuses in particular on national calhgehe

role of cultural differences between USA and Denmark.

According to Geert Hofstede (1981) he explains th
mi nd” . The col | talksgabout whatpsrcongiderednandepiadple or atttime behavior. In

other words, cultural values provide how one person can behavetovward another.

Hofstedeés (1991) collective programming is a st the collectively held valueseHexplains that in the

center is a system of societal norneensisting of the value systems (the mental programs) shared by most

of the popul wHobdbst edec¢1®B8Ay culture is a collect
inherited?”. Ho f s abew dis fanhogsocultwat gimemsiormsd represent independent
preferences for one state of affairs over another that distingesstountries (rather than individuals) from

each other. The country scores on the dimensions are relative, as we are all human and simultaneously we
are all unique. In othewords, culture can be only used meaningfully bynparison. According to Soares A.

& Aviv (2006).
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Hofstedés six dimensions have been useth many cases such de compare cultures, to support
hypothesis, and as a theoretical framework for comparinljuces even if, in some cases, the actual scores
are not used and the dimensions are measured with new or adopted instruments (Lu et al., 1999). This
national theoretical framework has confirmed relevance for this paper of these cultural dimensions for
international marketing and consumer behavi¢®oares a & Aviv, 2006The model consists of the

following dimensions.

Power distance
Individualism

Masculinity versug=emininity
Uncertainty Avoidance

Long Term Orientatiorversus Short Term Normative Orientation (LTO)

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 =

Indulgence versus Restraint (IND)

Power distance

This first dimensionpower distance explains the degree to which level the less powerful members of a
society accept and expect that power be unequa(Soares a & Aviv, 2006jhe important question in this
dimension here is how a society handles inequalities among people. AagaaiMooija & Hofstede
(2002), n cultures witha large power distance, everybody has his/her rightflace in society, there is
respect for old age, and status is important to show power. In cultures with small power distance, people

try to look younger than they are and powerful people try to look less powdBoalares a & Avi\2006)

Individualism

The second dimension is called individualism ead be defined as a preference for a loodahjt social
framework in which individuals are expected to take care of only themselves and their immediate families
(Soares a & Aviv, 2006)ccording to Hofstede (1991 collectivist cultures, people belong to groups that
look after them in exchange for loyalflzaitinen & Suvas, 2018 individualist culttes, the identity is in

the person; in collectivist cultures, identity is based in the social network to which one belongs. In
individualist cultures there is more explicit, verbal communication; in collectivist cultures communication is
more implicit (Hofstede)A society's position on this dimensigreflected in whether peopteselfimage is
defined in tefHoigedggf “1” or *“we."”
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Masculinity versus=emininity

The Masculinity side othis dimension can be described in society such as achievement, heroism,
assertiveness and material rewards for success. Society at largeré competitive. Its oppositeside,
femininity stands for a preference for cooperation, modesty, caring for theakvand quality of life
(Hofstede) Society at large is more consensrgented. In the business context Masculinity versus

Femininity is sometimes also related to as "tough versus tender" cul{@esres & Aviv, 2006)

Uncertainty Avoidance

The Uncertainty Avoidance dimension explains the degree to which the members of a society feel
uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguifHofstede)The essential issue here is hawsociety deals

with the fact that the future can never be known: should we try to control the future or just let it happen?
Countries with strong UAI maintain rigid codes of belief and behavior and are intoleranodhodiox
behavior and ideas. On ttether hand countries with Weak UAI societies maintain a more relaxed attitude

in which practice counts more than principkZoares a & Aviv, 2006)

Long Term Orientation versus Short Term Normative Orientation (LTO)

The fouth dimension links with its own past while dealing with the challenges of the premshtthe

future. According to Hofstede (1991%ocieties whaescore lowon this dimension, for examplerefer to
maintain timehonoured traditions and norms while viewing societal change with suspicion. Those with a
culture which scores high, on the other hand, take a more different approach: they encourage thrift and
efforts in modern education as a way prepare for the futurgHofstede)

The short term is basically used in the business context normative versus (long term) pragmatic" (PRA)

(Hofstede)
Indulgence versus Restraint (IND)

The finaldimension stands for a society that allows relatively free fulfilment of basic and natural human

drives related to enjoying life and having fi{rlofstede)While the other side Restraint stands for a society
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that suppresses grdication of needs and regulates it by means of strict social n@®osres a & Aviv,
2006)

4.2 Denmark in comparison with United States

In order to illustrate the difference betweedanish and Americamational culture,there will be a
discussion on Hofstedesix dimension ané try to indicate if there is any significant difference between

them.

Denmark

in comparison with United States

91 Figure 4.1-Denmark in comparison with US,
74 20 cs
62
46
40
35
23 26

18 16

Power Individualism  Masculinity Uncertainty Long Term Indulgence
Distance Avoidance Crientation

I B Cenmark United States .

According to Hofstede (1991) Denmark scale in Power distance witbra of 18 points, Denmark is at the

very low end of this dimension compared to USA. This score matches perfectly with what many foreigners
in Denmark indicate: Danes do not have tradition to lead, they are more towards ingaad giving
employees independence (Hofstede) Another factor explainghat Denmark ranks highest amongst the

EU27 countries iterms of employee independendeliofstede)
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Danes believe in independencequal rights, accessibkuperiors and that management facilitates and
empowers (Soares a & Aviv, 2006)n Denmark, pwer is decentralized and managers count on the
experience of their team membergMooija & Hofstede, 2002)Such as respect among the Danes is
something, which you earn by proving your hamas expertise. Workplaces have a very informal
atmosphere with direct and involving communication and works on a first name basis. Employees expect to

be consultedHofstede)

USA scale in power distee with a score of 40 points, which igle low end of this dimension and it gives

a different picture compared to Denmatkofstede) This dimension can be explaineith the fact that all
individuals in societies are not equal, and it expreshesattitude of the culture toward these power
inequalities amongst ugHofstede)In USA Power distance is defined as the extent to which the less
powerful members of institutions and organizations within a country expect and accept that power is
distributed unequalSoares a & Aviv,2006) |t has to do with the fact th
by the followersas much as by the leadefidofstede)

Individualism

Denmark, with a score of 74 is an Individualist society. This mean there is a high preference for a loosely
knit social framework in which individuals are expected to tade ©f themselves and their immediate
families only. The high score of individualism means that it is easy to start doing business with the Danes
(Hofstede) Small talk is kept at a minimum and you do not need to creglgionships first. Danes are also

known for using a very direct form of communicati@oares a & Aviv, 2006)

USA, with a score of 9@s an individualist society as well. This meanereghis a high preference of
individudismandpeopleonly tendtol ook after themselves and their c|
much on authorities for suppofHofstede) We can conclude that USA scdrigher compared to Denmark

The American peoplexpresdiberty and justice for allHofstede) This is evidenced by an explicit emphasis

on equal rights in all aspects of American society and government.

The business environment in the U&hierarchy established for comvience, superiors are accessible and
managers rely on individual employees and teams for their f8bsires a & Aviv, 20083oth managers
and employees expect to be consulted and information is shared frequemty.the sane time,

communication is informal, direct and participative toadegfeKova c¢i. ¢, 2005)
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As withDanesthe American are easy to do business with and they interact easily with people even if they
don’t know {Modja®& Hofstede, 200231 the business world, employees are expected to be
selfreliant and display initiative.Also, within the exchangkased world of work we see that hiring,
promotion and decisions are based on merit ordewmce of what one has done or can (Hofstede) Lastly

the Americans i not shy,so they can approach their prospective counterparts in order to obtain or seek

information.

Masculinity versugemininity

Denmark scores 16 othis dimension and is therefore considered a Feminine socigtpfstede)In
Feminine countries, | it is important to keep the life/work balance and you make sure that all are included.
(Soares a & Aviv,0B6)1 n Denmar k i thave anieffeptioer Mamager that suppottss/her
people, and decision making is achieved through involverm&fioija & Hofstede, 2002Managers strive

for consensus and people value edgtyalsolidarity and quality in their working livéslofstede) Conflicts

are resolved by compromise and negotiation and Danes are known for their long discussions until

consensus has been reached. Incentives such as free timieaitddle work hours and place afavored

Compared to Denmarthe score of the US adasculinityis high at 62, and this result is nebdearingand
can be seen in the typical American behavioral patte(Hsfstede) This canbe explained by the
combination of a high Masculinity drive together with the most Individualist drive in the world. In other

words, Americans, so to speak, all show their Masculine drive indiviqivalyija & Hofstede, 2002)

Whetherit is school, workop| ay t he American people always striyv
wi nner t @lkfgesle) In this @htdnt, Americans are not shy to display and talk freely about their
achievenent and successes in lif€oares a & Aviv, 2006dmericans are based on the assessment system,

so they can show how well a job they dfBloares a & Aviv, 2006) Ty pi cal | y, Amea i can:
that they can obtain monetary rewards and as a consequence attain higher status based on how good one
can be. Many white collar workers will move to a more fancy neighborhood after each and every

substantial promotior(Hofstede)

Uncertainty Avoidance
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With a score of 23 Denmark scores low on this dimension. This means that Danes do not need a lot of
structure and predictability in their work liféHofstede) Plans can change overnight, new thimgg up

and the Danes are fine with it. It is a natural part of their work life. Curiosity is natural and is encouraged
from a very young age. This combination of a highly Individualist and curious nation is also the driving force
f or Denmar k' ithin innevatiort amd desigitiMoaja & Hofstede, 2002)What is different is
attractive! This also emerges throughout the society in both its humour, heavy consumerism for new and
innovative products and the fast highly creativelustries it thrives in- advertising, marketing, financial

engineeringReiche & Ghemawat, 2011)

At the workplace, the low score on Uncertainty Avoidaiscalso reflected in the fachat the Danes tell

you if theyare ind ou b t or do not know somet hing. |t is ok
comfortable in ambiguous situations in the workplgétofstede)

Compared to DenmarkUSA scores below average, with a low score of 46, onUtkertainty
Avoidancedimension(Hofstede) Americars havea high tendency to create new ideas, innovative products

and a willingness to try something new or different, whether it is technology, business practices or food
(Mooija & Hofstede, 2002Americans tend to be more tolerant of ideas or opinions from anyone and allow

the freedom of expressiofSoares a & Aviv, 200t the same time, Americans do not requia lot of

rules and are less emotionally expressive than higloering culturegHofstede)

LongTermOrientation
A low score of 35 indicates that Danish culture is normative. People in such societies have a strong concern
with establishing the absolute Truth; they are normative in their thinking. They exhibit great respect for

traditions, a relatively small propensity to save for the future, and a focus on achieving quick results.

The United Statescorenormativeon thefifth dimension with a low score of 2@ofstede) Compared to

Denmark the score igWer. Americans typically like analyze new information to check whether it is true
(Hofstede) Thus, the culture d e s n k& mosh Americans pragmatithis should not be confused with

the fact t hat Ameri cans ar e vedroy’ pmeancttailciatly, nbeenitni
(Mooija & Hofstede, 2002)
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Many Americans have veg/yt r ong i deas about what is “good” and
abortion, use of drugs, euthanasia, weapons or the size and rights of the government versus the States and

versus citizengHofstede)

When welook & the American businesaorld, the resultsshow that their performance on a shoterm
basis, with profit and loss statements being issued on a quarterly fagaes a & Aviv, 2006lhis also

drives individuals to strive for quick results within the work plgemfstede)

Indulgence

Denmark has a high score of 70 in this dimension, meaning that Denmark is an Indulgent country.
(Hofstede) People in societies classified by a high score in Indulgence generally exhibit a willingness to
realiz their impulses and desires with regard to enjoying life and havindMaoija & Hofstede, 2002)

They possesa positive attitude and have a tendency towards optimism. In addition, they place a higher
degree of importance on leisure time, act as they please and spend money as theySaestes a & Aviv,
2006)

The United States scoredmost the same score as Denmark68fon the sixth dimensiofHofstede) This,

in combination with a normative score, is reflected by the following contradictory attitudes and behavior:
The American society uséhe motto, work hard and play har¢Hofstede) USA fights a war against drugs

and is still very busy in doing so, yet drug addiction in the States is higher than in many other wealthy

countries(Soares a & Aviv, 260

4.3 Summary

Above the national culture concept was defined and discus§kd.overall conclusion, which was derived
from the results aboe, is that there are differences based on national cultoeeveenDenmark and USA.

On the basis oHofstede sixdimension we can conclude there is a significant difference in all aspects
between Denmark and USA. The table gives a short overview of tlarsrsionsbetween Denmark and
USA.

Table 4.1 Hofstedesix Denmark

dimensions
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Power distance

Individualism

Masculinity vs Feminity

Uncertainty Avoidance

Long Term Orientation

Indulgence

Score of 18 points, Power is
decentralized, workplaces is
informal atmosphere and direct
communication

Score of 74, looselynit, care for
themselves, families andasy to

start doing business with.

Scores 16, feminine society,
independent equality, solidarity
and quality both in lifedork

Score of 23, highly Individualist,
curious nation, innovation and
design.

score of 35 short term normative
absolute truth; they are
normative thinking. respect for
traditions, focus achieving quick

results

Scores of 70, Indulgent country,
high Indulgence to enjoyindgdi

and having fun.

score of 40 points, power is
centralized, power is distributed

unequally.

Score of 90, losselknit, care for
themselves and families.
Business environment is
hierarchy established

Scores 62, Masculinigociety,
Individualiststrive to be the
best, achieve and have succéss
life.

Score of 46, tendency to create
new ideasjnnovative products
try something different,

Scores of 26, likely to analyze
information, Americans are very
practical, issues such as abortic
use of drugs, euthanasia,
weapons or government versus
the States and versus citizens
(Hofstede)

scores 068, normative,
contradictory attitudes and
behavior: The American society
usesthe moto work hard and

play hard

Above the national culture concept was defined and discussed. Based on the review of the literature,

national culture between Denmark versuSA hasignificant difference in some of the dimensions.
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5 Consumers motivation

In this chapter, we will study motivation and the theoretical understanding
of the phenomenon. This will be done to gain a greater understanding of
motivation and what it consists of. Additionally, we will investigate the

various types of motivation.

Motivation is an important aspect in the decisioraking of regular people

and in their role as a consumer. Motivation is a central part of the
consumer psychology, which will lead the consumer down a path to the
“buying decision procedha’seankbtere sdomw
Keller, Brady, Goodman, & Hansen, 200%his makes it crucial for
companies to know what motivates people to use/buy their
products/services or what makes them avoid them. Knowing this gives the
company useful knowledge that can be used to impact consumers to use

the company's products/services.
Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to gain a better understanding of

how motivation can move regular consumers in one way or another by

influencing thér behaviour.
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5.1 What is motivation?

In this subchapter we will discuss how motivation can be understood and defined. The concept has been
discussed in literaturéhrough many years and there has begimen countless definitions of motivation by
various researchers. Graham and Weiner definedheir researchmotivation as "the study of why people

think and behave as they do" and explained it as a typical achievement beh&di@aivam & Weiner, s.

63). Slocum and Hellriegel definition of the concept is close to the one given by Graham and Weiner, as
they define motivation as a concept that "representsdes acting within a person thatuses a person to
behave in apecific,goad i r e c t e dJ.Wh& D,r5.6892)

Ryan and Deci explained motivation in other words in their research, explaining to be motivated as
meaning to be moved to do somethirfgyan &Deci, 2000) Furthermore, characterizing gerson who is
not inspired to act as unotivated, whereas considering@erson who ienergized toward something as a

motivated persor(Ryan & Deci, 2000)

"A person who feelgo impetus or inspiration to act is thus characterized as unmotivated, whereas
someone who is energized or activated toward an end is considered motivated.”
(Ryan & Deci, 2000, s. 54)

5.1.1 The motivation process

Robbins and DeCenzo explains motivation by focusing onithewreated within anndividual. They argue
that it all searts with an unsatisfied need @erson may have that creates tension, which stimulates drives
within the individual. These drives wiledn make the person search for behavior and goals that will result
in reduction of the tensior(Robbins & DeCenzo, 2009)he illustration below gives an overview of the

process Robbins and DeCenzo belibappens within a individual.

o Search Satisfied Reduction

Figure 5.2 The motivation proces@Robbins & DeCenzo, 2005)
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Moreover, Robbins and DeCenzo specified motivat
reach organizational goal s, conditi oned(Rabpins&h e

DeCenzo, Wb, s. 320)As they in this definition included organizational goals as the aim, it directs the
definition towards motivation in regard to organizations. Bimetimportance of the definitiorthat
individualsare willingto reach goals to satisfy thdividual needs, can be translated into individuals in

other situations and not only within organizations.

5.1.2 Common characteristics in motivation

Mitchell (1982) argued that there are common characteristics in motivation regardless of the diéfsrienc
the definitions given by the different researchers through tir(Mullins, 2007) He identified four

characteristics he found common for motivation and argued that they underlie the definition of motivation.

The fdlowing four characteristics werneentified by Mitchell(Mullins, 2007)

1 Motivation is typified to be intentionas t is assumed the individual hasntrol over it and all
behavious that are influenced by motivation is seen asicks of the individual.

1 Motivation is an individual conceps every person is unique and their uniqueness is demonstrated
in different ways in motivation.

1 Motivation is multifacetedvith two factors of great importance. The first factor is what gets people
activated (arousal) and the second factor is the individuals force to engage in desired behaviour
(direction or choice of behaviour).

1 Motivational theories has the purpose to pretdbehaviour.Motivation cannot be seen as the
behaviour itself or the performance, as it is regarding the action an individual takes, and the

internal and external forces which influence an individual's choices of action.

Based on the characteristicb@e Mitchell defined motivation as "the degree to which an individual wants

and chooses to engage in certain specified behavioiMsillins, 2007, s. 250)

After investigating the different definitions of motivaticend the various studies on what motivation is
regarded to be, we have chosen to use the definition of Mullins, which is stated below as the one to follow
in this thesis. The decisive factor for the choafeusing Mullins definition wathat it includes bth the

action taken by an individual and the goals aimed to achieve through the action and forces. Furthermore,
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Mullins explains that what motivates people determines their behavidMullins, 2007) This indicates that

by influencing people motivation, it is possible to influence their behaviour invesngor anaher.

"Motivation is some driving force within individuals by which they attempt to achieve some goal in order to
fulfil some need or expectation”

(Mullins, 2007, s. 250)

As we now have studied what motivation is and how it is defirffgdugh literature, and moreovealso
chosen the definition we find most suitable for this project, we will in the nextchapters examine the

different kinds of motivation, how they impact people and if there is differences between them.

5.2 Intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

People become motivated by different things, depending on what creates the driving force within them to
take action. There are two different types of motivation, namely intrinsic and extrinsic motivdigam &

Deci, 2000)Inthis chapter, we will study these two different types of motivation to understand what each

of them covers and the differences that separates the two types, as earlier research provides that there is a

clear distinction between thertBerman & Weems, 2011)

5.2.1 - Intrinsic motivation

Intrinsic motivation arrives from an individual's natural interest in an activity, which increases the
individuals willingness to engage in the actiyBgrman & Weem<£011) Moreover, intrinsic motivation is
referred as an internal motivation that comes from within the individual and not impacted by external
factors. It can be defined as "doing something for your own s@Relss, 202, s. 152)as if you play

football for fun just because you want to and not for any reward or outcome.

Ryan and Deci definition of intrinsic motivation is very identical to the above nredjas they identify it
as 'the doing of an activity for its inherent satisfactions rather than for some separable conseq(Byee!"
& Deci, 2000, s. 56fFurthermore, explainig intrinsic motivation as motivation that moves people to act

for the fun or challenge entailed and not for external rewards or pressiRgan & Deci, 2000)
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A very identical definition was given by Pintrich and Schunk, as they also stated intrinsic motivation was

driven by solely internalakires and not influenced by external factors at all.

“I'ntrinsic Motivation refers to motivation to

intrinsically motivated work o+xn tasks beca!

Paul R Pintrich and Date SchunkKolditz, 2007, s. 3)

While the above mentioned definitions all focused on the individuals willingness to do the act for his own
sake and argued that it is not done to achieve rewards, it can be argued thasiatmotivation still

includes aeward for the individual. Ryan and Deci argued that earlier researches have maintained that
behaviours always are motivated by some kind of rewards, and that in the case of intrinsic motivation the
reward is the activitytself (Ryan & Deci, 200@)g. following the earlier used example, it will be the

football game you play for fun (the activity), that is the motivation itself.

Based upon the definitions we can conclude that intrinsic naditmm comes solely from internal desires and
is exclusively driven by the enjoyment and for the individuals own sake. Moreover, that it is not done to an

external reward, as the activity itself is the reward.

5.2.2 - Extrinsic motivation

The biggest dimction between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation is that extrinsic motivation is, in contrast
to intrinsic motivation, based upon external motivating factgBerman & Weems, 20L1Examples of

external factors can be finaia gain or some form of recognition from other people.

Brown outlines that extrinsic motivation is regarded to be motivation that is driven by rewards, which
refers to our tendency to perform only to achieve the rewards. The rewards can be everythiethewh

tangible, such as money or other things, or psychological, such as (Baisen, 2007)
“Extrinsic Motivation refers to our tendency t

they be tangible or psychoo gi c a |
(Brown, 2007, s. 143)
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Another definition of extrinsic motivation is that it "refers to the pursuit of an instrumental goal, such as
when a child plays baseball in order to please a parent or win a champior{Bas, 2012, s. 152)his
definition clearly mderlies the distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, as the boy would be
playing baseball solely for fun or for his own pleasure, if intrinsic was the case, instead of to please a parent

or win a championship, which is the case when hidresic motivated.

The definitions above clearly emphasizes that extrinsic motivation is driven by external faotdrsss the
aim of achieving a reward or to avoicpanishment, which e.g. could be to avoid losing money. Moreover,
we can conclude thtawhile intrinsic motivation was solely individually driven, extrinsic motivation is

influenced by external factors and can be influenced by other people.

5.3 Effect on consumers

In this subchapter we will study how consumersotivation dfects their behaviour and is linked with their
decisionmaking. This is very important as it gives a greater understanding of how motivation effects

consumers psychology and their behaviour.

The theory of planned behaviour is a great tool to understand explain how consumers behaviour is
effected by motivation and other factors. The theory is build upon three conceptually independent
determinants of intention, namely attitude, subjective norm and perceibethaviouralcontrol (Ajzen,
1991) The first is the consumers attitude towards thehaviour which is determined by the consumers
opinion of thebehaviour more specifically whether the person has a negative or positive appraisal of the
specificbehaviourin question(Ajzen, 1991)Subjective norm is a social factor related to the social pressure
an individual may experience towargsrforming or not performing apecificoehaviour(Ajzen, 1991)The

last determinant of intention is the perceivetiehaviouralcontrol, which refers to if the individual perceive
the behaviouras difficult or easy to perforrfAjzen, 1991)The relative importance of the three different
factors do vary deperidg on the situation. In some situations it can be found that only attitude influences
the intention, while in other situations all three factors may have great influence on the intefijaen,
1991) Furthermore, a generalle is that the stronger the perceivdgehaviouralcontrol is, and the more
favourablethe attitude and the subjective norm is, the greater will the individual's intentions be to perform

the behaviour(Ajzen, 1991)
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Attitude Toward
Behavior

A

A 4

Behavior

A 4

Subjective Norm > Intention

3

A

Perceived Behavioral
Control

Figure5.1 - Theory of planned behavigAjzen, 1991)

The intentions of a individual are assumed to be base Example: Andy is askég a colleague

on all the motivational factors that influence the \yhether he wants to share a ride to work.
individual'sbehaviour(Ajzen, 1991)In other words, an| ;s attitude towards it is very positive,
individual will most likely be motivated by differen pecause of the enjoyment of riding togethe
factors, which all togethe@s the person gets motivated| 514 the possibility of saving some money.
will create intentions within the individual to performl The social norm will be pressuring him
some kind of behaviour So the motivation and| igwards riding the share as his colleague
intentions within a person is always linked together, ¢ \yants to do that, and as Andy sees the ride
the motivation will create the intentions, which sharing as very easy to perform, the
eventually will esult inbehaviour E.g. if a person is ver perceived behavioural control will be
motivated to do something, his motivation will turn intc positive. Therefore, Andy will be motivated

intention, as hebecause of the motivatiarwill have the towards sharing the ride and create the

intention of doing it. intentions of performing the behaviour,

which in this case is sharing the ride.
As we now understand the three factors that influence

intention and that intention is created by motivation, it is important to understand the link between
motivation and the three factors. It can be assumed that motivation lies in between the three factors and
the intention. The three factors will in any case impact themions of the individual, by either motivating

the individual to perform or not perform. An example is that a boy named Joe is asked whether he will
participate in a football game. Imagine that Joe's attitude towards participatingb@heaviou) is negéve,

the subject norm is that he should not participate and his percebeadthviouralcontrol is that participating

(the behaviou) is very difficult. These factors in this situation will create a very low level of motivation
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within Joe towards participatg and will result in the intention of not participating in the football game.

Another example can be seen in the green box on the right.

As we now understand hotbehaviouris created within consumers, or more specifically, how factors create
motivation, which leads to intention and results behaviour we will in the next sughapter look at the
factors we have used to measure Danish and American consumers motivation in regard to whether they

are intrinsic or extrinsic factors.

5.3.1 Effect of intrinsic vs. extrinsic motivation

Both the intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation are important in their own ways. In affecting

S 0 me o Ibebavieur and motivation level, both of these techniques may be required for successful
motivation. Althougheach gives motivation in their own way, both are crucial to successfully derive a
p e r s leehavieurand motivation level. In this suthapter, we will take a look at the factors we have
used in this project to study what motivates consumers and deterrfitiee used factors are intrinsic or
extrinsic, as this has great importance when investigating what motivates consumers and if there is
difference between what motivates Danish and American consumers and more specifically, if they get

motivated by intringc or extrinsic motivation.

As «plained earlier in the project, in the chapt&tep 2 Draft survey questionsve have used four
different factors, namely enjoyment, social benefits, sustainability and economic benefits, to investigate
what motivates casumers in Denmark and3Aand if they are motivated differently on the basis of these

factors.

Motivation coming from enjoyment is clearly intrinsic. As outlined earlier, doing something for your own
sake or becaues of fun is intrinsic motivatedtherefore, we place enjoyment as an intsic factor. An
example isfia person wants to rent out his car, because of the enjoyment of helping another person. What
makes this example as intrinsic motivated is that he is doing it for his own sake, as he finjdgabke to

help others. Moreover, helping the other person because of enjoymengnadie is not doing it to get a
reward, butfinds the activity itself as aeward, and therefore, we can clearly conclude that getting

motivated by enjoyment is an intrinsic factor.
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Doing something for social benefits is alsurinsically motivated. Social benefits generally brings
enjoyment, as it includes sharing somethinghaothers because it makes it more enjoyable or fun. E.g. if a
person has a two hour drive ahealde will most likely find it much more enjoyable if he has company.
Another example is that meeting people from onaghbourhoodis usually enjoyable. Moower, doing
something based on motivation of achieving social benefits by no means will be to get a tangible reward, as
social benéts cover benefits such as having fun and enjoying yourself and the reward from social

interaction is the activity itself.

While there is no question whether motivatiphecause of the before mentioned factors,jepment and
social benefits, igntrinsic or extrinsic, the case is different with sustbility as a factor. Motivation
derivedfrom focus on sustainability can laegued to be both intrinsic and extrinsic, as it depends on how
one interpres the "reward" that is obtained from focusing on sustainability. Earlier we understood that
extrinsic motivationcan come from obtaining bothtangible or psychological rewardnd it can be argued

that doing something beause of sustainability givesraward. Imagine a person does something solely
because he/she beliegghat it will directly result in better sustainability. An example is a peratm
chooses to drive to work Wi other coworkers instead of driving alone, because he beketat it will
directly result in better sustainability, as not going with his own car means less pollution. In this case it can
be argwed that he does it because ofraward, as he mdye seesthe less pollution as direct reward
towards better sustainability. However, we believe that generally most people will do something towards
better sustainability because of intrinsic motivation such as their own sake for their own enjoyment or
consciene, and not because of the direct reward of better sustainability. An example could be a person
who wants to share some food he made, because he made too much andytekysf he throws it out,

therefore, he wants to share it to feel better himself.

The last factor is economic benefits, which is clearly an extrinsic motivation. Being motivated to do
something for economic benefits directly means that theéiidual will be doing it for gangible reward, in

this case money. The situation is the samereifdt is done to save money and not directly be rewarded
money, as it still will be done for the reward of having money that in other cases will not be saved.
Examples of this kind of motivation is an individual that is motivated to lent out e.g. hidfileto earn

some money or an individual that is motivated to drive to work with som&vetkers and not by his own

car, exclusively to save some money by splitting the costs with tveockers.
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The figure below gives good overview of the factors anghat kind of motivaion they give. Moreover,

also agood overview of why the motivation from the factors are intrinsic or extrinsic.

It is done for your own sake,
because it isun, it is enjoyable

It is done for your own enjoymen

It is done for your own sake, for Can be done for a reward (E.g.
your own conscience less pollution)
It is done exclusively to get

reward (e.gmoney)

Table 5.1- Motivation drivers of collaborative consumptionseparated into intrinsic and extrinsic

motivation

5.4 Summary

In the chapter above we have discussed several different things about motivation. Starting by identifying
and defining what motivation is and how motivation is processed within the individual. Thereafter, we used
the theory of plannedehaviourto understand how motivation is created anturned into behaviar, and

lastly, we studied the two different kind of motivations, intrinsic and extrinsic, and understood what each
of them consist of. The chapter was ended by using the new knowledge about motivatiivide the
factors, we have used to measure Danish and American consumers motivation, into whether they are

intrinsic or extrinsic motivated.

Motivation was clearly identified as something that makes people move or do something, while there were
found dfferent definitions of motivation and how it more specifically is to be understood. After having
considered the different definitions found in literature, we found Mullins definition as the most suited,
because of its clear definition of the concept. Nhdl defined motivation as a "driving force within
individuals by which they attempt to achieve some goal in ordefutél some need or expectation”
(Mullins, 2007, s. 250)Furthermore, Robbins and DeCenzo explaitieel process of motivation as
something that starts within the individual when an unsatisfied need occurs. The need leads to tension with

the individual and afterwards to force/drive to satisfy the need. The individual than startsatbtowards
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satisfacton, which eventually leads to an satisfied need and later reduction of tengBobbins &

DeCenzo, 2005)

By using theory of planndoehaviourwe understood that motivation is created by three separate factors,
which was attude, social norm and perceivesehaviourcontrol. We learned that these three factors
impact the consumers motivation, which then is turned into intentions and in the drehaviourfrom the

consumer.

Through a literature reiew we understood that ther aretwo greater types of motivation, namely intrinsic
and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation was defined as motivation coming internally from the individual, while
extrinsic as motivation coming from externfactors. The tables below give great overviewof what

intrinsic and ewinsic motivation eacltonsistsof and how they are explained.

Intrinsic motivation Extrinsic motivation

* Engage in activity for its own  Perform activity for external
sake rewards

* The activity itself is seen as *Rewards can be both tangible
an reward or psychological

*It is done for enjoyment or » Can be both to achieve a
fun reward or to avoid a

«Is based solely on pleasing punishment (Such as losing
yourself money)

» Can be done to please other,
people

After understanding the two types of motivation, it was easy to divide the factor we used to measure
motivation with, into whether they are intrinsic or extrinskactors such as enjoyment, social benefits and
sustainability we found as being intrinsic motivated, as they are done for the individuals own sake and
enjoyment. On the other hand, economic benefits is clearly extrinsic, as it is motivated by the réweagd o

earning money or saving money.
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The knowledge we have obtained through this chapter is of high importance in regard to understanding
where consumersmotivation comes from and how it effects consunmebghaviour It is essential to
understand thatto be able to understand how we have measured motivation within Danish and American

consumers and to be able to discuss which strategy is most suited for consumers.
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6 Findings

The purpose of this chapter is to show the results of our investigaiion
motivation regarding Danish and American consumers. As described earlier
in methodology, we have used a survey to examine the Danish and

American consumer s motivation towar

The important findings areelated to what motivates Danish and American
consumers and if there are significant differences between their motivation
of using collaborative consumption. The data was inputted into SPSS for

statistical analysis.

The chapter is divided into five sepse parts, all dedicated to show the
results of the survey.
1 Analyzeof the demographic data.
Analyze of the taker part of collaborative consumption.

1
1 Analyzsof provider aspect of collaborative consumption.
)l

Look at how different barriers caaifect people when participating

in collaborative consumption.

1 Summaries the most important aspect of the survey and how it

affects the core element of our project and research question
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6.1 Demographic data

The American (n=101) and the Danish (n=103) consumess/ers to their own demographic characteristic

gives us the overview of which consumers answered the survey and how close our data is to the total
population. After statistical analysis in SPSS the demographic characteristic of our sample size where
reveiled and listed below. This sample size of 101 American and 103 Danish consumers will outline how the

rest of the population feels and would react to collaboratbemsumption

Mationality

N W American
Nationality 60 @ panish
M American
60 Epanish

Percent
Percent

21 yearsold 22 -28 29-35 36 - 42 43-49 50 years old
of below or above

Gender Age

Figure 6.1 Gender and age

First, the gender data shows that there is a fairly even distribution of male and female for both countries.
Of the American respalents there were a higher ratef females, with a ratiof 52,5 % females to 47,5 %
males. The Danish results shows the opgowith more males than females, with a ratio of 53,4 % males

and 46,6 % females.

The age groups show that most of the respondents are towards the younger segment, below 28 years of
age, of the consumer group. Thd f-PRBstyetawse ot dlpac
the majority of the respondents. The American respondents have 61,4 % who are 28 years old or below.
The Danish respondents have 68 % who are 235%Vyears
then the Amerian respondents have 75,3 % and the Danish respondents have 86,4 % who are 35 years old
or below. The explanation for this could lie in multiple places. One could be the sample mode, collecting
the data as an online survey could restrict the availabilitytfie@ median and older segment. The second

could be that the interest and use base foollaborative consumption i$ocused on those younger
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segmentsThis could potentially expand the validity of our survey, but when comparing to data from other

researchit shows a similar younger respdents segment in their resear¢iussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016)

Nationality

B American
W American 40 Ecanish
anis!

Nationality

Percent

Mo infermation 1$1,000 - $1,999 [$3,000 - $3,9991$5,000 - §5,999] 57,
Less than $1,000 $2,000 - §2 989 $4,000 - $4 999 §8,000 - §&,999

- §5999 000 or more

Income

Figure 6.2- Nationality and income

The sample size of the two nationalities is fairly similar, with a sampl®bfrespondents from America
and 103 respondents from Denmark. This is equal to 50,5 % Danish citizens and 49,5 % of American citizens

in our survey.

The income groups show that most of the respondents are towards the lower income segment, below
$2000mot hl'y i ncome after taxes. The fir$193Wo gaoowp

for a substation part of the respondents.

Of the American respondents there are 41,6 % and 57,3 % of the Danish, who have a monthly income after
taxes of less thn $2000. This result ties into the younger segment who answered the survey. The
explanation for this could lie in multiple places. The younger segment who have an interest and are active
users in multiple aspects otollaborative consmption, have a lowelincome thantheir more mature

counterpart.
Some bias occurs with 8,7 % of Danish and 16,8 % of American respondent who for some personal reason

didn’t want to provide this information. This | ac

andit is fairly common to see in surveys that people are declining to pronaterie information.
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Mationality Nationality

M American
507

W American
W Danish 80

W Danish

Percent
Percent

Less than High Schooll Trade-level Education]  Master's Degree Other
High School{GED College Degree Doctoral Degree

Suburban

Education Residential_area

Figure 6.3- Education and residential aree

Looking at the last completed education of the respondents, we can see that a majority of the respond
have completed a college or master degree with 52,5 % of the American citizens and 64,1 % of the Danish

citizens. This indicates that the respondents are above the education level of the normal populdtaih of
Denmark and th&JSA

The lastdemographic questiorwe asked the respondents was which residential area they live. The
results show that the majority of the Danish respondents, 74,8 % of them, live in the cities in urban area.
While the American respondents have 45,5 % living in urigeas. There are more of themericans
respondents that livén suburban areas, with 40,6 % to only 18,4 % of the Danish respondents. Lastly, a

small segment of the respondents, 13,9 % Americans and 6,8 % Danish respondents, live in rural areas.
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6.2 Taker

In this subchapter we will take a look at how likely the American and Danish consumers are to participate in
collaborative consumption from the viewpoint of a taker. The survey measures how likely respondents are
to rent or pay for the simspects within collaborative consumption. Our data will be analyzed to see if there
are any differences between nationalities; a Mawmitney U test will be performed to find out if there are

any significant differences between the American and Danishuroess.

To find out which of the six collaborative consumption aspects have a significant difference if any between
nationalities, we have to look at the data and the structure of the survey. The survey was structured so the
respondents had to filbut how likely, he or she was to patrticipate in collaborative consumption on a five
point likert scale (very unlikely very likely), both as a taker and as provider of goods and services.
Additionally they had to fill out which motivation factors are ionfant in their decision, on another five

point likert scale regarding importance (not Importaery Important).

6.2.1 Reliability

Before examining for significant difference in nationality, a Cronbach's alpha test was preformed to
measure for internhconsistency ("reliability"). It is most commonly used when you have multiple Likert
guestions in a survey/questionnaire, that form a scale and you wish to determine if the scale is reliable
(Laerd Statistics, 2015)

TheCrobach' s al pha test measures different underl yi
adopting coll aborative consumption as a taker” <co
aspects of collaborative consumption. The samesweement was done for the factors: enjoyment, social

benefits, economic benefits and sustainability.

Table 6.1 Respondents from the Cronbach's Alpha
viewpoint of a taker

American Danish

Likelihood of adopting collaborative 0,802 Good 0,669 Questionable

consumption

Factor- Enjoyment 0,858 Good 0,690 Questionable
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Factor- Social Benefits 0,914 Excellent 0,809 Good
Factor- Economic Benefits 0,899 Good 0,793 Acceptable
Factor- Sustainability 0,921 Excellent 0,897 Good

According taresearchers, George and Mallery, the rule of thumb for Cronbach's alpha score is as following
(George & Mallery, 2003)

1T >09 - Excellent

1 0,89-0,80 - Good

T 0,79-0,70 - Acceptable

1 0,69-0,6 - Questionable
1 0,59-0,50 - Poor

T <0,50 - Unacceptable

When looking at the score we can seettikach of the American scores agatisfactory with ranging from

good to excellent. The Danish scores are a little lower than optimal, with two constructs falling into
guestionable scores, although with scores fairly close to the next higher category of 0,70 score. This shows
that the internal consistency ("reliability") could be higher for those two Danish constructs and an element

to think about when concluding on the daand for future research.

Overall the five construstshowa high level of internal consistency ("reliability") for both the American and
Danish respondents, and gives us a good starting point to analyze, what our data means for the behaviour

of the consumers.

6.2.2 Mllaborative consumption

The results of the five point likert scale are data, which is ordinal data, in which an ordering or ranking of
responses is possible but no measure of distance is poggibn & Seman, 2007) This dictates which

kind of statistical test we can run. The Mawhitney U test is a rankased norparametric test that can

be used to determine if there are differences between two groups on an ordinal dependent vdtiablel
Statistics, 2015)We will use this to analyze if there is any significant difference between the answers of the

Danish and American respondent.
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Table 6.2 Test Statistics
Car Ride Object Meal Accommodatior Skill
MannWhitney U 4830,0090 4135,500 4886,000 4882,500 5188,000 5146,500
z -,908 -2,699 -,780 -,780 -,033 -,136
Asymp. Sig. (Railed) , 364 ,007 ,435 ,435 974 ,892

a. Grouping Variable: Nationality

The results of the test shows that only one aspect of the six collaborative consumption aspects, had a
significant level below the p value of 0,05. The distributions of the sharing likelihood scores in peer to peer
ride sharing for American and Danish resdents were not similar. The sharing likelihood scores for Danish
respondents (mean rank = 112,85) were statistically significantly higher than for American respondents
(mean rank = 91,95), U = 4135,5, 2699, p = 0,007. We can therefore reject thdl typothesis of the

two nationalities being the same and confirm the alternative hypothesis of there being a statistical

significant change between them.

Table 63 - Ranks

- Nationality N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
American 101 91,95 9286,5
Danish 103 112,85 11623,5

Thisshowsthat Danish respondents are more likely to rideshare than the Amenespondents Looking
at the median we can see that both nationalities have a median of 4 equal in likely, but when taking a
closer look at the data wean see that more Danish respondents have answered 5 (very likely) and more

American have answered 3 equal to netftral

To visualize the changes in rank mean, a graph was created in SPSS to show the significant along with the
non-significant differenceshe American and Danish respondsifiave when answering the six questions

regarding the likelihood of adopting collaborative consumption from the viewpoint of a taker.

® Seeappendix 2
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The differencen ridesharing isdocumented asstatistical significant above, but for the remaining five
aspects (car, object, meal, accommodation and skill) of collaborative consumption, the answers given by
the two nationalities are too similar anddhe data shows the-palue isfar above the required 0,0%see

table 6.9.

Looking at the remaining five aspects and their mean rank can show how each nationality tendencies are in
regarding to likelihood of adopting collaborative consumption. Howetlrex, only statistical significance
between the two nationalities is found in ride sharing, with Danish respondents being more likely to

rideshare than the Americaspondents

6.2.3 - Motivation factors

The next step is to look at how the four motivation drivers (enjoyment, sbeiagfits, economic benefits,
and sustainability) for participating in coll abo

making process. To find out if there is any statistical significant difference between the two nationalities, a
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Mann-Whitney U test was preformed, but the results showed that none of the motivation drivers had a p

value below the required 0,05 to be a statistical significant difference.

Although none of the motivation drivers had avplue below the limit of 0,05. Some resuln the Mann
Whitney U test are interesting to examine a bit closer. The result for social benefits regarding renting of
object had a prvalue of 0,08 and the result for enjoyment regarding renting of accommodation had a p
value of 0,07. Which is not loenough to reject the null hypbesis, as the null hypothesssill confirms

that the two nationalities are the same.

4486,500 4456,000

However, the data shows a possible trend toward difference and indication that American respondents find
social benefits (e.g. interaction, get to know, develop social relationships) more important regarding
renting of objects such as a power drill. Theni3h respondents find enjoyment (e.g. the excitement of

staying with a local) more important regarding the renting of accommodation from local residents.
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6.3 Provider
This subchapter wild/l mi rror t he eS$amadtreactiure. Seamebfdche apt e

explanation for certain statistical testill not be repeated in this chaptetbecause it is already mentioned

in the subchapter above and we did not want to repeat the same text again.

This subchapter will shovhé relevant data and results of how likely the American and Danish consumers
are to participate in collaborative consumption from the viewpoint of a provider. The respondents were
measured on how likely they are to rent out or sell goods and servicesnwitid six aspects of
collaborative consumption. The datwere analysedto see if there are any differences between
nationalities; a MantWhitney U testwas performed to find out if there are any significant differences

between the American and Danish respients.

6.3.1 Reliability

Before examining for significant differences in nationality, a Cronbach's alpha test was preformed to
measure for internal consistency ("reliability”). It is most commonly used when you have multiple Likert
guestions ina survey/questionnaire that form a scale and you wish to determine if the scale is reliable
(Laerd Statistics, 2015)

The Cronbach's alpha test measures different unde
adopting collaborative consumption as a provider?’
different aspects of collaborative consumption. The same measurement was done for the factors:

enjoyment, social benefits, economic benefits, and sustalitybi

Table 6.5 Respondents from the Cronbach's Alpha
viewpoint of a Provider

American Danish

Likelihood of adopting collaborative 0,852 Good 0,696 Questionable

consumption

Factor- Enjoyment 0,892 Good 0,790 Acceptable
Factor- Social Benefits 0,923 Excellent 0,843 Good
Factor- Economic Benefits 0,925 Excellent 0,880 Good
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Factor- Sustainability 0,927

The score for each of the American constructs is satisfying with ranges from good to excellent. The Danish

Excellent 0,927 Excellent

scoresare a little lower but still satisfactory, ranging from one as questionable to excellent. The one

guestionable construct of “likelihood of adopting

very close to the next higheategory of 0,70 scer

Overall the five constructs show a high level of internal consistency ("reliability”) for both the Amantan a
Danish respondents, and gius a good starting point to analyze what our data means forgigaviourof

the consumers.

6.3.2 Collaborative consumption

The results of the five point likert scale atata, which is ordinal datan which an ordering or ranking of
responses is possible but no measure of distance is poggibn & Seaman, 2007This dicates which

kind of statistical test we can run. The Mawhitney U test is a rankased norparametric test that can

be used to determine if there are differences between two groups on an ordinal dependent vdtiablel
Statistics2015) We will use this to analyze if there is any significant difference between the answers of the

Danish and American respondent

Table 6.6- Test Statistic’

Car p Ride p | Object p| Meal p [Accommodation g Skill_p
Mann-Whitney U 5151,500 4368,500 4428,000 4624,500 4977,500 5065,000
z -,122 -2,132 -1,926 -1,412 -,551 -,336
Asymp. Sig. (2
) ,903 ,033 ,054 ,158 ,581 737
tailed)

a. Grouping Variable: Nationality

The results of the test shows that only one aspect of the six collaborative consumption aspects, had a
significant level below the -palue of 0,05. The distributions of the sharing likelihood scores to provide
ridesharing, were not similar for American cabanish respondents. The sharing likelihood scores for

Danish respondents (mean rank = 110,59) were statistically significantly higher than for American
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respondents (mean rank = 94,25), U = 4368,5,-2,£32, p = 0,033. We can therefore reject the null
hypothesis of the two nationalities being the same and confirm the alternative hypothesis of there being a

statistical significant difference between them.

Table 6.7- Ranks
Nationality N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks
Ride_p American 101 94,25 9519,50
Danish 103 110,59 11390,50
Object_p American 101 94,84 9579,00
Danish 103 110,01 11331,00

The Danish respondents are more likely to provide ridesharing than the American. Looking at the median,
we can see that Danish respondents have a median & §,u a | to “very |ikely”,

respondents have a médian of 4, equal to “likely”

The MannaWhitney U test gave us another interesting result to examine a bit closer. The providing of
objects (e.g. power drill) to share had a significant lexfep =0,054. Not low enough to reject the null
hypothesis, the null hypothesis is still confirmed that the two nationalities are the same. But it indicates a
possible trend toward significance. This could potentially mean that The Danish respondentsraiikaty

to provide objects to share than the American respondents.

A graph was produced to visualize the differences in rank mean, to show the significant differences, along
with the nonsignificant, the American and Danish respondeinad when answering the six questions

regarding the likelihood of adopting collaborative consumption from the viewpoint of a provider.

" See appendix 3
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We have discussed the statistical significant differences of provididegharing above, along with a
possible indication of differences with providing objects to share. The remaining four aspects (car, meal,
accommodation and skill) of collaborative consumption are too similar in the answers given by the two

nationalities.The data shows the-palues are far above the required 0,3&#etable 6.9.

Looking at the remaining five aspects and their mean rank shows how each natistafiiencies are in
regarding to likelihood of adopting collaborative consumption. Howeter only statistical significance
between nationalities is found in providing ridesharing, with Danish respondentsy bapbre likely to

rideshare tharthe American.

6.3.3 Motivation factors

The next step is to look at how the four motivation drivégjoyment, social benefits, economic benefits,
and sustainability) for participating in collabo

making process. A MarAWhitney U test was preformed to find out if there are any statistical significan

differences between the two nationalities.
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Three questions regarding motivation drivers had-eafue below the required 0,05 for it to be a statistical
significant difference. Enjoyment p = 0,007 when providing ridesharing. Enjoyment p = 0,009 @ahd soc
benefits p = 0,019 when providing a skill to other people. We can therefore reject the null hypothesis of the
two nationalities being the same and confirm the alternative hypothesis of there being a statistical

significant difference between them.

Mann-Whitney U 4098,5 4138,5 4241

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0,007 0,009 0,019
Mean rank:
American 91,58 91,98 92,99

The results of the MankiVhitney U test show that Danish respondents find enjoyment (e.g. the joy of

helping others) more important when providing ridesharing (mean rank = 113,21) and when providing a
skill to other people (mean rank = 112,82). The ladbfawas social benefits (e.g. interaction, get to know,
develop social relationships) where the Danish respondents found it more important when providing a skill

to other people (mean rank = 111,83).

Analyzing the data for a median, we carm $bat the American respondents have a median of 3 on each of

the three questions, equal to an answer of “moder
of 4 for each of the enjoyment quest i oorsofsoaalhual
benefits the Danish respondents have a median of
same as the American respondents had, but overall more Danish people answered that they found it more

important, which is seen in their meaank when compared to American respondents.
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Figure 6.6- Nationality and motivation
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To visualize the changes in rank mean, a graph was created in SPSS to show the statistical significant
differences in regard to how the four motivation drivers affected the American and Desgsplondents
decisionmaking process, regarding the likelihoaf adopting collaborative consumption from the

perspective of a provider.

The ManAWhitney U test gave us some other interesting results to examine a bit closer. Three questions
regarding motivation drivers had av@alue between 0,10 and the required 6,0or it to be a statistical
significant difference. Not low enough to reject the null hypothesis, which still confirms the null hypothesis

that the two nationalities are the same. But the results could indicate a possible trend towards significance.

TaHe 6.9 Enjoyment (s_121)| Sustainability (s_128)
(s_113)

Mann-Whltney U 4455 4461,5 4468,5
1821 1,803 1,799

Asymp. Sig. (@ailed) 0,069 0,071 0,072
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American

Danish 109,75 109,68 109,62

Each of thanotivation drivers: Enjoyment p = 0,069 when providing a car to rent out, enjoyment p = 0,071
when providing of objects (e.g. power drill) to rent out and sustainability p = 0,072 when providing a
portion of a cooked meal to sell, indicasethat Danish casumers possibl§ind it more important in their

decision process regarding the three collaborative consumption aspects (car, object and meal).

6.4 Barriers

In this subchapter we will take a look at how certain barriers could affect the American and Danish
respondents when buying and renting from other private individuals. The questions where constructed to
measure three barriers (trust, value and familiaritigach of the constructs had a couple of questions asking

about the main construct.

The data is distributed on a five point likert scale (not importargry important), which is ordinal data, in
which an ordering or ranking of responses is posdille no measure of distance is possil{igllen &
Seaman, 2007)This limits what statistical test we can run. The Mavhitney U test is a rankased non
parametric test, that can be used to determine if there are differencdsvéen two groups on an ordinal
dependent variable(Laerd Statistics, 2015)Ve will apply this to the analysis to seé there is any

significant difference between the answers of the Danish and American respandent

6.4.1 Reliability

Before examining for a significant difference in nationality, a Cronbach's alpha test was preformed to
measure for internal consistency (“reliability”). The Cronbach's alpha test measures the different underlying
constructs. Construct suchsa “t rust” consi st of four questions,

“familiarity” consist of three questions.

Table 6.10 Barriers for adopting Cronbach's Alpha

Factor- Trust 0,742 Acceptable 0,804 Good
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Factor- Familiarity 0,770 Acceptable 0,398 Good

The factor val ue” receives an unsatisfactory s
guestions and forces us to reject the findings for this factor and instead focus on the remaining two. The

American score for “ t epceiwetl & scaenal acceptablm i Thei Damish scpre forb o t

trust and “familiarity” both received a score o
Thetwoconstrugo f ttrasd “f ami | ahigh levehofintema tohsecys(helability™)
for both the American and Daniglespondents, and gives us a good starting point to analyze what our data

means for the behaviar of the consumers.

6.4.2 Significant difference

The results of the five point likert scale are data which is ordinal data. This dictates which iatistital

test we can run. The MaAwhitney U norparametric test is usto analyze if there is any significant
difference between the answers of the Danish and American respondent. The results of the test shows that
none of the barriers or questionsal a significant level below the p value of 0,05. The distributions of the
importance scores, when buying and renting from other private individuals for American and Danish
respondents, were similar. Thevalue is not low enough to reject the null hypottig the null hypothesis

is still confirmed that the two nationalities are the same.
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Figure 6.7 Nationality and trust/familiarity

With no significant difference between nationalities, a graph was created to visualize the median of each of
the questions and barriers. As the graph and the Mavinitney U test showed thémerican and Danish
responses wre very similar. Each questionhad medi an of at | east 4, equal
equal to “ very important?”. By | oofki ‘htgr met "t handr‘a

arevery important for both nationalities when buying or renting goods and servioes thers.

6.5 Summary

To summarizehe findings two tables are created to show the statistical significant difference between
American and Danish respondent$able 6.11displays the findings of likelihood to participate in
collaborative consumiion between American and Danistespondents.Table6.12 shows the findings that
motivation factors had on the decision fmarticipatein collaborative consumptiotetween American and

Danishrespondents.

Table 6.11- The likelihood of participate irollaborative consumptiorbetween American and Danish
respondents.
Likelihood of collaborative | P-value Significant

collaborative consumption

consumption aspect
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Respondents

viewpoint of a

taker
Respondents
viewpoint of a

Provider

Ridesharing p =0,007 Statistical significant difference between American ¢
Danish respondents. Danish respondents have a hi
likelihoodof ridesharing with a median of 4iKely)

Ridesharing p =0,033 Statistical significant differencbetween American anc
Danish respondents. Danish respondents have a hi

likelihood to provide ridesharing with a median of !

(verylikely)

Table 6.12 The impact of motivation factors on the decisionparticipatein collaborative consumption

between American and Danistespondents.

Motivation
factors on
decision
Respondents
viewpoint of a

Provider

Respondents

viewpoint of a

Provider

Respondents

viewpoint of a

Provider

collaborative | Motivation | P-value | Significant
consumption| factor

aspect

Ridesharing Enjoyment p = 0,007 Statistical significant difference betwee
American and Danish respondent®anish
respondents find enjoyment (e.g. the joy
helping others) more important when providir
ridesharingwith a median of 4 fhportant)

Skill sharing Enjoyment p =0,009 Statistical significant difference betwee
American and Danish respondent®anish
respondents find enjoyment (e.g. the joy
helping others) more important when providir
a skill to other peoplewith a median of 3
(moderately mportant)

Skill sharing Social p = 0,019 Statistical significant difference  betwee

Benefits American and Danish respondentdanish
respondents find social benefits (e.
interaction, get to know, develop soci
relationships) more important when providing
skill to other peoplewith a median of 3

(moderately mportant)
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7 Discussion

Marketing strategieshave been debated for many decades as thexee
different opinions regarding which one is most suited for the various
markets and situationgDimitrova & Rosenbloom, 2010)his debate is of
great importance for multinational companies in their aim to increase their
market shares and global presence, or maybe to keep increasing
profitability, and to overcome difficulties of suturing markelgrontis &
Kitchen, Entry methods and international marketing decision making: An

emperical invetigation, 2005)

Choosing whether to use a standardized or adapted strategy is argued to be
a fundamental decision for companies within the field of international
marketing (Vrontis & Kitchen, Entry methods and intational marketing
decision making: An emperical investigation, 200%)s the choice
determines how their marketing mix can be constructed and all their

marketing activities.
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7.1 Structure of discussion

As part of our problenformulation, we will discuss whether companies operating within collaborative
consumption should use standardization or adaptation as a marketing strategy. The results we found in our
investigation of Danish and American respondents will be vocal fordth@issionas it will be used to
argue whether the one strategy the other is most suitable. The resulisrea great view of whether there

is adistinction between the two different nationalitiesmotivation and whether theone or the other
strategyis more benetial to use when operating across cultures.

The chapter will consist of different parts, which in the end will lead to a final discusdieng we,based

on the arguments in the different past will attempt to givea fully argued answer on whether a
standardized or adapted strategy is most beneficial for companies within collaborative consuntitign.

we will take a closer look at the two strategies to gain an understanding of them and what they consist of,
as it is essential to understand the straieg) before discussing them. Afeards, we will study the findings

of our investigation oDanish and American consumers motivation and argue which results is in favour of
which strategy. Lastly, after we interpret and have a greater overview offitftings we will use the
knowledge to discuss which strategy is most suitable, and eventually recommend one for companies

operating within collaborative consumption.

7.2 Standardization and adaptation

In the following, we will refresh and go further depth with standardization and adaptatiom orderto
discusswhether companies should usme or the other strategyit is important to understand and have a
knowledge of the two concepts and what they include. Therefore, we will in thislsapter exanine the

concepts to achieve a greater understanding of them.

The discussion oftandardization versus adaptation of marketing strategy in international markets has
been argued for many yea(®imitrova & Rosenbloom, 201()owever, this argument has taken place to
include all four strategic areas of thenarketing mix (product, price, promotion and place). Many
internationalization companies are uncertain whether to use standardization or adaptation. Both concepts
have thei advantages and disadvantagesisit thereforecrucial that the correct selection of strategy is

chosen by the company.
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7.2.1 Standardization strategy

Standardization strategig regarded as the right concept wheansumersneeds, wants and requiremats

do not change across different markets and countfieontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs. standardization
in international marketing- the country-of-origin effect , 2007) Standardization strateggrguesthat the
world is ecoming nore similar in both aspect&nvironmental and customer requiremen{¥rontis &
Thrassou, Adaptation vs. standardization in international marketitttge country-of-origin effect , 2007)
Using the standardization stiegy, as a single strategy for the whole global market may enforce some
advantages regarding lower costs as wasitonsistency with customer®/rontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs.

standardization in international marketingthe courtry-of-origin effect , 2007)

According to Wang &Yang (2013%)andardization can be defined many different ways. One way to
understand it igWang & Yang, 2011, s. 35f¢yocess of extending and effectivelyplying domestic target

marketdictated product standards tangible and/or intangible attributes to markets in foreign

SYOANRYYSyGaté

As the global market is becongg more homogeneouthe international markets allows companiés adapt
the standardiation strategy across the glob@Vang & Yang, 20L11There are number o$tudies which
advocates of the standardization but among them Le{1#83)is one of the strongessupporters of

standardizationWang & Yang, 2011)

Wang & Yang (2011ndicate many examples wistandardization strategis preferred, he mentioned that

it will be smart todevelop a single product for all the markets in all the regions and this kind of universal
product will be suitable where; 1) As the basic need is same so the product will better satisfy the needs in
international market 2) After sale services can be dtadized 3)There are large markets which exist
across the world so cultural adaptation is not required 4) Universal product has a strong international brand

image(Wang & Yang, 2011)

According to Levitf1983),he explains thatvell-managednternational companies are more willing tdfer
standardized products thaaire considered lowpriced reliable and functional. He also explains that
multinational c o0 mp a preferesce to become more globalave an impact, @ they believe, theyan

achievelongterm success by focusing @veryone at once instead of adapting thetrategytowards each
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market (Vrontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs. standardization in international marketithge country-of-

origin effect , 2007)

According to proponents of standardization strategy, it is argued that if companies useproper
advertisement withproper translations, it i®ffective and would reach out to all consunsein the global
market (Nikolaos & Stathakopoulos, 1997he tatement is based on the belighat consumers in the
global market more or lesshare the same needs and wants, and thereftmeusing universal advertising it

will appeal to thenall at once(Nikolaos & Stathakopoulos, 1997)

According toBuzel] 1968; Fatt, 1967; Killough, 1978; Levitt, 1983; Sorenson and Weich(iamb)
explainsstandardization strategy as having four main aspects, witiakes this approachappealing.The
first aspectargues that multinationalcorporatiors maintaina consistent image and identity throughout the
world. The second, thait is important to minimize confusion among buyers who travel frequentis
many otherresearchersalsohave explainedthe third aspect allows the multinatital company to develop
a singleco-ordinated advertising campaign across different markets. Findllg, last aspect is thathis
approach results in considerable savings in media costs, advertisiyighion costs, and advertising

illustrative materialNikolaos & Stathakopoulos, 1997)

7.2.2 Adaptation strategy

Supporters ofadaptation strategyargue that international advertising strateguggeststhat each and
every market should be distinctly separafeom one another and companies should adaps$ iharketing

mix in each markefWang & Yang, 2011Pue to differences in culture, economic status, legal conditions,
and foreign market it isviportant to implement adaptation to gain more effective marketing itWwang &
Yang, 2011)Vrontis & Thrassoalso confirm that adaptation strategy is used to adjust the marketing mix
towards microenvironment factorssuch adanguage, climate, race, topography, occupations, education,
taste, and to quite frequent conflicts resulting from different laws, cultures, and sociéemntis &
Thrassou, 2007)

According to(Wang & Yang, 2011fompanies which operates within adaptatidvaveto make a basic

decision whether to gan the foreign markets with thee o mp a eulyehtsproduct orto make some

necessary changes in the produttsadopt the foreign marke{Wang & Yang, 201Broduct adaptation
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will be suitable in situation, wherehere is a significant differensein consumer needs and wants,

competition isstrong which force them to differentiate their produc{gvVang & Yang, 2011)

There are many different things they have to be aware fofijll host country requirements such as
packagig, technical and legal issuebhese are also importaneasons for product adaptatigrclimate,

living conditions, customer lifestyle, literacy and income level of the consumer.

Supmrters of adaptation approach have strong indicatitiat there is a significant difference in culture,
economic situation, rules and regulation, politicgstem and the lifestyle of consumer and their values and

belief system across the world these things must be considered for the sy@¢ang & Yang, 2011)

Proponents of adaptation believe that multinational companies havée aware and find out how they
can adjust an entire marketing strategy, whicicludeselements such as sell, distribute to fit the market
demands(Vrontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs. standardization in international marketthg countryof-
origin effect , 2007) Adjusting the marketing mix and marketing stigydsvital to suit local tastes, meet

special market needs and consursenon-identicalrequirements.

According toHussain and Khatihe supporters of adaptation irolves the individual approach as it allows
the international companieso understand the needsnd preferences ofeach market (Hussain & Khan,
2013) Supporters ofthis approach believe that there is a significant difference in culture, economic
situation, rules and regulation, political system and the lifestyle of conssiarat their values and belief
systens across the world. Hese things must be considered for the sess(Hussain & Khan, 2013)
Moreover, the implementationof adaptation asmarketing strategy helps the international marketing

companies to daievecompetitive advantage(Hussain & Khan, 2013)
The advantags thatlie on adaptation or modification of a strateggwards marketswill lead to increasén
sales volume of the international companies in foreign marketmagelaptation also bettesatisfies the

needs and wants of customers and thieyeretaining the existingonsumersy making the products ufm

date andby taking into consideration the offerings of the competing fifdassain & Khan, 2013)

7.3 Findings in favor of s tandardization
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In the following sugchapter, we will study and analyze dindings to seefithere are findings that poirdat

standardization as the optimal strategy to use for companies within collaborative consumption.

It has been argued that the global market iscbming more homogeneous in motivation and the
homogenization of the international markets allows the companies to adapt the standardization strategy
across the marketgHussain & Khan, 2013)Ve will now look at ouresults tofind out if it there is any
distinction on motivation and likelihood between Americam®d Danes in regard to participating in

colaborative consumption

The results will indicate gtandardization strategy is to be prefeddased on our findings. Bily, we will

study if there is any differences in regard how likely the Danish and American respondents tre
participate incollaborative consumption based on six different aspects (Car, object, meal, accommodation
and skills) Afterwards, we will lok at the findings in retion to if there are differences in what motivates

them to participate based on how important they value the different factors.

7.3.1 Likelihood of participating in collaborative consumption
The findings show how likelkmerican and Danish consumnseare towards participating in collaborative

consumption in the six different factoend in the aspect of being taker and provider

According to our findings, there is sstatistically significant difference on five of thex§actors; namely car,
object, meal, accommodation and skillin relation to likelihood of participating in collaborative
consumption as takerUnder the provider perspective we can also conclude that there -statestically

significant difference in # mentioned factors.

The above mentioned findings are in favorstindardization strategys the better strategyTherefore,
multinational companiesoperating within collaborative consumptioshould based on the above
mentioned findingsemploy standadization strategyand develop a single marketing mix for all the markets
they operate within This kind of universal product wilelsuitable as the findings show that there are
significant difference, which means the basic need is the same and thedaedized product will better
satisfy the needs in the international marké&tith standardization the companies will achieveiversal

products which tends tdhave a strong international brand imag@dussain & Khan, 2013)
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7.3.2 Motivation towards participating in collaborative consumption as taker
The majority of our findings that was el at ed t o respondent s ollaboratve | i h o«

consumptionwere in favor of using standardization as a marketing sggtd he next step is to find out if

the four drivers of motivation(enjoyment, social benefits, economic benefits, and sustainability) for
participating in collaborative consumptionave a differenteffectont h e r e s protvatienntd s’
participate and if they do impact thedecisionmaking processlifferently depending on their nationality

We will do this by studying our findings to see if there are any significant differences between the two
nationalities and how impoent they find the factors, firstly from a takers perspective and thereafter, from

a providers.

The results from theakers perspectiveshows that there are no statistically significant differenceis
relation to any of the six different kind of collataive consumption or any dhe four drivers between
Danish and American respondents, since none of the motivation drivers had a signifianebelow the
limit of 0,05.In other words,the findings confirmed thathe motivation to participate in caborative

consumption as a takerbetweenthe two nationalities are the same.

The findings on motivation towards participating in collaborative consumption from takers perspective
indicate there is no significant difference between the Dlar@iad America respondentsin regard to how
important they find the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation drivers (e.g. enjoyment, financial benefits, social
benefits and sustainability) h€refore, it can be argued thastandardization asstrategy is better suited for
international companie®perating within collaborative consumption. Fasropanies such as Airbhiand
UbeP, that offer service of sharing accommodation and ,cstandardization marketing strategy will be
beneficial in reducing financial costdoreover, his will not only save them aney but also give them a
competitive advantage over their competitgrsuch as strong international brand and faster learning

experience, which helps them reduce the inventory c@klisssain & Khan, 2013

Furthermore, if Airbnb and Uber standardize their prodisgsvicesit will increase their chances for
product innovation as they can appropriate more of their resources towards building and developing their
product portfolio rather than allocating resources to adapting it to different marketp(atiessain & Khan,
2013)

8 Airbnb is a company that provides a platform for consumers so they easily can rent or rent out private homes (Airbnb).
®Uberis a company, which offers their consumers services so they easily can make arrangements for ridesharing
(Uber).
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7.3.3 Motivation towards participating in collaborative consumption as provider
The following will elaborate on the findings from the provigerspective and how motivatioaffects

participation in collaborative consumption between American and Danish consumers. The respondents
answeredhow likely they are to rent out or sell goods and services for the six aspects within collaborative
consumption. The data was analyzed to see if there were anystitally significant differences between

the American and Danish consumers.

There are four situations (Car, object, meal and accommodation) from the perspective of a provider where
there are no statistically significant differences between raish and American, as both the intrinsic and

extrinsic motivation is equally important to both nationalities.

Based on the resultsar companies working with collaborative consumptisach as TURE) should adapt
standardizatioras amarketing strategyTURO companies should offer standardized products that are low
priced, reliable and functional. Moreover, TURO should focus on becoming more global so they can achieve

longterm success by focusing on everydnstead of adapting its stratedidussain & Khan, 2013)

There areno statistically significant differenseon motivation between the Danish and American
consumes in participatingn collaborative consumption ofbjects and meas. The findings argue tha
standardized marketingtrategy is more suitable favxompanies within object and meatuch as Neighbor
goods (objects)and Bonappetourmeal) By using standardized marketing efforts Neighbor gSoalsd
Bonappetout® can target thé Danish and American neumes basic needs as it is the same. Therefore, a
standardized product will better satisfy the needs in an international mafRénitrova & Rosenbloom,
2010) To create more brand awareness Neighbor goods and Betappshould have universal products
for its market to have a strong international brand imagtissain & Khan, 2013f we take a closer look
on motivation towards participating on accommodation there is no statisticallyifiignt difference

between the Danish and American consumers. By using standardization Ricanttarget their marketing

“Turo as a company offers their consumers a platform where they can rent a car from local car owners or rent out
their own Der blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.

1 Neighbor goods as company offers their consumers a platform where friends and neighbour can share goods.

12 Bonappetour is @ompanywho offersa platform whereprovider and consumer meet each other to share and enjoy
local food.

3 Airbnbis a companyhat provides a platform foconsumes so they easily can rent or rent out private hones

blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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efforts on the Danish and American consum@eedsthrough theirstandardized productservicesand it
will better satisfy the needs in international market. Airbnb should develop a single product for all the

markets in all the regions and this kind of universal product will be suitabk(keontis & Thrassou, 20Q7)

7.4 Findings in favor of adaptation

While we in the last subhapter presergéd results from our survey thandicates that there are no
significant differences between American and Danish consunaed furthermore, supports these of a
standardized stitegy. We will in this subhapter study whether there are raks from our survey that
point at adaptation as the right strategy to use for companies operating within collaborative consumption
in both Denmark and US.

In the chapterNational culture theny, we investigatd the differences between Danesd Americanin
relation to their cultures.We used Hofsteds six dimensions and theestigation showed some big
differences in some dimensions. The biggest difference was to be found in whether thennats
considered masculine or feminine, in which Denmark clearly avesninine societywith a score of 16,
while USA waa masculinesocietywith a score of 62Moreover, the Danes areonsidered as being more
driven by quality in life, while Americanseaconsidered as more individualistic and driven by achieving
success in life and being the be$hese findings and more, which we studiedNiational culture theory
argue that there are big differences between the two cultures and that the needs and demands are not

equal.

In regard to adaptation as strategy it is been argued thad itecessary to suit the unique dimensions of
markets(Vrontis & Kitchen, 2009nd that markets are influenced by maezavironmental factors such as
culture and nationalisnfVrontis & Kitchen, 2005T herefore, we will now study the resulté our surveyto

see if there are results that argubat there isa difference between Danish and Americans likelihood and
motivation to use collaborative esumption. If results that showistinction between Danish @American
consumers is to be foud, they will indcate that adaptation as a strategy may hemore suited finding
because of the different demands consumers in the two markets have. We will start by looking at the
difference in regard to the likelihood of using collaborative consumption in differentasibns, and
thereafter, study if there is difference in motivation to participate in collaborative consumption. It will be

done bdh in the situation of being taker anda provider of collaborative consumption.
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7.4.1 Likelihood of participating in collab  orative consumption
By looking at the findings of how likely American and Danish consumers are towards participating in

collaborative consumption in the six different situatioitsshows that there are no greater differences to

be found in most cases irgard to their likelihood towards participating. There are only two situations,
one as a taker and one as provider, where there is a statistically significant difference between their
likelihood to participate. The first case is when asked about theiliHik@d of accepting to share a ride,
offered by a neighbor, that is going the same way and offers to give a lift for a small fee. In this situation
there is a statistically significant difference (p=0,007) between the answers of the two nationalities, with
the Danish respondents being more likely to accept the rideshare. The other case where there is a
statistically significant difference, is the same situation as before mentioned, but as provider of the
rideshare and not taker (p=0,033). It shows that IShmespondents are more likely to offer a rideshare for

a small fee, than the Americans.

The results abaw givean indication that adaptation may be much more useful for companies operating
within collaborative consumption of ridesharing. The difference between the respondents from the two
nations may be found in their motivation towards rideshariog the ailtural differences A qualified
assumption based on the knowledge we obtained in the chapkffect on consumerds that the
motivation within the American respondents may be effected by one of the following assumptions: That
they have a negative attitude baden the assumption of the outcome of a rideshare, the social norm is
that ridesharing is not something positive to do or that they do not see ridesharing as something natural
and easy to perform (perceived behavioral contrdihe difference between theato nationalities can also

be based on the differences found in their cultures, in the chaptational culture theorysuch as that
Danish people scorower in uncertainty avoidance, which tells that they are more open and relaxed
towards experiences wherthe outcome is uncertainWhile the American people scokery high, which

means that they are much more avoiding in regard to uncertain experiences.

In any circumstancedased on the results adaptation is the better strategy to use for companietipgr
within ridesharing and across cultures. This will give the companies a greater possibility of adapting their
marketing efforts towards the specific market and consung#i®ntis & Kitchen, 2005E.g. while th focus

on marketing efforts in Denmark maybe should be towards creating awareness towards the company, it
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should maybe in US be to createbetter social view on ridesharing and maybe focus on changing the

perceived behavior towards it.

Danes more likely to accept

Americarsless likely to share a

sharing a ride ride

Danish respondents more likely t¢ Americars not likely to offer a

rideshare as provider rideshare

Table 7.1 Overview of significant differences in relation to likelihood to participate in collaborative

consumption

7.4.2 Motivation towards participating in collaborative consumption
While there was not many results related to respondents likelihood of participating in collaborative

consumption, which were in favor of using adaptation as a marketing strategy, the case is a little different
when looking at their motivation for participi@@g. The findings show that there are also situations where
there occurs significant difference between Danish and American consumers in regard to what motivates
them to participate in collaborative consumption, with all difference found in the perspeofia provider.

While there are natatistically significant differences to be found in the perspective of takers, there are still
some results that could indicate a trend towards differences. We will first look at the cases where there is
statistically significant difference, as they can be used to conclude that adaptation in those situations is
better suited, and afterwards, we will take a look at situations where there may be a trend towards
difference from the perspective of a taker. These trendsan¥g differencescannot be used to conclude
anything, as there is no statistically significant difference, but they can give an indication that there might

be a trend towards difference.

The three situations from the perspective of a provider where thera statistically significant difference
between the Danish and American, is in relation to ridesharing and skills. In regard to ridesharing there is a
statistically significant difference (p=0,007) in relation to how important they find enjoyniérd Daish
respondents find enjoyment to ba very important factor, while the case is opposite with the American

respondents. Based on this result it will be more favorable for a company operating with ridesharing such
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as “Uber. By using adaptation Uber can dectheir marketing efforts to target their consumers more
specifically in a situation like this, where there a@sdifference between what consumers find to be
important. Their marketing efforts in Denmark shoulthsed on the resultfocus on the enjoymenbf
ridesharing, while their focus when targeting American consumers should not be on enjoyment, as they do

not find it important, but instead on other factors.

In relation to participating in skill related collaborative consumption there are two factath a
statistically significant difference between the Danish and American respondents. The first difference is in
relation to how important they find enjoyment, while the second is in regard to how important they find
social benefits. Looking at the impance of enjoyment, there is a significant difference (p=0,009) with the
Danish respondents finding enjoyment more important than the American. The case is very familiar in
regard to the importance of social benefits, where there is a significant differgp=0,019) with the
Danish respondents finding the social benegfitelated to participating in skills based collaborative
consumption as very important, with the opposite opinion within the American respondentsdo not

find social benefits importanin this aspect. These findings are clearly favoring adaptation as the right
strategy for companies operating within skills based collaborative consumption. An example of a company
operating with collaborative consumption of skills'tSkillshare. If theySkillshare, are to target both
consumers in USA and Denmark it is better for them to use adaptation according to our findings. By using
adaptation Skillshare can adjust their marketing activities to fit both the Danish and American corisumers
interests. Tl results show that enjoyment and social benefits are very important in regard to skills based
collaborative consumption, therefore, it is important that Skillshare as a company adjust their marketing
efforts towards these factors if they are to target D&ln consumers. On the other side, when targeting

American consumers the company should not focus on enjoyment and social benefits, but instead direct

their marketing efforts towards the financial benefits and sustainability.

Danishrespondents find American's do not find

‘enjoyment'very important ‘enjoyment’ as important

Enjoyment is an important factor | Enjoyment is not important for

“Uberis a company, which offers their consumers services so they easily can make arrangements for ridesharing
blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.

!> Skillshare is a worldwide learning community for creators, where people camtdike classes or teach themselves
Der blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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for the Danish respondents the Americarrespondents

Danes found 'social benefits' to b 'Social benefits' is not fountd
very important be important by American

respondents

Table 7.20Overview of the factors where there is a statistically significant difference betive&manish

and Amercan respondents from a providgerspective

7.4.3 Trends toward significance
In the findings from a pepective as taker there are ratatistically significant differences to be found, but

still there are two situations where the Dahi and American respondents show a trend towards difference

in their motivation in the specific situation. These results cannot be usedrolude anything, as thesan

only be seen as a trend towards difference. The first case is, when asked how intgbewrind the social
benefits in relation to lendinga drill (object). Results shothat there is not a statistically significant
difference (p=0,08), but still with the American respondents finding the social benefits more important than
the Danish. Thether case with a trend towards difference (p=0,07) is how important they find enjoyment

in regard to accommodation. The Danish respondents find enjoyment in relation to staying at someone else

home as a very important factor, whileé American respondés foundit less important.

These two cases of a trend towards difference between the Danish and American respoargemes that
adaptation may be aetter option as an strategy for companies working with sharing of objects or
accommodation. Even thahere is not a statistically signidint difference the results tell us that (p=0,08)

this can be interpreteds a trend towards difference. If you are a company offering sharing of objects and
are trying to reach out to consumers in US, ayrbe a betteiidea to alsdfocus on the social benefits of
sharing objects. While it may not be needed if the company is reaching out to Danish consumers, as they do
not find the social benefits as important. On the other hand, for a company su€Aigenb, that offershe

service of renting out homes it may be better to focus on different things in regard to marketing efforts
targeted at Danish and American consumers. For the Danish consumers their marketing efforts should
maybe focus on the enjoyment of living at soone else home, while for the American consumers their
marketing efforts should maybe focus more on the otheméits, e.g. financial benefitsf living at

someoneelsés home, as they do not find enjoyment important.

'8 Airbnbis a company that provides a platform fosnsumes so they easily can rent or rent out private hones
blev angivet en ugyldy kilde.
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Danes do not find the 'social American respondents find 'social

benefits' as important benefits' to bemuch more
important
Danishrespondents find American's daot find

‘enjoyment’ to bevery important | 'enjoyment’' as important

Table 7.30verview of trends towards significance between Danish and American respondents from a

takers perspective in relation to what they find important

7.5 Standardization versus adaptation
In the previous chaptera/e have discussed the findings in relation to the two strategies, standardization

and adaptation, and looked at which findings was in favor of which strategy. We will now use the findings in
the previous chapters to discuss and create a guideline forhwéiategy is most favorable to use for

companies within collaborative consumption.

The figure below gives great overview of which findings we found in favor of which strategy. These

findings will now be discussednd based on them we will evaluatehigh strategy we recommend for

which companies and markets.

No significant or considerable No significant or considerable

differences in findings differences in findings

No significant difference in Statistically significant differenceg

relation to importance of financial| in: Likelihood of participating in

benefits, social benefits or ridesharing (both as taker and
sustainability. provider) and importance of
enjoyment

No significant difference in any | Trend towards difference in: How|

aspects important they find social benefits

No significant difference in any | Trend towards difference in regar

aspects to how important they find
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enjoyment
No sgnificant or considerable No significant or considerable
differences in findings differences in findings

No significant difference regardin( Statistically significant differences

the importance of financial in: Howimportant they find

benefits or sustainability enjoyment and social benefits

Table 7.4 Overview of findings in favour of the strategies

In our problem formulation we outlined the aim of using the knowledge we obtain throughout the project,
and the findings we collect, to create a guideline and give a clear picture of whether standardization or
adaptation is most suited for companies openagt within collaborative consumption. After having gained a
much greater knowledge and insight on how consumers are effected and motivated towards collaborative
consumption, we have understood that it is impossible to give a mutual conclusion on the above
mentioned. Therefore, we will assess which strategy is most suited for six different markets of collaborative

consumption. The six markets are based on the six factors we have used to investigate the topic.

7.5.1 The car market
When operating within thesar market of collaborative consumptipstandardization is the better strategy

to use, as our findings showed no statistically significant differences at all towards collaborative
consumption of a car, such as renting or renting out a car. Based on tbggis we can conclude that
standardization is the better strategy to use in this market, because there is no difference in Danish and
American consumers motivation towards participating in this kinccalfaborative consumptionwhen
looking at the intmsic and extrinsic motivated factors. With standardization as a strategy it is much easier
and financially more beneficial for a company, such’@sro, to target consumers across borders and still
meet their demands and attract their interest&lso earkr research points at standardization as thest
strategy when there is no significant difference in consum@rsontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs.
standardization in international marketingthe country-of-origin effect, 2007)Some of the arguments are

that a standardized strategy will give the company benefits such as lower costs and consistency with
consumergVrontis & Thrassou, Adaptation vs. standardization in international marketing country-of-

origin effect, 2007)

" Turo as a company offers their consumers a platform where they can rent a car from local car owners or rent out
their ownDer blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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7.5.2 Ridesharing
The case of ridesharing and whether standardization or adaptation as a strategy is the better option for

companies within this business is more difficult, as there are findings that argue for both. The atgumen
for standardization as the best strategy for companies sucH®@ber is, that there imo significant
difference in relation to how important Danish and American respondents find financial benefits, social
benefits or sustainability in regard to ridesiray. These findings are in favor of using standardization as

strategy, as there is no difference to be found in them.

However, we find the findings favor of using adaptatiomuch stronger in this case. Firstly, we found out

that there is a significant difference in the likelihood of participating both as taker and provider in
ridesharing, withthe Danish respondents much more likely, and secondly, there is a significant difference in
how important a factor enjoyment is in relation to rideshray. We mentioned in the chaptéiikelihood of
participating in collaborative consumpti@@me reasons for why this difference maybe is to be found. But
the most important is ot the reasons fowhy these differences are to be found, but how to avoid losing or
missing out on consumers because of it. Based on this we recommend adaptation as the most beneficial
strategy for companies operating with ridesharing suct®aider. By using standardizatidJber will have

the benefits of e.g. lower costs and more consistency worldwide in terms of brand and products/services
(Hussain & Khan, 201,3)ut will most likely lose or miss out on some consumers that can be kept if they

use adaptation.

With an adapted strategy thas adjusted to target consumers according to their own demands and needs,
Uber can achieve more consumers and bigger market shares, as they will adapt their activities to meet the
demands and needs of consursé€krontis & Kitchen, 2005More specifically, with adaptation as strategy
Uber can be able to focus on creating a better opinion towards ridesharing and more willingness to
participate in ridesharing caumption, vhile they, towards the Danish consumeisan focus their activities
towards e.g. creating a stronger brand and awareness abbet dpecific services they offemnd use

enjoyment as why ridesharing is good.

®Uberis a company, which offers their consumess/ees so they easily can make arrangements for ridesh&xémng
blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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7.5.3 The object market
International companies opetimg within the object market of collaborative consumption should ase

standardization strategy, as theraccording to our findingswas no statistically significant difference
towards collaborative consumption of object, both in the aspect of rentirg)r@mting out. Based on these
findings towards the market of objects, we recommend standardization as the strategy to be used by
companies within this market. This is because we did not find any differen&anish and American
consumes motivation in paticipating in collaborative consumption in relation to objects. With
standardization as marketing strategy, companies have the advantages on the financial aspects, such as
lower costs, because they do not need to adopt its marketing effort in each m@kssain & Khan, 2013)
Standardization as strategy for companies will give a stronger brand name, packaging, and communication

which will help in achieving economies of scale in the production pretsssain & Khan, 2013)

7.5.4 The accommodation market
Our findings indiate on the accommodation markethat multinational companies should employ

standardization marketip strategy. The findings show thdhere are no significant differences in
motivation on Danish and American consumers. Therefore, it will be wisely for accommodation companies
such as Airbnb to operate with standardization strategy as the glebwal more and more propose that
markets in the international level are becoming hogenous and it is necessary for Airbnb to continue
their existence and growth at the global le¥elussain & Khan, 2013)s Airbnb growthe standardization

is more suited to reduce the financiatost, not only save cost butlsm relp Airbnb to geta more

competitive advantage over the competitof®imitrova & Rosenbloom, 2010)

7.5.5 The meal market
According to our findings international companies operating within the meal marketotbfiborative

consumption, indicate that there is no significant difference in motivation on Danish and American
consumers. Based on these results we find tlandardized marketing strategy to Imeore suited.(Hussain

& Khan, 201BMeal companies such dBonappetour will have gaétl more advantage to standardizes
marketing and itwill benefit on the financialaspect, moreover Bonappetour with standardized
products/serviceswill build and develop standardized product portfolio rathdwan adapting diffeent

product intodifferent marketplacgHussain & Khan, 2013)

° Bonappetour is @ompanywho offersa platform whereprovider and consumer meet each other to share and enjoy
local food
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7.5.6 Skills
In the business of skills, we strongly recommend multinational @ongs to use adaptation as their

marketing strategy. This recommendation is based on our findings, as there are significant differences in
how important Danish and American consumers find two of the four factors. While the Danish respondents
found enjoymemn and social benefits related to collaborative consumption of skills as very important, the
opinion was the opposite witthe American respondents, who did not share thisnign. As mentioned
earlier, using adaptation as strategy companies within this kaaircan focus on what consumers find
important in the specific markets and therefore, meet the demands and needs of each specific market
(Vrontis & Kitchen, 2005)f a company, such &38SkillShare is to gain more markétases, it is highly
important that they through their marketing activities have focus on what consumers in the specific
markets want. As the findings tell, there are greater differences in what Danish and American people want,
which is why we recommend tose adaptation. With adaptation SkillShare can have focus on the intrinsic
motivated factors, as enjoyment and the social benefits are, towards Danish consumers, and on the other
hand towards American consumers, they can have focus on both extrinsicatiamivn form of financial

benefits and intrinsic motivation in terms of sustainability.

After having discussed which strategy we recommend and find most suited for companies, within

collaborative consumption, based on their market, the figure below giegreat overview of our

conclusions for each of the markets.

Based on the findirg

standardization is most beneficial

to use

Stronger arguments to use
adaptation, as there are significar
difference in many important

aspects

2L skillShre is a worldwide learning community for creators, where people can take online classes or teach
themselveder blev angivet en ugyldig kilde.
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Based on the findirg
standardization is most beneficial

to use

Standardization is most suitable,
as there are no significant

differences

As there is no significant
difference in findings
standardization is favourable to

use

Adaptation is the better strategy

to use, as findings show that ther
is significant differences between
what consumers in US and DK fir

important

Table7.5: Overview of what strategy companies should ajyalyed on which market they operate within
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8 Conclusions

In this last chapter, we wilbresent the main findings of this project to
answer our research questions. Furthermore, we will reflect on implications
in relation to our findings and limitations that have affected this study.
Lastly, we will, based on the knowledge dimtlingsobtained through this

study, propose suggestions for further research within this area.
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8.1 Main findings

In our problem formulation, we expressed our research question, which was to studgw'does
consumers' nationalitynfluencetheir motivation foradopting collaborative consumptidn The aim of
answering this question has been the guideline of this study and all the investighdidhroughout the
study have been to obtain knowledge and findimggardingbeing able toanswer the researchuestion. In

this subchapterwe will present all our maifindingsand thereby, also answer our research question.

How does consumers' nationigy influence their motivation foradopting collaborative

consumption?

The findings showed a clear influence from nationaliggarding motivation for participating in
collaborative consumption. However, the influence was depended on the kind of collaborative

consumption and by different motivational factors.

After having studied how nationality influences motivatitmwards participatng in six different kinds of
collaborative consumptioficar, ridesharing, object, accommodation, skill, meak. &&n conclude that the
findings only showed influence from nationality in regard to collaborative consumptithin ridesharing

and skill shang. Furthermore, it was only within some intrinsic factors of motivation where the findings
showed influence from nationality. In regard to extrinsic motivational factors, in our case financial benefits,

there was no influence from nationality at all.

Within collaborative consumption of ridesharing, the only factor that had a different impact on the two
nationalities was one of the intrinsic motivational factors, namely enjoyment (the joy of helping others), in
the perspective of a provider. The Danigspondents found thentrinsic motivation of enjoyment as a
very importantaspect of ridesharing, while enjoymentas not identifiedas important by the American
respondents. Moreover, there were no differences to be found in the other three motivati@uabr

(social benefits, financial benefits, sustainability).

Furthermore, withinridesharing there was found a difference between the two nationalitiasregard to

the likelihoodof participating in ridesharing. The Danish respondents were more liagdarticipate both
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as atakerand provider in ridesharing, while the American was not so likely. Based on this we can conclude

that nationalityhas a clear impact on adapting collaborative consumpiiomelation toridesharing.

The findings also showleénfluence from nationalityn regard tocollaborative consumption of skill sharing.
Out of the four motivational factors, we used to measure the respondents motivation, had two of the
intrinsic factors different influence on the two nationalities. Theotfactors, where the findings showed
differences, were enjoyment and social benefits, both from the perspective of a provider. Danish
respondents found both of these intrinsic motivational factors as important, while the American
respondents had a differéropinion, as they found them legsiportant. On the basis afhese findings, we

can conclude that nationalitigas a significar impact on adapting collaborative consumption within sharing

of skills.

To sum the conclusions up, we can concl ude, based
motivationin relation tosome kinds of collaborative consumption, more specifically within ridesharing and

skill sharing. Moreover, it is importaitd conclude, that based on our findings, nationatitynot have any

greater influence on motivationin regard to collaborative consumption within cars, objects,

accommodations and meals.

8.2 Limitations

Any research has limitation connecteditpthe same goes with our thesis. The limitations angportantto
take into account when drawing a conclusion from the research. It will be an important aspect in the

reflection of the conclusion and implications.

The research design set some limitation our research. We would limit ourselvasly to examine the two
nationalities of USA and Denmarkhislimitation is basedon our resources both cost and time, but the

limitations alsohelpfocus our researchn a solidarea we couladonclusion on
The concept of collaborative consumption is only recently gain a following by researcher do to the

emergence of web 2.0. The research area is still somewhat limited in the research dorsuraeg

conducted; this provided us with a challengdfital the relevant research we coutnlild upon

Page |105



«

Master theS|S AALBORG UNIVERSITET MSC. IM

Practical limitations, including the collecting method of thervey it would have been better for the
validity to collect the data directly from the respondents, standing next to them at let therwems it
front of you. The data would have been better, but the resources needed and the cost was out of our

reach.

8.3 Implications

In this subchapter, we will reflect upon thenplicationsof the findings and knowledge we have presented
throughoutthe study. After having investigated how ne
motivation towards adopting collaborative consumption, we obtained valuable knowledge which we used

to discuss whether companies operating within collaborative cormion should use standardization or
adaptation as anarketingstrategy. This discussion has resulted in many implications, which we will reflect

upon in the following.

Our findings showed that there is no clear answer regarding which strategy comphniglsl adapt as

both have theirown benefits and disadvantages, which makes the decigag difficultfor companies We

have based on our findings and the knowledge from the reviewed theories created a guideline of which
strategy we recommend depending avhich market the company operates within. The main impact on
our guidelinewas whether there were significant differences in the respondents answers based on their
nationality. In markets where we found significant differences, between the two natieslitf great
importance, we recommended adaptation as the better strategy, as the differencesta@important to

ignore. On the other hand, in markets where we did not find any significant differences, which suggest that
there is no difference between dw respondents from the two nationalities are motivated, we

recommended companies to use standardization agaegy.

We recommended the following:
9 Standardization as strategyfor companiesoperating within collaborative consumption in markets
related to cars, objects, accommodation and meal.
1 Adaptation as strategy focompaniesoperating within collaborative consumption in markets

related to ridesharing and skill sharing

Page |106



«

Master theS|S AALBORG UNIVERSITET MSC. IM

However, our recommendations are solely based on the findings of our study, and should only be used as a
guideline forcompaniesthat should use it for further considerations and investigation. Companies should
baseon these findings consider the specifituation they find themselves within and the benefits and

disadvantages of both strategies before deciding.

8.4 Further research

The investigations done in this project has created a baseline for different furtiserarches within the
area. Moreover, the limitations of this study have also added to the possibilities of further researches.
There are several main factors that dam investigatedvithin this area, which wilhcrease thevalue tothe

topic.

In thisstudy, we limited ourselvesonly to measure the motivation factors of Danish and American people
Afurther valuableresearch could be to include more nationalities, which will strength the findings and give
a clear picture of whether ouindings isonly limited tothe comparison of Danish and American people or

the differences also are tioe foundin other nationalities.

Moreover, to strength the validity of the findings a further research could include a bigger sample size.
Further research with a bigger sampséze would tell if oufindingsare validenough and it may givean

evenclearer picture of the differences.

Another factor that carbe further researchedk in relation tothe agegroups. In ouinvestigation most of
the respondents happened to baf the younger segment (under 35 years), which gives the possibility of
researching whether thereare the difference regarding age and the motivation to participate in

collaborative consumption.
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Appendix 1

We are a group of three students from Aalborg University in Denmdr&,are writing our

master thesis about how nationality effeatsotivation for buying, selling and renting of goods

and services from other people.

The questionnaire takes approx1® minutes to answer.

We greatly appreciate you taking the time tt éiut our questionnaire.

Furthermore, we can guarantee that all questions are 100% secure, all the answers will on

used for academic purposes.

1. What is your gender?
@ C Male

@ C Female

2. How old are you (for example 30)

3. What is your nationality?
@ C American
@ C Danish

®  C Another Country

4. What is your monthly income after taxes?

@ CDon t want to share

@ C Lessthan $1,000

@ C $1,000 $1,999

t his

informati on
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@ C $2,000 $2,999
G C $3,000 $3,999
6 G $4,000 $4,999
7 C $5,000 $5,999
® G $6,000 $6,999

© C $7,000 or more

6. What is the last education you have completed?

@  C Less than High School

@  C High School/GED

@) C Trade-level Education / Apprenticeship (e.g. bricklayer or carpenter)
@  C College Degree (2 or 4 years)

6y CMaster s Degree

6) C Doctoral Degree

7 C Other

7. What is your residential area?
@ C Urban
@ C Suburban

@ C Rural

Now we will ask you some questions about the buying and renting of goods and senkaes.
each and every question, assume that you are in need of these goods and services. For e
AT GKS ljdzSaidAa2z2y aidlrdsSa aAYlFI3IAyS &2dz ySSR
you already own one in real life.
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8_1. Imagine you temporarily need a car and the possibility exists to rent (for a small fee or other
compensation) a car from a neighbour. How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely

@ C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

8_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very

Important Important Moderately Important
Important

Enjoyment (e.g. the e @C ®C @G ®C

enjoyment of renting a car

from a privat person)

Social Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C

interaction, get to know,

develop social

relationships)

Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C

saving money)

Sustainability (e.g. reduce WC @G ®C @C 6 C

the production of new cars
and the use of raw

materials)
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9_1. Imagine you need to go somewhere and a neighbour is going the same direction and offers
you a lift in his/her car (for a small fee or other compensation). How likely it is that you would do
this?

@  C Very unlikely

@  C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

9 2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the B]e @C ®C @G ®C
pleasure of easy and
flexible transport)
Social Benefits (e.g. ]e @C ®C @G ®C
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
saving money)
Sustainability (e.g. reducing WG @G ®C @C 6 C

the negative impact on the
environment by driving

together)
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10_1. Imagine you need a power drill and it is possible to rent (for a small fee or other
compensation) this from someone in your neighbourhood. How likely is it that you would do this?
@  C Very unlikely

@ C Unlikely

@ C Neutral

@  C Likely

) C Very likely

10_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of e @C ®C @G ©®C
an easy solution from your
neighbor)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
saving money)
Sustainability (e.g. reducing @€ @C ®C @G ®C

production and the negative
impact on the environment

by not buying one yourself)
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11_1. Imagine, someone in your neighbourhood is cooking a meal and you can pick up a portion
for a small fee or other compensation. How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely

@ C Unlikely

@ C Neutral

@  C Likely

) C Very likely

11_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the e @G ®C @C ®C
excitement of eating
homemade meals)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
saving money)
Sustainability (e.g. reduce ]e @C ®C @G ®C

food waste, energy
consumption and support

locals)
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12_1. Imagine you are travelling and local residents rent out their homes for a reasonable price.
How likely is it that you would use their services?

@  C Very unlikely

@ C Unlikely

@ C Neutral

@  C Likely

) C Very likely

12_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the e @G ®C @C ®C
excitement of staying with a
local)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
saving money)
Sustainability (e.g. support ]e @C ®C @G ®C

local residents and

strengthen their economy)
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13_1. Imagine you want to learn Spanish and a neighbour offers to teach you for a small fee or
other compensation. How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely

@ C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

13_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the e @C ®C @G ®C
enjoyment and excitement
of being taught by a
neighbour)
Social Benefits (e.g. ®C @G ®C @G ®C
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C
saving money)
Sustainability (e.g. support e @G ®C @G ©®C

local residents and

strengthen their economy)
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The following questions look similar to the previous ones. However, there is a clear distinct
The next questions concern the selling and renting out of goods and services. For each an
every guestion you can assume that you are in possession of these goods and services. Fc
SEIFIYLX S AF GKS |jdzSadAazy adGl iSay aAyYl3IAy
RNAfE>¢é OGKSY FyagSNIIa AT &2dz 20y OGKAAZ

14 1. Imagine a neighbour needs a car and you are able to rent out yours (for a small fee or other
compensation). How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely

@  C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

) C Very likely

14 2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very

Important Important Moderately Important
Important

Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of e @C ®C @G ®C

helping others)

Social Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ®C

interaction, get to know,

develop social

relationships)

Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ©® G

earning money)

Sustainability (e.g. reduce e @G ®C @C 6 C
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1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately
Important

Important

the production of new cars
and the use of raw

materials)

15_1. Imagine a neighbour is going the same direction as you and you are able to give this person

a lift (for a small fee or other compensation). How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely
@ C Unlikely

@ C Neutral

@  C Likely

6 C Very likely

15 2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly

Important Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of ®C @C
helping others)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @G
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C

earning money)

3.

Moderately

Important

®C

®C

®C

4. Important

@»C

@»C

@»C

5. Very

Important

6 C

6 C

6 C
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Sustainability (e.g. reducing
the negative impact on the
environment by driving

together)

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important
Important Important Moderately
Important

oC ®C ®C »C

5. Very

Important

®C

16_1. Imagine a neighbour needs a power drill and you are able to rent one out to this person (for

a small fee or other compensation). How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely
@ C Unlikely

@ C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

16_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of
helping others)

Social Benefits (e.qg.
interaction, get to know,
develop social
relationships)

Economic Benefits (e.g.

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important
Important Important Moderately
Important

oC @C ®C @»C

oC ®C ®C »C

oC @C ®C @»C

5. Very

Important

6 C

e C

6 C
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1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important

earning money)

Sustainability (e.g. reducing @G @C ®C @G ®C
production and the negative

impact on the environment

by renting yours out)

17_1. Imagine it is possible to sell a portion of a meal cooked by you to somebody in your
neighbourhood. How likely is it that you would do this?

@  C Very unlikely

@  C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

17_2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of e @C ®C @G ®C
sharing homemade meals)
Social Benefits (e.g. ]e @C ®C @G ©® G

interaction, get to know,
develop social

relationships)
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1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @G ©®C @G ®C
earning money)
Sustainability (e.g. reduce ]e @C ®C @G ®C

food waste and energy

consumption)

18 1. Imagine renting out your home in your absence to a tourist for a self-determined price. How

likely is it that you would do this?
@  C Very unlikely

@  C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

6 C Very likely

18 2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly
Important Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of ®C @C
sharing a homely
environment)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @C

interaction, get to know,

develop social

3. 4. Important
Moderately
Important
®C @C
®C @G

5. Very

Important

6 C

6 C
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1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very

Important Important Moderately Important
Important

relationships)
Economic Benefits (e.g. e @C ®C @G ©C
earning money)
Sustainability (e.g. reduce B]e @C ®C @G ®C

the negative impacts on the

environment from hotels)

19 1. Imagine a neighbour wants to learn Spanish and you are able to teach them for a small fee

or other compensation. How likely is it that you would do this?
@  C Very unlikely

@  C Unlikely

® C Neutral

@ C Likely

) C Very likely

19 2. How important are these factors in your decision?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3.
Important Important Moderately
Important
Enjoyment (e.g. the joy of e @C ®C
helping others)
Social Benefits (e.g. e @G ®C

interaction, get to know,

develop social

. Important

»C

@»C

5. Very

Important

e C

6 C
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relationships)

Economic Benefits (e.g.
earning money)
Sustainability (e.g. reduce
the negative impacts on the
environment by teaching in

local areas)

1. Not

Important

oC

oC

2. Slightly

Important

@C

@C

3.

Moderately

Important

®C

®C

4. Important

@»C

@»C

5. Very

Important

6 C

6 C

The next questions concern how certain barriers could affect your choice of buying and rer
goods and services fromther private individuals.

20. How important are the following factors in relation to buying or renting goods and services from

others?

Safety

My privacy

My trust in the provider
Trust for the online platform

that execute the transaction

1. Not

Important

oG
oG
(e
oG

2. Slightly

Important

@G
@G
@C
@C

3.

Moderately

Important

®C
®C
®C
®C

4. Important

@G
@G
@G
@G

5. Very

Important

®C
®C
® G
®C
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21. How do these factors affect your decision when buying or renting from private individuals?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important
The risk of receiving poor ]e @C ®C @G ®C
guality (e.g. spending too
much time in relation to the
value you receive)
The risk by receiving a too e @C ®C @G ®C

small economic saving

22. How important is information and online platforms on your decision to buy or rent goods and

services from others?

1. Not 2. Slightly 3. 4. Important 5. Very
Important Important Moderately Important
Important

Information about how the e @G ®C @G ®C
online platforms (such as
apps, websites, etc.) work
Familiarity with the online ®C @C ®C @C 6 C
platforms (app, website)
Availability of information e @G ®C @G ©®C

on the web

That is the end of our questions. Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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Appendix 2

Frequencies

Statistics
Ride
American N Valid 101
Missing 0
Median 4,00
Danish N Valid 103
Missing 0
Median 4,00
Ride
Nationality Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
American Valid Very unlikely 4 4.0 4.0 4.0
Unlikely 10 9,9 9,9 13,9
Neutral 16 15,8 15,8 29,7
Likely 40 39,6 39,6 69,3
Very likely 31 30,7 30,7 100,0
Total 101 100,0 100,0
Danish Valid Very unlikely 6 5,8 5,8 5,8
Unlikely 3 2,9 2,9 8,7
Neutral 5 4,9 4,9 13,6
Likely 42 40,8 40,8 54,4
Very likely 47 45,6 45,6 100,0
Total 103 100,0 100,0
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Appendix 3

Frequencies

Statistics
Ride_p
American N Valid 101
Missing 0
Median 4,00
Danish N Valid 103
Missing 0
Median 5,00
Ride_p
Nationality Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
American Valid Very unlikely 6 5,9 5,9 5,9
Unlikely 7 6,9 6,9 12,9
Neutral 10 9,9 9,9 22,8
Likely 39 38,6 38,6 61,4
Very likely 39 38,6 38,6 100,0
Total 101 100,0 100,0
Danish Valid Very unlikely 3 2,9 2,9 2,9
Unlikely 6 5,8 5,8 8,7
Neutral 7 6,8 6,8 15,5
Likely 32 31,1 31,1 46,6
Very likely 55 53,4 53,4 100,0
Total 103 100,0 100,0
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Histogram
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