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Based on recent economic literature, we hypothesize the following: sharing ratio > 0 i
> HA1: Sharing ratio decreases systematically with increasing social - Conclusion

distances. » .
> H2: Sharing ratio is higher for low involvement goods over all social ol In the main study empirical evidence for two hypotheses was found, indicating:

distances. “

Sharing intention varies systematically in context with the perceived social
distance.
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» H3: Sharing ratio is higher for low materialistic consumers over all

social distances. People are more willing to share goods with others if those goods provide a

low level of involvement.

References (selected)

Low and high materialistic people have similar sharing intentions across all
social distances. Thus, the potential to motivate many consumers to provide
access of goods to others is great insofar even high materialistic people are
willing to share their belongings.

Belk, R. W. (2010), “Sharing”, Journal of Consumer Research, 36 (February), 715-734.
Lewin, K. (1939), “Field theory and experiment in social psychology: concepts and methods”, Amercian Journal of Sociology, 44 (6), 868-896.

Strombach, T., Jina, J., Weber, B., Kenning, P., Shen, Q., Ma, Q., Kalenscher, T. (2013), “Charity begins at home — cultural differences in social discounting and generosity”, Journal of Behavioral

Decision Making, 27 (3), 235-245. The present study deepens the understanding of key factors in consumer

sharing behavior.



