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1. Introduction
Recently, old consumer practices have been highlighted and reinvented and,
amongst those emergent practices, collaborative consumption has emerged from
sharing practices, commercial loans, rents and exchanges through information and
communication technologies1 as an alternative to purchase. Collaborative
consumption could have a strong and disruptive impact on supply chains in many
industries due to its global relevance and great growth potential2.
In this context, there are numerous alternatives to product ownership through
sharing, swapping, trading, or short-term collaborative rent3, named collaborative
non-ownership consumption practices4 5. Collaborative non-ownership consumption
is important to improve the utility of goods by sharing them with others and help
reduce the use of natural resources, a decrease in waste and increase people’s
access to goods. From this perspective, this form of consumption may be a way to
achieve the 12th United Nation Sustainable Development Goals6 This goal
encompasses sustainable consumption and production and aims to “doing more and
better with less,” increasing net welfare gains from economic activities by reducing
resource use, degradation and pollution along the whole lifecycle, while increasing
quality of life7. Consequently, the understanding of this form of consumption must be
of major interest to society for a sustainable development.
For the purpose of this study, we define collaborative non-ownership consumption as
the sharing of tangible assets on online platforms, where unknown people use the
online platform as a means to access goods without owning them. By this sense,
when we consider the tangibility of goods, the materialism can cause an impact on
collaborative non-ownership consumption because of the need “own to be”8. Other
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possible influences on collaborative consumption could be trust9 10. Thus, it is worth
highlighting the importance of trust both in technology sharing platforms and between
strangers for this business model to succeed. Specifically, in the case of tangible
goods, the importance of trust stands out even more, as purchasers will have real,
not just virtual, contact with the assets of others and, in some situations, will have
contact with the owner of the goods at the time of delivery or pickup. Hence,
emerging issues such as personal safety, the conservation status and the physical
availability of the good at the desired time.
Thus, this research aims to analyze the influence of materialism and trust in the
attitude and behavioral intentions of collaborative non-ownership consumption on
online platforms. For this, we set specific objectives: (i) to analyze the relationship
between attitude and behavioral intention of collaborative non-ownership
consumption through online platforms; (ii) to analyze the influence of materialism on
attitudes of collaborative non-ownership consumption through online platforms; and
(iii) to analyze the influence of trust in the relationship between attitudes and
behavioral intentions of collaborative non-ownership consumption through online
platforms.
We first developed a model to show how materialism could affect the people’s
attitude, how that attitude could influence the people’s behavioral intention and how
trust in strangers and trust in platforms could influence the relationship between
attitude and intention as moderators of this relationship. We applied a survey to a
sample of business students from universities of Fortaleza, the fifth biggest city in
Brazil. We used descriptive statistics, exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor
analysis and structural equation modeling.
2. Sustainable
consumption
and
collaborative
non-ownership
consumption
The implementation of sustainable consumption helps to achieve overall
development plans, reduce future economic, environmental and social costs,
strengthen economic competitiveness and reduce poverty. Involving different
stakeholders, including business, consumers, policy makers, researchers, scientists,
retailers, media, and development cooperation agencies, among others. This
involvement can enable consumers raise awareness and knowledge about
sustainable consumption and develop new lifestyles11.
One of the big challenges of the 21st century is to find forms to achieve a sustainable
development without causing negative impacts in people’s lives and in the world’s
economy. Albeit still embryonic, collaborative consumption and the sharing economy
have become social and economic phenomena in just a few years12 and it is seen by
many authors as a possible way to a sustainable development13. Collaborative
consumption emerged from sharing and exchanging practices contextualized in the
21st century14 aiming to meet consumer’s needs. Collaborative non-ownership
consumption is an alternative form of exchange such as renting and market-mediated
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sharing15 in which an individual has access to a good without being the owner of that
good. Non-ownership consumption allows consumers to experience a variety of new,
needed, and useful goods without taking on many of the responsibilities of
ownership16, but the idea of sharing is different from the perspective of tangibility
because sharing intangibles is easier as we can “keep while giving”17. Sharing
tangible goods involves many other factors compared to sharing intangibles such as
materialism, feelings of possession and perception of scarcity18.
In recent years, many companies have emerged acting as intermediaries between
owners, renters and potential renters19 20 and sometimes charge a small percentage
in return. Peer-to-peer rental services provide extra income and fewer costs to
owners and more convenient options for borrowers and service users21. For this
research, collaborative non-ownership is considered as a practice of sharing tangible
goods through online platforms.
Recent developments in collaborative practices have been influenced by the drive for
sustainability, including issues such as economic austerity, social development
needs, awareness of the wasteful nature of consumerism, and issues of global
warming and environmental pollution22. Despite this positive view of the benefits of
collaborative consumption for sustainable development, it should be noted that many
businesses in the collaborative economy are seen as subversive of regulatory and
fiscal systems 23. It is pointed out that the lack of regulation of these new businesses
may lead to non-payment of taxes, possible unfair competition and even the labor
exploitation, since many suppliers do not have the same fiscal and legal obligations
that other traditional companies have24 25 26 27. Moreover, the way in which people
use the monetary value received from collaborative transactions is objectionable from
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an environmental standpoint, as this resource can be used to buy non-sustainable
goods28.
Undoubtedly, the search for alternatives brought new possibilities for people to share
what they have and stimulated the use of more efficient resources, improved social
benefits, and reduced environmental pollution29 30. From this perspective, it is
important try to understand the collaborative non-ownership consumption and the
impact of materialism and trust on it.
3. Materialism
Materialism and possessions have been widely discussed in the academic
community 31, by psychology since the 1980s. Other areas have aroused interest in
those constructs, such as marketing, political science, economy and consumer
behavior32 33 34 35 36.
Belk37 defined materialism as "the importance a consumer attaches to worldly
possessions" and Richins and Dawson38 considered it as “the importance a person
places on possessions and their acquisition as a necessary or desirable form of
conduct to reach desired end states". Despite the obvious convergence of views,
Belk39 considered materialism as a collection of personality traits while Richins and
Dawson40, although they have also verified materialism as the importance given to
material goods, characterize it as a value. Thus, Richins and Dawson41 adopted
Rokeach's 42 concept, where value is a deep-seated belief that a particular mode of
conduct or specific sense of existence is preferable to its opposite guiding actions,
attitudes, judgments, and comparisons between objects.
28
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In this perspective, Richins and Dawson43 defined three dimensions for materialism:
centrality, happiness and success. To better understand the construct, the
dimensions of materialism are described below:
1. Centrality in the acquisition: it represents the importance that the material goods
exert in individuals’ lives, that means the acquisition and the possession of goods is
centralized in people’s lives.
2. Acquisition as a search for happiness: it is seen as the essentiality of acquisitions
for the satisfaction and well-being of individuals, that means acquisition and
possession as a "path" to happiness.
3. Possessions as a definition of success: it is observed as the quantity and quality of
the goods acquired by oneself and by others as a representation of the success of
the individual in their life.
Additional, from the perspective of materialism as a consumption value, Richins44
studied the valuation of goods from the private meaning of possessions, the meaning
ascribed to a possession by its owner, and the public meaning of a possession,
involving the meaning ascribed to it by members of society at a large. The author has
observed that, in general, the possessions and goods considered more important by
an individual characterize their personal values and, even at a generalist level, the
meaning that the individual attributes to any object coming from these values. In this
sense, the value of ownership derives from its meaning and not from its utilitarian
value, related to the utility of the good, or exchange value, by which it can be
exchanged for another.
This view of possession value derived from its meaning, according to Richins45, is
based on two main pillars. First, possessions are an essential part of the construction
of the self that means the individual personality. Secondly, possessions are an
important source of value because of their inherent communicative power. Thus,
Richins46 divided the meaning of goods between public, as characteristics of an
object that are shared by society as a whole, and private, as the sum of the
subjective and personal meanings of an object for an individual. Public meaning
exerts a strong influence on private meaning, which is shaped by the person from
their individual knowledge and perceptions47.
Therefore, one of the great contributions of Richins'48 research was to alert the
academic community to the need to understand the valuation of goods as a
prerequisite for understanding the motives that lead consumers to buy, retain or
discard certain goods to the detriment of other goods. This same logic applies to
understanding why consumers choose to share some products and not others.
The perspective of materialism as a value has been the most accepted and most
used by the academy. Richins and Dawson49 also point out that these component
dimensions of materialism are the ones closest to the popular conceptions about the
definitions of these dimensions. So, the conceptual view adopted in this research is
Richins and Dawson’s50 concept of materialism.
43
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4. Trust
Trust is a key factor for both the use of technologies51 and collaboration between
individuals52 53 54. It is necessary people trust the ability of the technology developed
to reach its goal and the individuals participating in a collaboration system can in fact
collaborate with others. In the collaboration context, some works bring trust as a
relevant factor55 56 57, but without observing how it may interfere the attitude-intention
relation of the potential consumers.
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer58, in a literature review in several areas of
research, proposed a consensual definition by identifying two critical points in
common in all areas: personal expectations and the propensity to be vulnerable. For
the authors, "trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept
vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of
another”59.
Personal expectations relate to what is expected by the parties and, in other words,
the belief of one party that the other will act in a responsible manner, evidencing
integrity and not being detrimental to the other party60. This perspective is
conceptualized as psychological trust. The propensity to be vulnerable, in turn, can
be understood as the risk that a party is willing to run, that is, the probability of loss.
In this sense, trust is related to the exchange partner, accepting contextual
vulnerability61. This definition, called behavioral trust, is based on the actual behavior
of one party in relation to the other. This conceptual separation is also corroborated
by Kramer62, by distinguishing trust as a psychological state and as a choice of
behavior.
Therefore, this research is positioned to consider the two conceptions that make up
the construct and is based on the conceptualization derived from marketing and well
accepted in consumer behavior, in which trust is the expectation of a part of that the
other party will behave in a predictable way in a specific situation63.
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In the context of collaborative consumption, Lamberton and Rose64 argue that trust
between individuals with similar behaviors can generate a high level of sharing with
similar individuals regardless of the pattern and intensity of use of the good or service
being shared. Thus, probably, the social relations established between the
individuals participating in the collaborative consumption can be facilitated by the
presence of bonds of trust.
Although the idea of using something that is not his own has largely succumbed to
fears of "strange danger," these fears are being experienced and overcame in
different ways with the help of the Internet perception65. Trust, even with the
intermediation of online platforms, is still a critical factor for sharing.
In the Brazilian perspective, the research of Maurer et. al.66 was among of the first to
analyze the collaborative consumption interviewing managers of organizations and
users of different systems of collaborative consumption to deepen the understanding
about the practice of sharing. The research had, as one of its main findings, trust as
one of the main facilitators of the relationships.
Corroborating the above, Fioravantti67 opens the discussion regarding the trust in use
of collaborative virtual platforms in Brazil. For the author, one of the common
characteristics of collaborative business models is the fact that they are based on the
segmentation of the virtual platforms developed to serve groups with interests in
common. This feature, in the Brazilian context, becomes a barrier since Brazilian
consumers feel uncertainty and insecurity regarding the existing platforms of sharing,
besides establishing a low degree of trust in people outside their common circle.
In addition, technology use theories highlight trust as an influencer of the
technological adoption process68 such as online sharing platforms. Therefore, it is
necessary to verify the participation of trust in the consolidation of the attitude and
behavioral intention of the consumers of collaborative non-ownership consumption
for the aspects of the sharing as of technological adoption.
Our goal is to show how materialism and trust influence the attitude and behavioral
intention of collaborative non-ownership consumption. We now develop our
hypotheses.
5. Development of the model and hypotheses
The cadenced attitude-intention-behavior system can be understood succinctly and
objectively as: attitude is the expression of feeling in relation to something; Intention
is the stated propensity to do so; and behavior consists of the action itself69. The
importance studying of the attitude of the consumers lies on the fact that its
understanding favors the understanding and prediction of the behavior70 71 72.
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In this sense, intentions can be as the conscious plan to perform a specific behavior
or even a particular judgment of how it will behave in the future in relation to the
acquisition, disposal and use of products and services73 74 75, and, overall, depends
on consumer favoritism in this regard. The strong link between intention and behavior
makes many theories of social psychology identify stated intentions, as goals, not
only as strong predictors of the performance of a particular desired behavior, but also
as best predictor76 77.
The relationship between attitude and behavioral intention has been examined in
different contexts. It is well-supported that attitude is one antecedent of behavioral
intention. We also hypothesize this relationship to test it in the context of
collaborative non-ownership consumption. Thus:
H1. Attitude positively influences behavioral intention on collaborative non-ownership
consumption.
Many studies78 79 80 see materialism as a predictor of participation in collaborative
consumption. Habibi, Kim and Laroche81, in a research on developed country, show
that materialism has a positive impact on the propensity to participate in collaborative
non-ownership consumption systems. Many studies82 83 84, however, suggest that
sharing and materialism are incompatible. Considering materialism as an individual
value that changes in different cultures, this study tries to clarify how materialism
influence attitude about collaborative non-ownership consumption in a developing
country. Considering that most studies suppose the incompatibly of materialism and
sharing, we believe that materialism could be a barrier to collaborative and sharing
behaviors. So, we hypothesized those three dimensions of materialism (success,
happiness and centrality) has negative effects on attitude formation. Thus:
H2: Materialism has negative effect on attitude of collaborative non-ownership
consumption practices.
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Trust is a strongly cited construct both as a determining factor of collaboration85, and
as an influencer in the adoption of technology86. In this sense, trust is believed to be
a moderation of the relationship between the attitude and intention to use shared
products on online platforms as potential consumers need to rely on the technology
of collaborative platforms to adopt them as a consumer intermediary and to trust the
supplier/owner of the product, in the sense of offering an object with real conditions
of use at the necessary moment87. So, we hypothesized:
H3a: Trust in Stranger has positive effect on the attitude of collaborative nonownership consumption practices.
H3b: Trust in Online Platforms has a positive effect on the attitude of collaborative
non-ownership consumption practices.

Figure 1. Model of the effects of materialism and trust on attitude and behavioral
intention on collaborative non-ownership consumption
6. Method
6.1 Subjects and procedure
Our target population consists of students of Administration Courses in Universities
of Fortaleza. We chose this population because students will be important decision
makers in institutions and tend to be youngers and more wiliness to use
technological tools such as online platforms. The questionnaire was applied inside of
all three Universities of Fortaleza. We introduced the questionnaire explaining what is
collaborative consumption and what is considered as a sharing practices on online
platforms. The first question asked if the person had participated in any collaborative
non-ownership consumption in the last 2 years (61,9% answered No). As an opinion
survey, we asked participants to respond with their opinions about the phenomenon
and their trust in unknown persons and institutions. Furthermore, participants answer
materialism’s items about their personal values. We collected 650 questionnaires,
604 of which were considered valid (all items answered). The age range of the
participants varied between 17 and 54 (mean= 22,04) and 56,6% being males.
6.2 Measures
The measures of all the constructs in the model were based on the literature.
Nevertheless, they were slightly modified to suit the context of the study. We adopted
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and modified items developed by Hamari, Sjöklint and Ukkonen88 to measure attitude
(5 items) and behavioral intention (4 items), items developed by Naef and Schupp89
to measure trust in others (4 items) and trust in institutions (2 items) and items
developed by Pizzol90 to measure trust in others (1 item) and trust in the system (2
items). We use Garcia’s Brazilian Scale of Material Values (BSMV)91 developed from
original versions of Material Values Scale (MVS)92 93 and adapted to Brazilian
context. BSMV (17 items) has three dimensions to measure materialism: centrality (7
items), happiness (6 items) and success (4 items). The Appendix 1 shows the
resume of items of the questionnaire and theoretical dimensions. Additional, we
included some socio demographic items.
The scales for the attitude and behavioral intention, developed by Hamari, Sjöklint
and Ukkonen94, as well as the scales for the trust in others and trust in institutions,
developed by Naef and Schupp95, were originally written in English. Both were
translated and re-translated by professionals to guarantee that the meanings be
preserved. The Pizzol’s96 and Garcia’s BSMV97 scales were originally developed in
Portuguese. All items were 7-point Likert-type scales.
7. Findings and discussion
Before the running structural equation modeling to test the hypotheses, to purify and
validate the measures, we first conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and a
reliability analysis to calculate Cronbach’s alpha for the scale items to ensure internal
consistency98. The Attitude scale had good results except for AT5 which presented
low communality (C<0.5). The Intention scale presented excellent numbers. The
Trust scale was good except for items TP8 and TP9, which had low measure of
sampling adequacy (MSA<0.6), and TS5 that presented low communality. Those
three items were excluded. In the materialism scale, all the items had a good MSA
except the item M9 that were deleted. We also deleted items with lower
communalities (C<0.5), respectively: M15, M16 and M17.
Unlike the expected number of factors for materialism (three factors: happiness,
centrality, and success), the EFA presented 4 factors. Based on the EFA the
88
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theoretical dimension centrality was divided into two, that we named: centrality linked
to pleasure (CP) and centrality linked to non-simplicity (CS).
Table 1. Factor loadings of EFA and reliability and validity values
Dimension
s
Attitude

AT1

Factors
loading
0,899

AT2

0,927

AT3

0,937

AT4

0,843

IT1

0,778

IT2

0,803

IT3

0,858

IT4

0,804

TS1

0,899

TS2

0,869

TS3

0,869

TS4

0,88

Trust in
platforms

TP6

0,827

TP7

0,854

Success

M8

0,783

M5

0,709

M11

0,654

M3

0,627

M2

0,825

M4

0,804

M10

0,538

Centrality
linked to
pleasure

M14

0,801

M6

0,697

M12

0,635

centrality
linked to
nonsimplicity

M13

0,812

M7

0,796

M1

0,594

Intention

Trust in
Strangers

Happiness

Items

Alpha's
Cronbach
0,923

KMO

Xi-square

0,842

1953,543 (GL6)

0,922

0,844

1831,605(GL6)

0,854

0,836

2127,374 (GL15)

0,705

0,8

1955,74 (GL78)

0,723

0,679

0,644

Then we calculated Cronbach’s alphas for each construct. Table 1 shows the
descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s alphas of the final constructs. The reliability
measure ranged from 0.923 to 0.644 which shows satisfactory levels of internal
consistency.
To analyze our developed model, we chose variance-based methods such as Partial
Least Square (PLS) analysis, as the focus of this research is the explanation of an
endogenous construct (determined by a predictor) with many variables. PLS-SEM is
a causal modeling statistical approach that aims to maximize the explained variance

of dependent latent variables99 100. For this research, PLS-model estimation was
performed using SmartPLS.
The first step is analyzing convergent validities by the Average Variance Extracted
(AVE) 101 witch the referential values is AVE > 0.5102. To elevate the value of the AVE
value, the variables with factorial loads (correlations) of lower values should be
eliminated103. We decided to eliminate items of Centrality linked to non-simplicity
because they presented factorial loads lower than 0.4. Doing this, we improved not
only the AVE’s values but also other reliability and validity values.
Table 2. Reliability and validity values for the SEM
Latent variables

Cronbach's
Alpha
0,923

rho_A
0,926

Composite
Reliability
0,946

Average Variance
Extracted (AVE)
0,814

Centrality linked to pleasure
Happiness

0,678

0,687

0,823

0,608

0,721

0,729

0,843

0,642

Intention

0,922

0,924

0,945

0,811

Materialism

0,800

0,808

0,848

0,361

Moderating Effect - Attitude*
Trust Platforms
Moderating Effect - Attitude*
Trust Strangers
Success

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

1,000

0,711

0,722

0,822

0,537

Trust Platforms

0,651

0,744

0,845

0,733

Trust Strangers

0,922

0,928

0,945

0,810

Attitude

Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability are used to measure Model Reliability and
should be higher than 0.7104. In addition, some of alpha’s Cronbach were a little lower
than 0.7, all latent variables presented excellent Composite Reliability (higher than
0.823). All variance inflation factors (VIFs) for the indicator were less than 5, as
recommended by Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt105. To discriminating validity, we
analyzed loading estimates that need to be higher in original latent variable
comparing to others106. Even after excluding lower loading values procedures,
several insignificant loading estimates were also found. Similar results were seeing in
several studies using original translated scale in many countries107. Even in case of
99
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the creation of a Brazilian’s version of the Material Values Scale, factor loadings of
the BSMV in Garcia108 were next not so high with loads between 0.79 and 0.51. All
loads are presented in Table 3.
Table 3. Outer loading of the estimate model
Loadings of Original Sample (O)

P Values

AT1 <- Attitude

0,900

0,000

AT2 <- Attitude

0,927

0,000

AT3 <- Attitude

0,937

0,000

AT4 <- Attitude

0,843

0,000

Attitude * Trust Platforms <- Moderating
Effect - Attitude*Trust Platforms
Attitude * Trust Strangers <- Moderating
Effect - Attitude*Trust Strangers
IT1 <- Intention

1,143

0,000

1,184

0,000

0,884

0,000

IT2 <- Intention

0,891

0,000

IT3 <- Intention

0,927

0,000

IT4 <- Intention

0,899

0,000

TP1 <- Trust Platforms

0,921

0,000

TP2 <- Trust Platforms

0,786

0,000

TS1 <- Trust Strangers

0,913

0,000

TS2 <- Trust Strangers

0,894

0,000

TS3 <- Trust Strangers

0,890

0,000

TS4 <- Trust Strangers

0,904

0,000

M11 <- Success

0,742

0,000

M3 <- Success

0,645

0,000

M5 <- Success

0,802

0,000

M8 <- Success

0,734

0,000

M10 <- Happiness

0,784

0,000

M2 <- Happiness

0,759

0,000

M4 <- Happiness

0,858

0,000

M12 <- Centrality linked to pleasure

0,782

0,000

M14 <- Centrality linked to pleasure

0,730

0,000

M6 <- Centrality linked to pleasure

0,825

0,000

M10 <- Materialism

0,685

0,000

M11 <- Materialism

0,631

0,000

M12 <- Materialism

0,544

0,000

M14 <- Materialism

0,482

0,000

M2 <- Materialism

0,555

0,000

M3 <- Materialism

0,517

0,000

M4 <- Materialism

0,682

0,000
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M5 <- Materialism

0,691

0,000

M6 <- Materialism

0,598

0,000

M8 <- Materialism

0,586

0,000

We used SmartPLS (v. 3.2.6) to test the model and estimate the path coefficients in
Figure 2.

Figure 2. Model of the effects of materialism and trust on attitude and behavioral
intention on collaborative non-ownership consumption
SmartPLS use the Partial Least Squares (PLS) method for the structural equation
modeling. To test whether path coefficients differ significantly from zero, p-values
were calculated using bootstrapping procedure109. The results are shown in Table 4.
Table 4. PLS estimated path coefficients and p-value
Relations

Coefficients of Original Sample (O)

P Values

Attitude -> Intention

0,357

0,000

Materialism -> Attitude

0,080

0,097

Materialism -> Centrality linked to pleasure

0,697

0,000

Materialism -> Happiness

0,805

0,000

Materialism -> Success

0,832

0,000

Moderating Effect - Attitude*Trust Platforms -> Intention

-0,005

0,901

Moderating Effect - Attitude*Trust Strangers -> Intention

-0,028

0,284

Trust Platforms -> Intention

0,012

0,753

Trust Strangers -> Intention

0,419

0,000

Some values useful to evaluate the structural model are coefficient of determination,
R2110 111, predictive relevance, effect size, f2112, and path coefficients113.
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The coefficient of determination (R2) of the structural model were calculated for each
endogenous variable. The coefficient of determination for Attitude (0.006) was
considered weak and for Intention (0.460) was considered moderate114 but for the
area of social and behavioral sciences, Attitude is classified as having a small effect
while Intention has a large effect115. For the effect size, f2, Attitude-Intention (0.176)
and Trust in Strangers-Intention (0.211) have good values, showing medium effect
size, and Materialism-Centrality linked to pleasure (0.943), Materialism-Happiness
(1.842) and Materialism-Success (2.253) have good values, showing large effect
size116. Path coefficients are used in the evaluation of causal relation and are at the
table 4117.
As predicted, strong support was found for the effects of Attitude and Behavioral
intention, with a coefficient of 0.357 and significance at the level of 1%, supporting
H1. Materialism presented positive coefficients (0.080) at the level of 10% rejecting
H2. The result for Materialism go against the idea of incompatibility of materialism
and sharing advocated by Richins and Dawson118 and Belk119 120 and corroborated
Habibi, Kim and Laroche121 in that materialism has a positive impact on the
propensity to choose one or more non-ownership consumption modes. To see if
moderation effects exist, we compared the effect of the independents variables Trust
in Strangers and Trust in Platforms with the effect of the combination of Attitude vs.
Trust in Strangers and Attitude vs. Trust in platforms. Moderation effects weren’t
perceived on this research, rejecting H3a and H3b, but it’s important to highlight that
Trust Strangers as an independent variable shows a significant effect (at the level of
1%) on intention (0,419). Thus, Trust Strangers has a high and direct effect on
behavioral intention to participate in collaborative non-ownership consumption.
As discussed, collaborative non-ownership consumption, as an alternative mode of
consumption, is rapidly growing among consumers and offers the possibility of
access to goods without owning them. The general aim of this article is to analyze
how materialism and trust can play a role this scenario. For this, we developed a
model that hypothesized materialism as a value that precedes attitude on
collaborative non-ownership consumption, attitude as a predecessor of behavioral
intention, and Trust in Strangers and Trust in Platforms as moderators of the relation
of attitude and behavioral intention.
Important researchers have long disseminated the idea of incompatibility between
sharing and materialism122 123 124 but the results of this study go against that. We
114
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recommended further researches about why materialistic people have a positive
attitude on sharing practices. As there are many forms of collaborative nonownership consumption, materialists, as well as non-materialists, might have some
different levels of willingness to participate of those practices. Another point to be
better explored is the difference between being a sharer and a provider. Further
investigation is recommended about these concepts.
A positive and strong relation between attitude and behavioral intention on
collaborative non-ownership consumption was expected, as other researchers have
already found similar results with collaborative consumption in a specific platform125.
Nevertheless, we expected that Trust in Strangers and Trust in Platforms potentiated
the relation between attitude and behavioral intention, as many people may like the
idea of participating in collaborative non-ownership consumption, yet did not intend to
practice due to a lack of trust in platforms or in unknown people that are participating.
Although we did not find the moderation effect, we found trust strangers having a
strongly positive effect on intention. Our finding is somehow consistent with the
theory that trust is an important element to collaborative consumption126 127. Trust in
strangers is mostly endorsed by Botsman and Rogers128. We recommend further
researches on the effect of trust in collaborative consumption.
8. Limitations and conclusion
We also acknowledge a number of limitations in our study. The data was obtained
from convenience samples, rather than random, probability-based samples. Although
there is no apparent reason to question the quality of the data, caution is required
regarding generalization. Another point is the many distinct online communities and
types of sharing. We did not consider differences among types of collaborative nonownership consumption and treated all practices together, as general. In this sense,
it ignores individual differences among each practice and it is hard to believe that the
same person will have the same attitude and behavioral intention for each practice as
Habibi, Kim and Laroche129 highlighted in their study. So, we believe that individual
differences among the many practices of collaborative non-ownership consumption
can result in different outcomes.
Although, our objective was to see collaborative non-ownership consumption in
general and understand how materialism and trust can affect attitude and behavioral
intention in this situation, materialism viewed as negative by society can be used as a
driver for collaborative consumption by encouraging people to access what they have
always dreamed of at a lower cost, with a lower social and environmental impact.
Even if the money obtained by offering a rent was used in non-sustainable things, the
offer of rents is still a way to help people access things and improve their quality of
life at a lower financial and environmental cost. Governments and businesses,
through investments in campaigns, to raise awareness and develop a sustainable
behavior over time can drive a next step.
124
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It is important to perceive that people can do something more sustainable without
realizing it. So, governments and businesses, as controllers and influencers of
society, may promote activities that help consumers to change their behavior even if
it isn’t conscious. To offer new alternatives to consume what people want to and try
raising awareness upon them can be initial steps to achieve a sustainable
development. Besides that, businesses can also use their innovative power to design
solutions, as to provide consumers with information and engaging in sustainable
public procurement, that can both enable and inspire individuals to lead more
sustainable life-styles, reducing impacts and improving well-being130.
Trust is large cited by many authors as an important element in collaborative
consumption but its effect was quantitatively poorly explored. This research helps to
highlight the importance of trust in strangers for the collaborative consumption occur
and offer to the companies the possibility to improve strategies to raise the consumer
trust in other members of the platform community.
Some form of trust is important for all collaborative consumption131 and, as shown in
this research, trust in strangers is especially important for sharing tangible asserts. A
comprehension of the mechanism of individual trust in others is relevant to stimulate
people to participate in collaborative non-ownership consumption and, like other
personal benefits, drive people to be part of the system. After individuals become
part of this, companies can embrace the opportunity to influence the people’s
behavior to sustainable development and to be more engaged in community causes.
As highlighted by Lamberton132, it is essential to understand trust in order to
understand collaboration.
Another relevant point is that non-consumption, seen by many as a solution to the
environment, can have strong impacts on the economy, while collaborative nonownership consumption can positively move the economy while offering the same
advantage, with lower environmental impacts. Sustainable development is not only
about taking care of the environment, but also ensuring a better quality of life to
people. This study shows that materialism can be used to boost collaborative nonownership consumption by governments, encouraging policies, and by the
companies, through the creation of targeted strategies based on the characteristics
of the consumers interested in their products.
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APPENDIX
Appendix 1 – Resume of items of the questionnaire and theoretical dimensions
Construct

Dimension

Item
AT 1
AT 2

Attitude
AT 3

BI 2
BI 3

I can see myself increasing my activities in
online platforms of sharing goods if possible.

AT 5
BI 1

BI 4
TI 1
Trust
institution
Trust

Trust others

Materialism

Centrality

Hamari,
Sjöklint
and
Ukkonen
(2015)

It is likely that I will frequently participate in
online sharing communities in the future.
I trust the offered services of sharing products
by online platforms

TI 3

I trust the members who participate in the
sharing of products in online platforms
The product sharing services in online
platforms is safe

TI 4

I trust online platforms of sharing products

TI 5

I trust online companies

TO 6

I trust strangers

TO 7

In general, I can trust people

TO 8
TO 9

Nowadays, I can't rely on anybody (*)
It's better to be cautious before trusting
strangers (*)

M1

In general, I only buy what I need (*)

M6

When I'm sad, I go shopping to feel better

M 12
M7

I feel plesured when I'm shopping
I'm a simple person and I don't like buying a
lot (*)

M 13

Regarding consumption and material goods, I
try to live a simple life

TI 2

Origin

All things considered, I think sharing goods in
online platforms is a positive thing
All things considered, I think participating in
the sharing of goods in online platforms is a
good thing
Overall, sharing goods and services within a
sharing community makes sense
The sharing of goods in online platforms is a
better mode of consumption than selling and
buying individually
All things considered, I expect to practice the
sharing of goods in online platforms often in
the future
I can see myself engaging in the sharing of
goods in online platforms more frequently in
the future

AT 4

Behavioral Intention

Statement
All things considered, I find the practice of
sharing goods in online platforms looks like a
wise move

Pizzol
(2015)

Naef
and
Schupp
(2009)

Garcia
(2009)

M 14
M 15
M4

I like luxurious and fine things
I would be happier if I could buy some things
that I can't today

M2

If I could buy some things that I don't have,
my life would be better than it is today

M9

I have everything I need to enjoy life (*)

Happiness

M 10

Sometimes I get little upset because I can't
buy everything I would want to
If I could have many things that are better
than what I havetoday, I wouldn't be not a little
happier (*)
To be happier, I need to buy certain things
that I don't posses today

M8

What I have shows that I live a good life.

M 11

What a person has shows some of his/her
most important achievements in life

M 16
M 17

Success

M3
M5
(*) reverse items

Sometimes I buy things that are not useful,
but I like it.

The things I own show who I am
I know who is successful just by looking at
what the person has

