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A B S T R A C T

The SE (SE) is reshaping industries and consumer behaviours, yet existing research lacks a unified theoretical 
explanation of the psychological drivers behind participation in Sharing-Based Programs (SBPs). To address this 
gap, this study explores why consumers choose to engage with SBPs, focusing on hedonic, gain, and normative 
motives using goal-framing theory as a lens and integrating the sharing–exchange continuum. The purpose of this 
research is to empirically test how these motives influence participation and how these patterns vary across 
different platform types. Based on a between-subject experimental design with 320 participants, results reveal 
that consumers perceive SBPs as aligned with collective societal norms, thus activating normative goals that 
foster collaboration, fairness, and pro-social behaviour. This alignment significantly supports social and envi-
ronmental sustainability outcomes. By extending goal-framing theory into the SE context, this study contributes 
theoretically and offers actionable insights for businesses to design inclusive, purpose-driven, and sustainability- 
oriented platforms that resonate with users’ underlying motivations.

1. Introduction

In recent years, access-based platforms, also called Sharing-Based 
Programs (SBPs), have gained substantial momentum and are increas-
ingly recognized as legitimate practices [1,2]. Consumers play a pivotal 
role in developing the SE (SE), which connects individuals – often 
strangers – who typically interact exclusively through digital platforms 
[3]. The SE generated an estimated revenue of $113 billion in 2021, with 
projections indicating growth to $600 billion by 2027 [4]. To deepen the 
understanding of consumer impact and enhance the utilization of 
Customer Analytics Capability (CAC) tools [5], this study explores the 
factors driving consumer participation in SBPs within the SE. By inves-
tigating consumer perceptions, use, and interactions with the SE, this 
research adds depth to the existing literature.

This study offers a novel contribution by examining consumer will-
ingness to participate in the SE through a new lens. Specifically, it in-
vestigates how the nature of an SBP – whether it leans more towards 
“pure sharing” or “pure exchange” – influences participation levels. This 
sharing–exchange continuum builds on prior research by Habibi et al. 

[2]. Utilizing goal-framing theory [6–11], the study aims to analyze the 
key motives shaping consumer behaviour towards SE SBPs, particularly 
how the activation of cognitive goals impacts consumer interactions 
with SBPs categorized as “pure exchange” or “pure sharing.” The study 
conducted an experimental investigation targeting Portuguese con-
sumers. The findings indicate that consumer participation in “pure 
sharing” and “pure exchange” SBPs is influenced by hedonic, gain, or 
normative motives, depending on the cognitive activation prompted by 
the SBP’s nature. Consumers tend to associate extreme values of SBPs 
with normative or supra-individual aspects, suggesting that the SE is 
perceived as reflective of social norms or values that transcend indi-
vidual preferences. Moreover, the findings highlight that consumers 
recognize specific characteristics of SE services and products as inher-
ently linked to the collective good, altruism, and a non-egocentric 
orientation, which are fundamentally transformative, fostering closer 
connections among people and promoting a more cohesive, altruistic, 
and fair society. These attributes are essential for achieving sustain-
ability and a promising future for humanity.

Despite the growing volume of research on the SE, a clear theoretical 
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understanding of the psychological mechanisms that drive participation 
– particularly across platforms with different levels of “sharing” or 
“exchange” – remains underdeveloped. Previous studies have tended to 
focus on platform characteristics or user profiles, often lacking an in-
tegrated framework to explain motivation variation across platform 
types.

This study addresses this gap by drawing on goal-framing theory to 
explore how hedonic, gain and normative motives shape consumer 
engagement with SBPs. It contributes to the literature by empirically 
testing how different goal frames are activated depending on the plat-
form’s position on the sharing–exchange continuum.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 reviews 
the relevant literature and outlines the theoretical framework. Section 3
presents the research hypotheses. Section 4 details the methodology and 
experimental design. Section 5 reports the results. Section 6 discusses 
the findings and theoretical and practical implications, and Section 7 
concludes with limitations and future research directions.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Consumer motives for participation in the SE

2.1.1. The preconditions of trust and host’s permission in SBP participation 
within the SE

The role of trust in consumer participation in the (SE) has been a 
focal point in research. Hawlitschek, Teubner, and Weinhardt [12] 
emphasize the critical importance of trust in shaping consumer behav-
iour within online transactions, particularly in consumer-to-consumer 
markets that dominate the SE. Their proposed research model in-
troduces a conceptual framework illustrating trust’s significance in 
determining consumer and supplier intentions to engage in SE activities. 
The framework considers three primary trust factors – Peer, Platform, 
and Product – evaluated through the lenses of ability, integrity, and 
benevolence, all influencing willingness to participate in SE trans-
actions. This study sheds light on the pivotal role of trust in shaping 
consumer behaviour within the SE, providing valuable insights for 
businesses operating in this sector.

Mittendorf’s [13] research, focusing on Uber within the trans-
portation sector, distinguishes between trust in the platform (Uber) and 
trust in individual drivers. The findings reveal that customers’ intentions 
to use Uber are primarily influenced by platform trust, while trust in 
drivers does not significantly impact purchase intentions. This suggests 
that trust in the platform, rather than the service provider, is a more 
critical factor in the decision-making process for consumers.

Further exploration by Möhlmann and Geissinger [14] highlights the 
dual roles of interpersonal and institutional trust within the SE. Inter-
personal trust is essential due to the reliance on relationships between 

users, with the platform provider acting as a credible institution to 
facilitate this trust.

In the accommodation sector, Karlsson, Kemperman, and Dolnicar 
[15] examine the role of host permission as a prerequisite for partici-
pation in platforms like Airbnb. Unlike traditional hotel bookings, 
peer-to-peer hosting platforms allow hosts to assess booking inquiries in 
detail and even refuse bookings that do not meet specific criteria. This 
introduces a new dimension to the tourism sector, where consumer 
participation in SE platforms is contingent upon host approval, adding a 
layer of trust and control to the process.

2.1.2. Participation in SBPs based on individual and supra-individual 
variables

The literature examining consumer participation in the SE identifies 
independent variables categorized under individualistic/personal (in-
dividual level) and collectivistic/supra-individual (collective level of the 
self) motivations. These variables, often intertwined within the same 
study, reflect individual and supra-individual motives.

Benoit et al. [16] present a comprehensive theoretical framework for 
analyzing actors’ roles within Collaborative Consumption (CC), focusing 
on platform providers, peer service providers, and customers. The au-
thors propose that motives influencing customer engagement with CC 
services, such as Uber, include economic, social, hedonic value, and risk 
reduction motives, all of which resonate with individual motivations.

Davidson, Habibi, and Laroche’s [17] study on materialism and 
participation in SBPs across American and Indian cultures reveals 
distinct individual motivations driving participation. For materialistic 
American consumers, the focus is on transformation expectations, while 
Indian consumers prioritize perceived utility, reflecting a divergence in 
individualistic motives.

Godelnik [18] explores the millennial generation’s engagement with 
the SE, highlighting a shift towards valuing access over ownership. The 
study suggests that millennials’ participation in the SE is motivated by 
individual and supra-individual factors, including economic savings, 
social justice, community-building, and environmental impact.

Cherry and Pidgeon [19] examine public engagement with sustain-
able entrepreneurship (SE), identifying personal interests (affordability, 
convenience, hygiene) and social values (social equality, community 
development, beneficial business practices) as critical motivators. 
Similarly, Mugion et al. [20] focus on the transportation sector, identi-
fying usefulness, expected service quality, and green attitude as primary 
motivators for car-sharing service usage.

Böcker and Meelen [21] analyze motivations behind participation in 
different forms of the SE, identifying economic, social, and environ-
mental motivations that align with individual and supra-individual 
motives. Parguel, Lunardo, and Benoit-Moreau [22] explore consumer 
motivations for purchasing second-hand peer-to-peer (P2P) goods, 
identifying materialism and environmental consciousness as crucial 
drivers that reduce cognitive dissonance.

Zhang, Jahromi, and Kizildag [23] emphasize the importance of 
co-created values in the SE, categorizing them into emotional, func-
tional, and social values that influence consumers’ willingness to pay a 
premium. These motivations reflect individual motivations associated 
with SE participation.

Wang et al. [24] investigate factors influencing customer sustainable 
consumption behaviours within the SE, revealing that social influence 
positively impacts sustainable behaviours, while economic factors like 
pricing have a negative effect. The study highlights the role of symbolic 
and functional factors as moderators that enhance the impact of social 
influence on customer behaviour.

Toni et al. [25] explore the link between collaborative consumption 
and sustainable behaviour, emphasizing the role of personal values 
(terminal and instrumental) in shaping sustainable consumption be-
haviours within a P2P rental context.

Hawlitschek, Teubner, and Gimpel [26] provide one of the most 
comprehensive studies on consumer behaviour towards the SE, 

Table 1 
Systematization of motivational drivers in SE participation.

Motivation type Individual-Oriented (I) Supra-Individual-Oriented 
(We)

Economic Cost savings, financial 
efficiency (e.g., [16,25])

Redistribution of underused 
assets, fair pricing (e.g., [22])

Hedonic Enjoyment, pleasure, lifestyle 
alignment (e.g., [23])

Shared enjoyment, 
experiential co-creation (e.g., 
[18])

Normative Personal ethical standards, 
self-image as a responsible 
consumer

Social norms, civic duty, 
reciprocity (e.g., [19])

Social Networking, reputation, 
identity expression (e.g., [14])

Community belonging, 
solidarity, mutual support (e. 
g., [21])

Environmental Individual ecological concern, 
green consumer behaviour

Collective climate action, 
societal sustainability (e.g., 
[24])

Source: Adapted from Grieco [27] and synthesized from reviewed literature.
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identifying financial benefits, desire for a modern lifestyle, ecological 
sustainability, trust in other users, and perceived risk as critical moti-
vators for participation in peer-to-peer sharing platforms. These moti-
vations reflect a blend of individual and supra-individual factors, 
underscoring the complexity of consumer motivations within the SE.

Recent scholarship has emphasized the need to move beyond frag-
mented listings of motivations and instead adopt a structured lens to 
categorize consumer drivers in the SE. Responding to this, Grieco [27] 
proposes a systematization of motivational drivers that accounts for 
both individualistic and supra-individualistic levels of motivation across 
economic, hedonic, normative, social, and environmental dimensions. 
Building on this approach and aligning it with goal-framing theory, we 
organize the existing literature on SE participation into a coherent ty-
pology (see Table 1). This synthesis provides analytical clarity and 
supports our subsequent theoretical framing by highlighting how 
different SBP characteristics may activate distinct motivational logics.

The literature reveals not only the presence of diverse motivations 
but also considerable variation across sectors, geographic contexts, and 
cultural settings. For instance, while Davidson et al. [17] found utility 
motives more salient in India, US participants were more driven by 
transformation expectations. Similarly, environmental and social mo-
tives dominate studies focused on peer-to-peer accommodation [19,20], 
whereas economic and hedonic drivers are more prominent in 
mobility-focused SE platforms [25,23].

2.1.3. Participation in SBPs based on a goal-framing perspective
The goal-framing theory, developed by Lindenberg [6–8], provides a 

framework for understanding how goals influence individuals’ infor-
mation processing and subsequent behaviour. This theory is rooted in 
social cognition research, emphasizing that mental constructs must be 
activated to affect behaviour, with goals being powerful mental con-
structs where cognition and motivation intersect intricately [10]. The 
theory distinguishes between an individual mindset and a 
supra-individual mindset, with one or the other prevailing depending on 

the activation of three overarching goals: hedonic, gain, and normative.
Hedonic goals focus on maintaining or enhancing one’s immediate 

feelings – what Lindenberg refers to as the “here and now” perspective, 
where the individual seeks direct gratification. Gain goals aim to 
improve or secure one’s resources for the future, reflecting a more 
strategic, long-term perspective focused on self-improvement. On the 
other hand, normative goals guide behaviour following social norms and 
rules, embodying a “generalized other” perspective where actions are 
aligned with what is deemed appropriate by society.

The goal-framing theory further posits that hedonic and gain goals 
are typically connected to individual orientations, focusing on personal 
satisfaction and resource accumulation. In contrast, normative goals are 
linked to supra-individual orientations, where collective interests and 
social norms guide the individual.

Lindenberg and Foss [10] expand on the dynamics associated with 
goal-framing, considering four distinct but interconnected angles (see 
Table 2): 

1. Overarching Goals: Behaviour is governed by overarching goals, 
with normative behaviours centred around the collective “we” 
(supra-individual) and hedonic and gain behaviours focused on the 
self “I” (individual).

2. Background Goals: Background goals can strengthen the primary 
goal frame. For instance, the normative goal frame is reinforced by 
gain goals that enhance status and hedonic goals that couple with 
warm, gratifying tasks. Similarly, the hedonic goal frame can be 
bolstered by a normative goal, while the gain goal frame is 
strengthened by either normative legitimacy or hedonic satisfaction.

3. Stimuli/Triggers: Different stimuli or environmental cues cogni-
tively activate goal frames. For normative goal frames, stimuli might 
include transparent task structures, collective goals, and rewards 
emphasizing common objectives. In contrast, hedonic goal frames 
may be triggered by enjoyable tasks or hedonic bonuses, while gain 

Table 2 
Overview of dynamics associated with the goal-framing theory.

Source: own elaboration and adapted from [10].
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goal frames are activated by contexts emphasizing personal rewards, 
career advancement, or competition.

4. A Priori Strength: The inherent strength of each goal frame varies, 
with the normative goal frame being the weakest and most reliant on 
supportive background goals to avoid displacement by hedonic or 
gain goals. The hedonic goal frame is the strongest due to its direct 
links to need satisfaction, followed by the gain goal frame, which, 
while significant, can be overshadowed by hedonic motivations.

In applying goal-framing theory to the SE, this study seeks to un-
derstand how SBPs, categorized as “pure sharing” or “pure exchange,” 
activate these cognitive goals in consumers. The theory is beneficial for 
examining how external stimuli – such as the nature of an SBP – can 
trigger different goals, thereby influencing consumer behaviour.

Complementing this approach, we integrate the Sharing-Exchange 
Continuum, developed by Habibi et al. [2], to categorize SBPs based 
on their degree of “pure sharing” or “pure exchange” characteristics. 
This continuum helps identify the extent to which an SBP embodies 
sharing-related qualities versus exchange-related ones, providing a 
valuable tool for understanding consumer motivations in the SE.

By combining goal-framing theory with the Sharing-Exchange Con-
tinuum, we aim to analyze and measure the cognitive activation of goals 
in consumers and how these activations influence their participation in 
SBPs. This framework also considers the moderating role of trust, 
examining whether the cognitive activation of hedonic, gain, and 
normative goals stimulated by the SBP determines consumer willingness 
to engage in SE activities.

2.2. The sharing-exchange continuum of SBPs of the SE

2.2.1. Participation in SBPs of the SE based on a sharing-exchange 
continuum

Habibi et al. [2] proposed that the Sharing-Exchange Continuum 
offers a conceptual framework for distinguishing the degree of sharing 
inherent in various Sharing-Based Programs (SBPs) within the SE. This 

continuum is particularly valuable for identifying the extent to which SE 
practices lean towards “pure sharing” or “pure exchange” and helps to 
map out the characteristics of different SBPs accordingly.

The continuum operates as a fundamental dimension against which 
all SE activities can be assessed, using a five-point Likert scale to mea-
sure the “sharing scores” of an SBP. These scores are derived from 
several sharing and exchange-related characteristics, as initially 
described by Belk [28,29]. Fig. 1, adapted from Habibi et al. [30], il-
lustrates the continuum and provides a visual representation of how 
different SBPs can be positioned along the spectrum from “pure sharing” 
to “pure exchange.”

For instance, the research conducted by Habibi et al. [2] revealed 
that Zipcar falls on the “pure exchange” end of the continuum, charac-
terized by transactional, market-oriented interactions. In contrast, 
Couchsurfing was identified as exemplifying “pure sharing,” where in-
teractions are primarily driven by non-monetary, communal exchange. 
On the other hand, Airbnb occupies a middle ground, embodying a 
“hybrid” practice that combines both sharing and exchange elements.

This continuum is crucial to our study as it provides a clear frame-
work for assessing the nature of any given SBP, particularly regarding 
the degree of non-ownership consumption and sharing-related qualities. 
Understanding where an SBP falls on this continuum allows us to 
analyze better consumer motivations and the cognitive activation of 
goals concerning participation in SE activities.

By integrating the Sharing-Exchange Continuum into our analysis, 
we can explore how the nature of an SBP – whether it leans more to-
wards sharing or exchange – affects the cognitive activation of hedonic, 
gain, and normative goals in consumers. This approach provides insight 
into the factors that motivate participation in SE activities and high-
lights the moderating role of trust. Specifically, we examine whether the 
cognitive activation stimulated by an SBP’s position on the continuum 
plays a determining role in influencing consumer willingness to engage 
in SE activities.

The continuum thus serves as a vital tool in our research, enabling us 
to categorize and measure the motivational factors that drive consumer 

Fig. 1. The sharing/exchange continuum.
Source: own elaboration and adapted from [30].
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Table 3 
Literature overview reflected against the overarching goal-framing motives (hedonic, gain, and normative).

Source: own elaboration.
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behaviour in the SE. By positioning SBPs along the continuum, we can 
better understand the interplay between sharing and exchange charac-
teristics and how these elements influence the activation of cognitive 
goals and, ultimately, participation in SE activities.

3. Research framework and hypotheses

The primary objective of this study is to explore the underlying 
motivations that influence consumer behaviour towards Sharing-Based 
Programs (SBPs) within the SE. Specifically, this research investigates 
how the activation of different cognitive goals – hedonic, gain, and 
normative – affects consumer participation in SBPs that vary in their 
orientation towards “pure sharing” or “pure exchange.”

The study integrates two theoretical frameworks to achieve this 
objective: the goal-framing theory and the sharing-exchange continuum. 
As outlined by Lindenberg [6–8], goal-framing theory posits that human 
behaviour is driven by overarching goals that govern how individuals 
process information and act upon it. These goals can be broadly cate-
gorized into three types: hedonic (focused on immediate gratification), 
gain (focused on long-term resource accumulation), and normative 
(focused on conforming to social norms and collective well-being). The 
sharing-exchange continuum, developed by Habibi et al. [2], serves as a 
tool to categorize SBPs based on the extent to which they embody 
sharing or exchange characteristics.

The interaction between these frameworks provides a comprehen-
sive lens through which to examine consumer behaviour in the SE. 
Specifically, we hypothesize that consumers’ intentions to engage in SE 
activities, encompassing a broad spectrum of “pure sharing” and “pure 
exchange” SBPs, are influenced by the cognitive activation of the three 
overarching goals. The nature of the SBP – whether it is more oriented 
towards sharing or exchange – serves as a stimulus that activates these 
cognitive goals, thereby shaping consumer behaviour.

Given the diversity of SBPs within the SE, it is essential to recognize 
that many of these programs incorporate individual (self-centred) and 
supra-individual (collective) elements, regardless of their primary 
orientation towards sharing or exchange. For instance, a “pure ex-
change” SBP, which might initially appear primarily driven by indi-
vidualistic gain and hedonic motives, may also activate normative 
motives related to collective well-being. Similarly, a “pure sharing” SBP, 
generally associated with normative and collective motives, may also 
trigger hedonic and gain motives in consumers who derive personal 
satisfaction from contributing to a greater social good.

Based on this theoretical integration, we propose the following 
hypotheses: 

• H1a: Sharing-based programs (SBPs) activate consumers’ hedonic, 
gain, and normative overarching goals.

• H1b: Compared to exchange-oriented SBPs, sharing-oriented SBPs 
will activate the hedonic and gain goals similarly, but the normative 
goal will be more strongly activated.

• H2: Hedonic, gain, and normative goals will significantly influence 
consumers’ willingness to participate in SBPs. Specifically, the rela-
tionship between the normative goal and the willingness to partici-
pate will be more assertive in sharing-oriented SBPs than in 
exchange-oriented SBPs.

In essence, this study seeks to understand the complex interplay 
between the nature of SBPs within the SE and the cognitive goals they 
activate in consumers. By examining these relationships, we aim to 
provide a deeper understanding of the motivational factors that drive 
consumer participation in the SE, thereby contributing to the broader 
literature on consumer behaviour and the SE.

4. The study

4.1. Method

A two-level single-factor experiment was conducted to empirically 
test the proposed hypotheses, where the SBP offer type – exchange- 
based or sharing-based – served as the manipulated variable. The 
selected SBPs reflect extreme values in the sharing–exchange continuum 
– Couchsurfing representing a pure sharing scenario and iCar services a 
pure exchange setting. This polarity allowed for a robust cross-industry 
test of goal activation mechanisms across distinct types of platform in-
teractions. The selection of real-world companies, such as those offering 
i-car services and couch-sharing platforms, provided credible references 
for designing the experimental stimuli. Detailed descriptions of these 
stimuli are included in Appendix A.

Participants for the study (N = 300, with 52.3 % female; age range 
18–54, M = 36.27, SD = 9.90) were recruited through an online survey 
platform specializing in data collection. These participants were asked 
to read the descriptions of each service and then assess the potential 
personal consequences of using them. These assessments served as a 
measure of the activation of the three overarching goals: hedonic, gain, 
and normative. Although goal-framing theory traditionally does not use 
questionnaires to measure its core variables, we adapted a measurement 
approach inspired by Dijkstra et al. [31].

Participants were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 
various statements using a seven-point Likert scale (1 = Totally disagree; 
7 = Totally agree). Each of the three overarching goals was assessed 
using four items. For instance, the hedonic goal was measured using 
statements such as “I would enjoy a pleasant experience,” with the scale 
demonstrating acceptable reliability (α = 0.87). The gain goal was 
measured using items like “I would save money,” which also showed 
acceptable reliability (α = 0.87).

We included a measure of participants’ familiarity with each service 
to control for potential confounding effects. This measure was adapted 
from Davidson et al.’s [17] study on familiarity with Couchsurfing 
programs and demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = 0.84). Addi-
tionally, willingness to participate in each SBP was measured using an 
adaptation of the scale employed by Davidson et al. [17], with wording 
modified to suit the specific offers under examination. This scale also 
exhibited good reliability (α = 0.91).

4.2. Ethical statement

This study was conducted per the principles outlined in the Decla-
ration of Helsinki for research involving human participants. All par-
ticipants were fully informed about the purpose and nature of the study 
before providing their consent. They were assured that their participa-
tion was voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time without 
consequence. No sensitive personal data were collected, and partici-
pants’ responses were anonymized to protect their privacy (Table 3).

This study did not need review and approval by an ethics committee 
because the research involved minimal risk to participants. Specifically, 
the study relied on a survey-based approach in which participants were 
asked to evaluate hypothetical scenarios regarding their participation in 
Sharing-Based Programs (SBPs) within the SE. The nature of the research 
did not involve any intervention, manipulation of participant behaviour, 
or collection of personal identifiers. The data collection adhered to 
ethical guidelines for non-invasive, anonymous survey research where 
participants were neither placed in a vulnerable position nor exposed to 

Table 4 
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations between study variables.

Mean SD 1 2 3 4

Familiarity 2,93 1,64 -   
Hedonic goal 4,61 1,36 0.35** -  
Gain goal 5,05 1,33 0.25** 0.73** - 
Normative goal 4,79 1,38 0.32** 0.72** 0,74** -
Willingness 3,98 1,56 0.43** 0.66** 0.53** 0.62**

N = 300; * p < 0,05; ** p < 0,01; rating scales from 1 to 7.
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physical or psychological risks.

4.3. Results

The descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, and 
intercorrelations among the study variables, are presented in Table 4. 
The results revealed that participants had relatively low familiarity with 
the SBPs overall (M = 2.93, SD = 1.64), with familiarity being lower for 
exchange-based offers (M = 2.71, SD = 1.57) than for sharing-based 
ones (M = 3.15, SD = 1.69). Consistent with our first hypothesis 
(H1a), the SBPs activated all three goals to varying extents. The will-
ingness to participate in these SBPs was moderate across the sample (M 
= 3.98, SD = 1.56), and significant relationships were observed between 
the three goals and participants’ willingness to engage, providing pre-
liminary support for H2.

To test H1a and H1b, we computed the mean activation scores for 
each overarching goal. The results for the entire sample are shown in 
Table 5. Supporting H1a, participants demonstrated activation of all 
three goals. Paired comparisons indicated that the hedonic goal (M =
4.61, SD = 1.36) was less activated than both the gain goal (M = 5.05, 
SD = 1.33; t = − 7.82, p < 0.00) and the normative goal (M = 4.79, SD =
1.38; t = − 3.33, p < 0.00). Additionally, the gain goal was more strongly 
activated than the normative goal (t = 5.05, p < 0.00).

The results of the ANOVA analysis, conducted to test H1b, are 
detailed in Table 5. The findings indicate that the differences in hedonic 
goal activation between exchange and sharing SBPs were not statisti-
cally significant (F = 0.42, p = 0.52), nor were the differences in gain 
goal activation (F = 0.32, p = 0.57); thus, only partially supporting H1b. 
However, the normative goal showed a statistically significant differ-
ence in activation between the two types of SBPs (F = 5.81, p = 0.02), 
though contrary to expectations, the normative goal was more activated 
in the exchange condition (M = 4.98, SD = 1.38) compared to the 
sharing condition (M = 4.60, SD = 1.36), which did not support H1b.

A hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to explore further 
the relationship between the overarching goals and willingness to 

participate. In the first model, we included control variables such as age 
and familiarity with the services. Given that the SE is a relatively new 
phenomenon, we hypothesized that it might be more appealing to 
younger consumers and that familiarity with the services could signifi-
cantly influence participation.

The results, presented in Table 6, showed that in the overall sample, 
familiarity with the SBPs was significantly associated with willingness to 
participate (β = 0.44, p < 0.00), while age was not a significant predictor 
(β = 0.10). This pattern persisted in the second model, which included 
the key variables of interest. Including these variables explained a 
substantial portion of the variance in willingness to participate (R2 =
0.52, p < 0.00). As predicted, both the hedonic (β = 0.44, p < 0.00) and 
normative (β = 0.24, p < 0.00) goals were significantly related to will-
ingness to participate, while the gain goal did not show a significant 
relationship (β = − 0.03).

When analyzing the results by SBP type – exchange versus sharing – 
essential differences emerged. Familiarity with the SBP offer was a sig-
nificant predictor of willingness to participate in both exchange (β =
0.35, p < 0.00) and sharing (β = 0.57, p < 0.00) conditions, contra-
dicting our initial prediction, with positive relationships observed in 
both cases. Age was a significant predictor only in the exchange con-
dition (β = 0.21, p < 0.00). When the goals were included in the model, 
the analysis revealed that in the exchange condition, only the hedonic (β 
= 0.35, p < 0.00) and gain (β = 0.27, p < 0.00) goals were significant 
predictors of willingness to participate, while the normative goal was 
not (β = 0.10). Together with the control variables, these two goals 
explained a significant portion of the variance in willingness to partic-
ipate in exchange-based SBPs (R2 = 0.49, p < 0.00).

In the sharing condition, the normative goal was positively associ-
ated with willingness to participate (β = 0.34, p < 0.00), supporting H2. 
The hedonic goal was also a significant predictor (β = 0.54, p < 0.00), 
while the gain goal showed a surprising negative relationship (β =
− 0.22, p < 0.00). The combined variables explained a significant 
portion of the variance in willingness to participate in sharing-based 
SBPs (R2 = 0.63, p < 0.00).

5. Discussion

The primary aim of this study was to investigate the motivations 
behind consumer behaviour in the context of Sharing-Based Programs 
(SBPs) within the SE by examining the role of goal-framing motives. 
Specifically, the research sought to understand how the activation of 
hedonic, gain, and normative goals influences consumer participation in 
SBPs, particularly those categorized as “pure exchange” or “pure 
sharing.” The findings from this study generally confirm our hypotheses 
(H1a, H1b, and H2) and provide valuable insights into the factors 
driving consumer engagement with SE activities.

5.1. Activation of goal-framing motives

Our results indicate that consumers’ hedonic, gain, and normative 
overarching goals are indeed activated by SBPs, as hypothesized in H1a. 
This activation subsequently influences their willingness to participate 
in these programs. Consumers are motivated to engage in SBPs that align 
with their immediate gratification (hedonic motives), long-term 
resource accumulation (gain motives), or adherence to social norms 
and collective well-being (normative motives). The study reveals that 
both “pure exchange” and “pure sharing” SBPs can trigger these goals, 
though the extent and nature of this activation vary depending on the 
type of SBP.

5.2. Comparative activation of goals in exchange and sharing SBPs

Contrary to our expectations outlined in H1b, the results show that 
the activation of the normative goal was higher in the “pure exchange” 
SBP condition than in the “pure sharing” condition. This finding suggests 

Table 5 
ANOVA analysis comparing goal activation in exchange and sharing SBPs.

Entire sample Exchange Sharing

Goal Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD F

Hedonic 4,61 1,36 4.56 1.41 4,65 1.31 0.42
Gain 5,05 1,33 5.00 1.39 5.09 1.27 0.32
Normative 4,79 1,38 4.98 1.38 4.60 1.36 5.81**

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.

Table 6 
Hierarchical regression analysis predicting willingness to participate in ex-
change and sharing SBPs.

Total sample Exchange Sharing

Model 
1

Model 
2

Model 
1

Model 
2

Model 
1

Model 2

Controls      
Age 0.10  0.21**  0.01 
Familiarity 0.44**  0.35**  0.57** 
Overarching 

goals
     

Age  0.09  0.12*  0.07
Familiarity  0.22**  0.18**  0.32**
Hedonic  0.44**  0.35**  0.54**
Gain  − 0.03  0.27*  − 0.22**
Normative  0.24**  0.10  0.34**
R2 0.20** 0.52** 0.15** 0.49** 0.32** 0.63**
R2 change  0.32**  0.34**  0.31**

N = 300, 150 in exchange and sharing samples; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; Stan-
dardized coefficients are reported.
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that consumers may perceive exchange-based SBPs, traditionally viewed 
as individualistic and profit-oriented, as having a collective or societal 
value, perhaps due to their structured, rule-based nature. This finding 
challenges the conventional understanding of SE motivations, indicating 
that normative motives are not solely the domain of sharing-based 
programs but may also be relevant in more market-driven, exchange- 
oriented contexts.

However, the results also show that hedonic and gain goals were 
similarly activated in both SBPs, supporting that these motivations are 
present across the SE spectrum. This suggests that consumers may derive 
immediate satisfaction and anticipate personal benefits from sharing 
and exchanging SBPs, regardless of the program’s underlying structure.

5.3. Influence of goal-framing motives on willingness to participate

The hierarchical regression analysis provided further insights into 
how these goal-framing motives influence consumer willingness to 
participate in SBPs, as proposed in H2. The analysis reveals that while 
hedonic and normative goals significantly predict willingness to 
participate, the gain goal does not consistently show a positive rela-
tionship with participation. In particular, the normative goal strongly 
predicted willingness to participate in sharing-based SBPs, aligning with 
our expectations. However, the negative relationship observed between 
the gain goal and willingness to participate in sharing SBPs was unex-
pected and warrants further investigation.

This negative relationship might be explained by the possibility that 
consumers who prioritize gain motives perceive sharing-based SBPs as 
less financially rewarding or beneficial than exchange-based SBPs. 
Alternatively, it could reflect a broader consumer perception that 
participation in sharing-based programs requires a certain level of 
altruism or self-sacrifice, which may conflict with purely gain-oriented 
motivations.

5.4. Broader implications and interpretation

The confirmation of our hypotheses highlights that consumer 
participation in the SE is driven by a combination of individual (“selfish” 
interests centred around the “I”) and supra-individual (“altruistic” in-
terests centred around the “we”) motives. This duality is consistent with 
Brewer and Caporael’s (2004, 1997) distinction between individual and 
supra-individual mindsets, as cited in Lindenberg & Foss [10].

Our findings align with the broader literature on consumer partici-
pation in the SE, suggesting that individual and collective motivations 
are crucial. Studies by Benoit et al. [16], Godelnik [18], Cherry & 
Pidgeon [19], Böcker & Meelen [21], Zhang et al. [23], Wang et al. [24], 
Toni et al. [25], and Hawlitschek et al. [26] all support the idea that 
mixed motives are the norm rather than the exception in SE 
participation.

The strong presence of the hedonic goal frame across both types of 
SBPs is particularly notable. As Lindenberg [7] suggests, the hedonic 
goal frame is inherently strong due to its direct links to need satisfaction 
and survival instincts. This explains why consumers are consistently 
motivated by the promise of immediate gratification when engaging in 
SE activities, regardless of whether the SBP is oriented towards sharing 
or exchange.

The findings also emphasize the importance of external factors – such 
as the structure of SBPs, institutional arrangements, and social norms – 
in influencing the relative strength of these goal frames. For instance, 
while typically the weakest, supportive institutional and social contexts 
can strengthen the normative goal frame, as evidenced by its significant 
influence in sharing and exchanging SBPs.

5.5. Practical implications

From a practical standpoint, these findings suggest that businesses 
operating within the SE can enhance consumer participation by 

carefully designing their SBPs to activate the appropriate goal frames. 
For example, emphasizing the collective benefits and societal value of 
participation could strengthen the normative goal frame, particularly in 
exchange-based SBPs. Similarly, highlighting participation’s personal 
and immediate rewards could further bolster the hedonic goal frame, 
making SBPs more attractive to a broader range of consumers.

In sum, this study provides a nuanced understanding of the moti-
vational factors driving consumer participation in the SE. By integrating 
goal-framing theory with the sharing-exchange continuum, we offer 
valuable insights into how different SBPs can activate various cognitive 
goals and ultimately influence consumer behaviour.

5.6. Limitations and future research directions

While this study provides valuable insights into the motivations 
driving consumer participation in Sharing-Based Programs (SBPs) 
within the SE, it is essential to acknowledge its limitations, suggesting 
avenues for future research.

5.6.1. Sample size and demographic limitations
One of the primary limitations of this study is the relatively small and 

homogeneous sample size, consisting exclusively of individuals from the 
Portuguese population. This limitation restricts the generalizability of 
the findings to other cultural or demographic contexts. Different pop-
ulations may exhibit varying motivations and behavioural patterns 
when engaging with SBPs, which are influenced by cultural norms, 
socio-economic status, and exposure to the SE. Future research should 
aim to replicate this study with larger, more diverse samples across 
multiple countries and cultural settings. Such studies would help vali-
date the findings and explore whether the identified goal-framing mo-
tives and their influence on consumer behaviour hold in different 
contexts.

5.6.2. Experimental design limitations
While effective in isolating the effects of goal-framing on consumer 

behaviour, the experimental design employed in this study may not fully 
capture the complexity of real-world SE participation. The use of hy-
pothetical SBPs and the reliance on self-reported measures could intro-
duce biases, such as social desirability bias or a gap between stated 
intentions and actual behaviour. Future research should consider 
employing more ecologically valid methods, such as field experiments or 
longitudinal studies, to observe consumer behaviour over time in 
naturalistic settings. These approaches would provide a more accurate 
understanding of how goal-framing influences consumer decisions in the 
SE.

5.6.3. Limited scope of SBP types
This study primarily focused on two types of SBPs, categorized as 

“pure sharing” and “pure exchange.” However, the SE encompasses a 
wide range of SBPs with varying degrees of sharing and exchange 
characteristics. Future research could expand the scope by including a 
broader array of SBP types, such as hybrid models or those that combine 
elements of both sharing and exchange. Additionally, exploring how 
different sectors within the SE (e.g., transportation, accommodation, 
services) might influence the activation of cognitive goals and consumer 
participation would further enrich the understanding of SE dynamics.

5.6.4. Exploration of additional moderating factors
While this study examined the role of trust as a moderating factor in 

the relationship between goal-framing and consumer behaviour, other 
potential moderators were not considered. Future research could 
explore additional variables, such as the perceived risks and benefits 
associated with SBPs, consumer personality traits, or the impact of social 
influence and peer behaviour on participation in the SE. Understanding 
how these factors interact with goal-framing motives could provide a 
more comprehensive picture of the decision-making process in the SE.
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5.6.5. Differentiation between SE and non-SE services
The experiment did not investigate the critical motive distinguishing 

consumer goal-framing in their willingness to participate in SE’s SBPs 
versus more conventional, non-SE services or products. It is predicted 
that the normative motive will likely emerge as a significant differen-
tiating factor, as both hedonic and gain motives are likely present in 
both SE and Non-SE contexts. Future research should aim to conduct 
experiments that directly compare SE and Non-SE services to identify 
the unique motivational drivers for SE participation and better under-
stand what sets the SE apart from traditional economic models.

5.6.6. Longitudinal impact of goal-framing
Finally, the study provides a snapshot of consumer behaviour at a 

single point in time. Future research could adopt a longitudinal 
approach to explore how the activation of goal-framing motives and 
consumer participation in the SE evolve. This would be particularly 
valuable in understanding how changes in external factors, such as 
economic conditions, regulatory environments, or shifts in social norms, 
influence the relative importance of hedonic, gain, and normative mo-
tives in driving SE participation.

While this study contributes to the growing body of literature on SE 
by highlighting the role of goal-framing motives in consumer behaviour, 
it also opens up several avenues for future research. Addressing the 
limitations outlined above will not only enhance the robustness of the 
findings but also deepen our understanding of the complex and evolving 
landscape of the SE.

6. Conclusion

The findings of this study underscore the significant role that goal- 
framing motives – hedonic, gain, and normative – play in shaping con-
sumer behaviour towards Sharing-Based Programs (SBPs) within the SE. 
Our research highlights that consumers are motivated to participate in 
the SE by combining individualistic and collective goals, activated by 
the nature of the SBP they encounter. This dual activation of goals 
suggests that the SE is perceived as a platform for personal benefit and a 
vehicle for contributing to broader societal and environmental well- 
being.

One of the key insights from this study is that while both “pure 
sharing” and “pure exchange” SBPs can activate hedonic, gain, and 
normative goals, the specific nature of the SBP influences the strength 
and type of goal activation. Our findings challenge the traditional 
assumption that normative goals are primarily associated with sharing- 
based SBPs. Instead, we discovered that normative goals can be equally, 
if not more, strongly activated in exchange-based SBPs, suggesting that 
consumers may perceive these programs as aligned with societal norms 
and collective values.

The study also reveals that the hedonic goal is a strong motivator 
across the spectrum of SBPs, reflecting the importance of immediate 
gratification and personal satisfaction in consumer decision-making. 
This consistent activation of hedonic motives across both sharing and 
exchange SBPs suggests that consumers derive significant personal 
enjoyment from participating in the SE, whether through the experi-
ence’s novelty, the service’s quality, or the sense of community it fosters.

However, the gain motive, traditionally associated with financial 
benefits and resource accumulation, showed a complex relationship 
with SBP participation. In sharing-based SBPs, the gain motive was 

negatively associated with willingness to participate, indicating that 
consumers primarily motivated by financial gain may view sharing 
programs as less attractive or rewarding than exchange-based alterna-
tives. This finding points to the need for SE businesses to carefully 
consider how they position their value propositions to appeal to gain and 
normative-oriented consumers.

The broader implications of this study suggest that the trans-
formative potential of the SE lies in its ability to balance individual and 
collective interests. By designing SBPs that activate both hedonic and 
normative goals, SE platforms can foster a sense of community, fairness, 
and sustainability, while still offering the personal benefits that drive 
consumer engagement. This dual focus can help SE businesses appeal to 
a wider audience, encouraging broader adoption and participation.

In conclusion, this study contributes to understanding consumer 
behaviour in the SE by integrating goal-framing theory with the sharing- 
exchange continuum. It provides a nuanced perspective on the motiva-
tional factors that drive participation in the SE, highlighting the 
importance of individual and collective goals in shaping consumer de-
cisions. As the SE continues to evolve, businesses and researchers alike 
will benefit from a deeper exploration of how different SBPs can activate 
and balance these goals to achieve commercial success and social 
impact.
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