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Abstract 

This paper aims to explore the factors that affect consumer behavior in Beijing bicycle sharing. According to the 
questionnaire survey, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use have positive impacts on consumer 
intentions. However, owing to the relatively high income of the sample population, the economic cost is also 
positively related to the intentions of consumers, and consumers’ intentions are negatively related to actual 
behavior. This study provides a new contribution to the literature and a business opportunity. This study also 
provides a reference for market segmentation and the target population of the sharing economy. 
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1. Introduction 

The “sharing economy” has very frequently been mentioned in recent years. The sharing economy influences 
different aspects of our economy today. In China, there are already several sharing economy platforms in all field 
of endeavor, such as traffic sharing (network car), bicycle sharing, house sharing, food and beverage sharing, 
logistics sharing, finance sharing, charge sharing and so on. “The sharing economy is a term for an emerging set 
of business models, platforms and exchanges” (Alen & Berg, 2014). 

The development of science and technology has various impacts on our daily life. At the same time, it brings 
much convenience to our daily lives. The emergence of bicycle sharing in China is a good example. Bike sharing 
is different from ride sharing (Towson, 2016). Big data-research (BDR) TM predicted that by the end of 2017, 
the total users in the whole country will reach 50 million, with an estimated growth of approximately 260%. 
Bicycle sharing will continue to provide strong support for short-distance travel in urban traffic and solve the 
problem of the “last 1 km distance”. As reported by the statistics from the Ministry of Transport of the People’s 
Republic of China, in the peak period, there were approximately 70 bicycle sharing corporations in China, with 
more than 16 million bikes being ridden, and there were over 130 million registered users. By December 2017, 
there were still more than 30 companies remained in the bicycle sharing market. 

The goal of this article is to investigate the factors that effect on consumer behavior in Beijing bike sharing. 
Firstly, we consider the age of the people who choose bicycle sharing. Secondly, we focus on how the perceived 
usefulness, perceived ease-of-use and perceived value affect the consumers’ intentions. Finally, weanalyze the 
attributes of the consumers’ intentions and how these affect the consumer’s behavior. The results of this paper 
contribute to theory by updating the literature on the sharing economy and expose business opportunities for 
others to flourish in the sharing economy. This paper also contributes to the literature of consumers’ behavior 
under the sharing economy. The research on the users’ intentions as the starting point not only provides a 
reference for enterprises aiming to cultivate customer loyalty, but can also offer some guidance for the 
enterprises’ strategic and operations management. 

To analyze the relationship between the consumers’ intentions and consumer’s behavior, we take the following 
approaches. First, a questionnaire was designed to survey the users’ backgrounds and attitudes about bicycle 
sharing, such as perceived usefulness, perceived ease-of-use and perceived value. The survey was distributed to 
people via the wjx.cn website. Because the focus of this study is the bicycle sharing users’ behaviors in Beijing, 
the questionnaire was available in Chinese and a total of 115 surveys were completed in Beijing. 
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2. Literature 

2.1 Sharing Economy 

When we mention the sharing economy, the words “collaborative consumption” will inevitably cross our mind. 
The term “collaborative consumption” was coined by Marcus and Joe (1978). They said: acts of collaborative 
consumption, namely, those events in which one or more persons consume economic goods or services in the 
process of engaging in joint activities with one or more others. Botsman and Rogers (2010) explained 
collaborative consumption in their book, noting: traditional sharing, haggling, loaning, dealing, leasing, gifting, 
and exchanging redefined through technology and peer centers. Collaborative Consumption (CC) consisted of: 
the peer-to-peer-based actions of obtaining, providing, or sharing goods and services, along with balanced supply 
and demand through online services. CC had been purported to relieve social problems, such as 
overconsumption, pollution, and shortages by reducing the expense of economic coordination within 
communities (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). 

However, some researchers thought the sharing economy provides new manners in which to supply products and 
services (Lăzăroiu, 2015a, b, c), as well as a chance to connect consumption, which depended on peer-to-peer 
junctions. The sharing economy consisted of buying and selling via peer-to-peer platform. Georgios, Davide and 
John revealed in their article that peer-to-peer markets, collectively known as the sharing economy, had emerged 
as alternative suppliers of goods and services traditionally provided by long-established industries (2017). 
Sharing economy companies had achieved great success all over the globe. 

Parente, Geleilate, and Rong (2017) focused on internet companies that supply rent services for underutilized 
goods. In their research, they infered a strategic structure of what the service suppliers and customers thought 
from others studies, the mass media and interviews with the persons of trinity (service enabler–service 
provider–customer) in the sharing economy (Kumar, Lahiri, & Dogan, 2017). McLaren and Agyeman (2015), 
Martin et al. (2015), and Chase (2015) gave a definition of the sharing economy as: improving efficiency and 
optimizing resources, thereby providing a platform for exchanges of merchandise and services between 
individuals and organized systems. Additionally, the researchers mentioned that the management models were 
democratic governance models, which brought together concepts of platform management, democratic 
organizational management and the playacting of values in social technical systems, offering an abstract 
structure for analyzing the rise of democratic standards of platform management (Martin, Upham, & Klapper, 
2017). Sustainability of sharing economy business models was another hot topic, and this article aimed to 
suggest a way to focus on and assess the sustainability of the sharing economy. To this end, we intended to 
discover major sustainability views by accepting circles of sustainability (Daunorienė, Drakšaitė, Snieška, & 
Valodkienė, 2015). Muñoz and Cohen (2017) put forward seven different dimensions of sharing business models: 
1) platforms for cooperation, 2) underused resources, 3) peer-to-peer interplay, 4) joint governance, 5) 
mission-driven, 6) alternative funds, and 7) technology dependence. Parente, Geleilate, and Rong (2017) 
characterizeed sharing economy firms as possessing three features: 1) the business addresses the need to unlock 
the worth of unused or underutilized assets, 2) consumers pay for provisional use instead of proprietary use via 
an internet-based platform, 3) the business relies on C2C interactions and network effects for growth. 

With the sharing economy’s development, scholars had created different disciplinary backgrounds related to the 
sharing economy, such as materialism and the sharing economy (Akbar, Mai, & Hoffmann, 2016), the moral 
economy based on postmodern sociology (Germann, 2013), and access-based consumption based on neoclassical 
microeconomics (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). The conception of business platforms had been explored widely 
under the views of economic and practical management (Armstrong, 2006; Cusumano & Gawer, 2002; 
Eisenmann et al., 2011; Evans, 2003; Gawer, 2009; Meyer & Lehnerd, 1997; Parker & Van, 2005). 

In general, the sharing economy has the following features: 1) it reduces transaction costs, which can integrate 
idle social resources and information. 2) it is low-carbon, such as offering Uber services when you drive home 
from work by sharing the spare seat with other people and reducing the number of drivers on the road, while also 
making some extra money. 3) it supports sustainable development. 

2.2 Bicycle Sharing 

Boyd and Jan (2014) mentioned in their article that the first-generation of bicycle sharing, White Bikes, was an 
unsuccessful program that began in 1965. The company placed 50 unlocked white bikes to be shared all over 
Amsterdam, but the project failed because the bikes were repeatedly stolen or destroyed. The second-generation 
of bike sharing was first offered in Denmark in 1991 (DeMaio, 2009). As a coin-deposit system, it used 
recognizable bikes and appointed parking stations with locks (Shaheen, Guzman, & Zhang, 2010). The 
third-generation bicycle sharing programs offered today are distinguished by four individual characteristics 
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(Shaheen et al., 2010): recognizable bicycles, docking stations for security, kiosks for user interface, and 
advanced technology, such as radiofrequency identification (RFID) cards, for bike tracking and checkout. 

In China, according to a report of Bigdata-Research (BDR), in the first quarter of 2017, the bicycle sharing 
market share was highly concentrated, with OFO and Mobike becoming a strong bicycle sharing due with 
relatively obvious advantages. OFO had 51.9% market share, ranking first in the industry, while Mobike ranked 
second with 40.7% market share. Beijing was at the top of bicycle sharing list, and the development index was 
up to 90%. (Note: The development index was calculated according to the basic level of the use of bicycle 
sharing, the development of environmental policy and the operation of the industry. Combined with the iMedia 
Research (IMR) statistical model, the higher the development index, the higher the maturity of bicycle sharing in 
the city.) 

Bicycle Sharing (BS) was a new form of sharing economy, which was provided by enterprises on campuses and 
in subway stations, residential areas, business districts and public service areas. Currently, the national policy 
was in favor of the sharing economy: 1) The “13th Five-Year plan” first proposed “development of the sharing 
economy”; in 2016 the government released a report to “encourage the development of the sharing economy” 
and “support the development of sharing economy”, marking the “sharing economy” and its representative 
business model as a national level of strategic planning. 2) Since March 1st, 2016, the green lifestyle had been 
advocated for in “Guidance on Promoting Green Consumption”, which encouraged low-carbon travel such as 
walking, bicycling and using public transportation. 3) The government had introduced relevant policies to 
control the bicycle sharing. 

From a public perspective, the emission of pollutants is becoming more serious with the increase of the urban 
use of motor vehicles. The desire for clean air is going much stronger, and green travel will become an inevitable 
trend. Traffic conjestion is also a major problem encountered in large and medium-sized cities of China. With the 
advancement of people’s living conditions, the number of personal cars is growing so rapidly, and consequently 
traffic problems at rush hours are increasing severe. Bicycle sharing can effectively reduce traffic jams in the 
cities. 

The related technology of bicycle sharing is relatively mature in China. In 2016, mobile phone users in China 
reached 700 million, up 12.1% from the previous year. With the fast growth of mobile Internet use, the maturity 
of GPS positioning technology, the convenience of mobile payment, the popularity of smart phones, and Internet 
access to the social credit system, a good foundation was laid for the penetration and development of bicycle 
sharing. The technical environment has been supportive in the following aspects: 1) GPS positioning technology 
provides support for users to find a dockless bicycle. 2) The popularity of smart phones provides users with a 
convenient terminal. 3) Mobile payment technology is mature and convenient, and the user experience is good. 4) 
Internet access to the social credit system reduces illegal vehicles and reduces the cost of enterprises. 

The number of users sharing bicycles has been increasing rapidly since November 2016. The OFO official 
website shows that they were in more than 250 cities in 20 countries and had 200 million users by December 
2017. The Mobike official website indicates that they are in more than 180 cities in 9 countries, have more than 7 
million Mobike bicycles, provide intelligent tourism services for over than 200 million users all over the world, 
and their daily orders are over 30 million. The users of bicycle sharing are mainly concentrated in the first tier 
and second tier cities of China. Bicycle sharing companies are constantly emerging; meanwhile, there are also 
bankrupt companies. The market competition is intense. Bicycle Sharing is an effective solution to the “last 
mile” problem for commuters between the transport hub and the final destination. 

In China, the research on bicycle sharing appears in the following areas: 1) bicycle sharing and the sharing 
economy (Qin & Wang, 2017; He, 2017; Li, 2017; Wang, 2017; Lu, 2017). 2) Government responsibility—the 
government had no relevant policies about effective supervision of the mass packing and occupation of the road 
(Xie, 2017). Wang (2017) noted that the government should cooperate to create conditions for the development 
of bicycle sharing and promptly formulate a forward-looking standard for the management of bicycle sharing. 3) 
Cost management and profit model (Leng, 2017; Li, 2016; Wang, 2017; Zhou, 2017). 

At present, other countries do not have such an extensive dockless bicycle sharing market as China. The bike 
sharing markets in other countries consist primarily of bikes that can be found and unloaded at self-serving 
docking stations. Fishman (2016) reviewed the literature of bike sharing, analyzes bike sharing history and 
recent growth, compares bike sharing user preference and sumed up the barriers to bike sharing: 1) convenience 
and safety concerns, 2) mandatory helmet legislation, and 3) sign-up process. Finally, he evaluateed the impacts 
of bike sharing. 

According to the literature both domestic and global, the research about consumer behavior in China’s bicycle 
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sharing market still leave a gap. 

2.3 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

In 1989, Davis (1989) proposed the TAM model (see Figure 1 below), which was used to explain and predict the 
use of computers in the workplace. TAM ((Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989) was dependent on the theory of 
reasoned action (TRA). Dishaw and Strong (1999) proved that attitude and behavior are extremely closely 
related, and the user’s attitude about trying new technology can be described by two variables: perceived ease of 
use and perceived usefulness. After that, Serenko, and Bontis (2004) found that many researchers frequently 
used TAM to explain how major factors affect individuals’ decisions to accept a new technology. However, it is 
necessary to modify the TAM model when it is used for research of the consumer rather than the company staff. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 

 

At present, TAM is not only applicable to technical acceptance but also to other factors. Lee and Lehto (2013) 
used the TAM model to investigate how users learn by YouTube. The willingness to accept YouTube was mainly 
influenced by perceived usefulness and user satisfaction. Chen, Liu, and Lin (2014) studied the desire to use the 
system of leaving or entering to school and increased the TAM model from the view of quality. Patwardhan, A. 
M. (2013) proposeed a cross-cultural and cross-national study to test the integrated model developed to explore 
consumer behavior, which might be influenced by national culture along with perceived risk. Research had also 
been conducted on the influencing factors of TAM-based tourism apps and use behavior (Li & Zhang, 2015). 
The TAM model was also used to study users’ perspectives and responses to social networking games. The study 
found that perceived mobility, perceived control, perceived enjoyment and perceived usefulness seriously affect 
users’ willingness to use (Park, Baek, Ohm, & Chang, 2014). 

3. Research Model and Hypothesis 

3.1 Research Model 

The aim of this analysis was to find the user acceptance factors of bicycle sharing adoption in China. As argued, 
the research model offered in this article is given on the basis of the TAM model, which keeps the main structure 
of bicycle sharing customers’ adoption behaviors cited in the literature (Zhang, 2017). Linked with the aspects of 
bicycle sharing, the model in this article brings forward three elements: perceived ease of use, perceived 
usefulness, and economic cost. Customers’ behavior intentions, as a major index, forecast and clarify the 
customers’ acceptance behaviors. The bicycle sharing user acceptance model is shown in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Conceptual framework 
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This study aims to explore consumers’ attitudes on the sharing economy and consumers’ intentions, as well as 
their actual behavior under the sharing economy. This research is based on the development of bicycle sharing as 
an object of empirical research. The analysis of customer opinions and behavior is largely dependent on the 
theory of combination with reasoned action, planned behavior and the technology acceptance model. 
Furthermore this study uses the technology acceptance model as the foundation and links it with the unique 
attributes of bicycle sharing. Meanwhile it focuses on the user’s perception and behavior related to bicycle 
sharing. The following are the details of the study (possible variables) and the proposed model (the connections 
between the variables). 

3.2 Research Variables and Hypotheses 

Most users choose to use bicycle sharing due to their own willingness, but certainly some peoplemake decision 
based on their causes. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) think that, before consumers take some action, they will show a 
tendency, which we can use to predict the actual behavior of consumers when they tend to carry out this specific 
behavior, called behavioral intention. In subsequent studies on consumer behavior, many analyses have shown 
that behavioral intention is a precondition of behavior. For instance, in the technology adoption model proposed 
by Davis (1989), he used behavioral intention to calculate the real behavior of using new technology or 
information systems by individuals. Davis et al. then successfully used the model to forecast the customers’ 
adoption of information technology. There are many researchers who, through empirical research, showed that 
consumer behavioral intention can accurately reflect the actual behavior of accepting various information 
systems (Wixom & Todd, 2005), using blogs (Hsu & Lin, 2008), e-shopping (Ha & Stoel, 2009) and mobile 
banking (Luo, 2013). Therefore, this paper also uses behavioral intention to predict the actual behavior of users 
who use bicycle sharing. As a result, we propose the below hypothesis: 

H1: Behavior intention has a positive influence on actual behavior. 

Many researchers, such as Hu, Chau, Sheng, and Tam (1999), Lim, Xue, Yen et al. (2011), believe that the basic 
TAM model is one of the most outstanding models. The basic TAM model, shows a strong prediction ability, is 
widely applied to explore the acceptance of innovative technology in changing environments.  TAMis 
established based on two assumptions. Firstly, “perceived usefulness” positively affects people’s acceptance of a 
new technology. Secondly, “perceived ease of use” also has a positive impact on people’s acceptance of this new 
technology. According the basic TAM assumptions, this study will propose another two hypotheses: 

H2: Perceived usefulness has a positive influence on behavior intention. 

H3: Perceived ease of use has a positive influence on behavior intention. 

Any means of transportation will incur a certain fee. Ordinarily, the lower the cost, the better. Therefore, the 
users’ perception of the cost will affect their intention to ride. Campbell et al. (2016) found that time and budget 
are among the most important factors that affect the public’s choice of sharing bicycles when studying Beijing 
citizens’ choice of sharing bicycles. Spending is essentially concerned with the cost of use. This article studies 
the user’s perceived use cost (Casimir, Lee, & Loon, 2012), and thus puts forward the following hypothesis: 

H4: Perceived economic cost has a negative influence on behavior intention. 

4. Methods and Findings 

4.1 Research Model 

Data were collected through convenience sampling. The sample of Beijing bicycle sharing was acquired on the 
WenJuanXing (WJX) website through sharing by the researchers’ friends and colleagues. The questionnaires 
were collected from January 18, 2018 to January 31, 2018, and 11 of them are valid. The inquiries in this paper 
are outlined in two sections: the first consists of the figures of demographic description, including gender, age, 
and  the favorite bicycle sharing brand; and the second section includes measures of all indices in the empirical 
model. To ensure the reliability and validity of the indices, this paper fully cites the formulations used in the 
relevant literature to develop the measurement variables on the basis of the characteristics of bicycle sharing, and 
the particular measurement of each variable and their sources are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Variable measures 

Latent variable The observed variables Source 

Perceived 
Usefulness 

using a bicycle sharing can save your trip time 
using a bicycle sharing, you don’t have to worry about losing your bike 
using a bicycle sharing, you don’t worry about maintaining of the bike. 
using a bicycle sharing, you don’t have to find a place for a fixed parking. 

Davis, (1989) & self 

Perceived 
ease of use 

you can find a bicycle sharing at any time 
you can find a bicycle sharing at any place 
you think it is convenient for APP of bicycle sharing 
you think it is easy to operate the bicycle sharing 
you think it is convenient for making payment 

Zhang, (2017) & self 

Economic cost you think the deposit of a bicycle sharing is very high 
you think the riding cost of a bicycle sharing is very high 
you think the cost of bicycle sharing is higher than the cost of owning a bike 

Jiang, Peng, & Liu, (2015) 
& self 

Behavior intention if there is a bicycle sharing near your home (office), you would like to use it 
you would recommend your favorite bicycle sharing brand to your classmates, 
friends, and family members 
would you like to use a bicycle sharing as usual 

Zhang, (2017) & self 

Actual Behavior do you have ever use the bicycle sharing self 

 

The elements were surveyed on a 7-point Likert scale. Actual behavior was measured by only two response 
options. To easily understand the questionnaire, we rehearsed a small-scale questionnaire before launching the 
large-scale questionnaire. Pre-test purposes were put forward to some professors in questionnaire form, 
requesting them to give advice about what they understood of the questionnaire items and their opinion of the 
grammar of expression. Finally, in accordance with the outcome and feedback from these interviews, the items 
from the earliest were adjusted to create the final questionnaire. The questionnaire was available in Chinese. 

4.2 Reliability and Validity Test 

To test the reliability and validity, this study used SPSS19 and Exps (a widget is used to count the validity). The 
results are shown below. 

The Cronbach’s alpha of perceived usefulness was 0.812 and the composite reliability CR was 0.8824, indicating 
that the reliability was good. The AVE value is 0.6555, which is greater than 0.5, indicating good aggregation 
validity. (see the Table 2) 

The Cronbach’s alpha of perceived ease of use was 0.797 and the composite reliability was 0.8677, indicating 
that the reliability was good. The AVE value is 0.5703, which is greater than 0.5, indicating good aggregation 
validity. (see the Table 2) 

The Cronbach’s alpha of economic cost was 0.586 and the composite reliability was 0.7813, indicating that the 
reliability was good. The AVE value is 0.5497, which is greater than 0.5, indicating good aggregation validity. 
(see the Table 2) 

The Cronbach’s alpha of behavioral intention was 0.808 and the composite reliability was 0.8882, indicating that 
the reliability was good. The AVE value is 0.7264, which is greater than 0.5, indicating good aggregation validity. 
(see the Table 2) 

 

Table 2. Reliability and validity 

 Items (No) Cronbach’s alpha AVE value Composite reliability 

Perceived usefulness 4 .812 .6555 .8824 
Perceived ease of use 5 .797 .5703 .8677 
Economic cost 3 .586 .5497 .7813 
Behavior intention 3 .808 .7264 .8882 

 

4.2 Findings 

This survey mainly studies the use and evaluation of bicycle sharing in Beijing. A total of 116 people 
participated in this survey, with women twice as many as men; nearly half of the respondents were between the 
ages of 35-45, almost 38.8% of the respondents were between the ages of 25-34, and only 12.9% of respondents 
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were between the ages of 18-24; levels of disposable income were between 20,000 to 50,000 for 11.2% percent 
of respondents, between 10,000 to 20,000 for 28.4% of respondents, below 10,000 for 58.7% of respondents, and 
more than 50,000 for 1.7% of respondents. There are 89.7% of respondents using bicycle sharing, most of them 
use Mobike (67.2%) and OFO (60.3%), and most of them pay by WeChat (65.5%) and Alipay (50.9%). Nearly 
87% of respondents said that bicycle sharing can save travel time, and nearly 90% of respondents said they enjoy 
not worrying about their bicycles lost or bicycle maintenance problems. About 83.6% of the respondents said 
that bicycle sharing can reduce the hassle of finding a parking place. Less than half of the respondents said they 
could find bike sharing anytime and anywhere, approximately 80% of respondents said the bike sharing app was 
easy to use, and nearly 90% of respondents said that bicycle sharing operation and payment is very convenient. 
Also, nearly 77.6% of the respondents said the bicycle sharing deposit is too high, less than 30% of the 
respondents said the cost of riding is high. More than 90% of respondents said that if bicycle sharing was 
available nearby, they would be glad to use it more often; almost 87.1% of the respondents are willing to 
recommend their favorite bicycle sharing service to friends and family members. 

 

Table 3. Profiles of respondents 

Demographics Level Frequency Percent (%) Valid Percent (%) 

Gender Male 38 32.8 32.8 
 Female 78 67.2 67.2 
Age 18-24 15 12.9 12.9 
 25-34 45 38.8 38.8 
 35-45 56 48.3 48.3 
Disposable income (RMB) <10,000 68 58.7 58.7 
 10,000-20,000 33 28.4 28.4 
 20,000-50,000 13 11.2 11.2 
 >50,000 2 1.7 1.7 

 

The mean, standard deviation and correlations of perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, economic cost and 
behavioral intention analysis are shown in Table 4. It is known from Table 4 that perceived usefulness is 
positively related to perceived ease of use (r=0.471, p<0.001); perceived usefulness is positively related to 
behavior intention (r=0.571, p<0.001); perceived ease of use is positively related to behavior intention (r=0.477, 
p<0.001); economic cost is negatively related to behavior intention, but it’s not significant (r=-0.011). 

 

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlations in perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, economic cost and 
behavior intention 

  Mean Std deviation Perceived 
usefulness 

Perceived ease 
of use 

Economic 
cost 

Behavior 
intention 

Perceived 
usefulness 

Pearson correlation 5.8168 1.20161 1    

Perceived ease 
of use 

Pearson correlation 4.9190d 1.09798 ※※.471  1   

Economic cost Pearson correlation 4.0431 1.23204 -.077 .000 1  

Behavior 
intention 

Pearson correlation 5.8190 .97147 ※※.571  ※※.477  -.011 1 

Note. ※※ correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 5. Coefficientsa 

 
Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients  
t 

 
Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 3.134 .369  8.489 .000 

Mean of perceived usefulness .462 .062 .571 7.426 .000 

2 (Constant) 2.562 .398  6.442 .000 

Mean of perceived usefulness .360 .068 .445 5.303 .000 

Mean of perceived ease of use .237 .074 .268 3.193 .002 

Note. 
a
. Dependent Variable: mean of behavior intention. 
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Table 6. Model summary 

 Change Statistics

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate R Square Change F Change df1 df2 Sig. F Change 

1 .571
 a

 .326 .320 .80102 .326 55.151 1 114 .000
2 .618

 b
 .382 .371 .77055 .056 10.192 1 113 .002

Note. 
a
. Predictors: (Constant), Mean of perceived usefulness. 

b
. Predictors: (Constant), Mean of perceived usefulness, Mean of perceived ease of use. 

 

Table 7. ANOVAc
 

Model  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 35.386 1 35.386 55.151 .000
a
 

Residual 73.145 114 .642   

Total 108.532 115    

2 Regression 41.438 2 20.719 34.895 .000b 

Residual 67.094 113 .594   

Total 108.532 115    

Note. 
a
. Predictors: (Constant), Mean of perceived usefulness. 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Mean of perceived usefulness, Mean of perceived ease of use. 
c
. Dependent variable: (Constant), Mean of behavior intention. 

 

As seen from Table 5 above, this study used stepwise regression analysis to explore the findings that perceived 
usefulness and perceived ease of use are significantly related with behavioral intention. (sig<0.05) Beta 
represents the coefficients of the variables in the regression equation. 

Table 6 explains the goodness of fit with the model and observed values. The R square is close to 1, which 
explains that the model is good. The adjusted R square is more accurate than the R square. In this paper, the 
perceived usefulness is good (adjusted R square is 0.320), the total adjusted R square of perceived usefulness and 
the perceived ease of use is 0.371, which means the two independent variables can explain 37.1% of the change 
in the dependent variable. 

Table 7 shows the results of the ANOVA, which indicates the results of variance analysis. From the results, it can 
be seen that the sig value corresponding to the F value is less than 0.05, so the regression equation is useful. That 
is to say, the relationship between the explained variables and the explaining variables in the model is significant. 

 

Table 8. Independent sample t-test 

Do you have used 
the bicycle sharing? 

Group Statistics T-test 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean Behavior intention F T Sig 

Yes 104 17.7885 2.51084 .24621 Equal variances assumed 4.249 3.814 .000
No 12 14.5833 4.44069 1.28192 Equal variances not assumed  2.455 .031

 

Table 8 explains the relationship between the behavioral intention and actual behavior. In this test, there are 104 
people who have used bicycle sharing, and only 12 people who haven’t used bicycle sharing. The results of the 
T-test, p<0.001, indicate that behavioral intention has a positive influence on actual behavior. 

Finally, we find that the hypotheses are supported, except that perceived economic cost has a negative influence 
on behavioral intention. There is low significance. 

5. Conclusion, Future Research and Limitations 

5.1 Conclusion 

This study uses the empirical research method to examine the data, and the results are shown in below. 

Table 9. The result of hypothesis 

Hypothesis Result 

H1: Behavior intention has a positive influence on actual behavior. Support  
H2: Perceived usefulness has a positive influence on behavior intention. Support 
H3: Perceived ease of use has a positive influence on behavior intention. Support 
H4: Perceived economic cost has a negative influence on behavior intention. Rejected 
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It can be seen from the above table that one hypothesis is rejected. The research results are discussed below. 

The age of the respondents is roughly 35-45 years old. The proportion of the 25-45 age group is almost 87%. 
That is to say, the target respondents of this survey are those who have working experience and have some 
economic foundation. They usually commute in a private car or taxi, and whose probability of selecting public 
transportation is relatively low; however, some are willing to use bicycles and have an interest in the new sharing 
economy. In the results, the behavioral intention does not have a positive effect on the actual behavior, which 
agrees with the results of Big Data Research, according to which up to 70% of bicycle sharing users are 
approximately 25 years old.  

The percentage of respondents with disposable income between 10000 and 50000 was as high as 70%. For these 
people, the deposit required by OFO (199) or Mobike (299) is relatively cheap. Their intention to use bicycle 
sharing does not increase as economic cost decreased. From the perspective of behavioral economics, the 
reference point for individual decisions is not as obvious as that for those with lower income (such as college 
students). 

Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use have a positive effect on behavioral intention, and these results 
are consistent with the TAM theory. For a new technology or business model, no matter what age or income is, 
ease of use and practicality will positively affect customers.   

5.2 Managerial Implications 

The differences in age and income offer important managerial implications. With the increase of age and income, 
people’s consumption behavior will tend toward something of high quality or something matching their social 
status, whereas young people prefer new, low-cost things. Given the low cost of bicycle sharing or other goods 
and services in the sharing economy, the target market should focus on young people or the lower income group. 
Managers or marketers should pay attention to the current subdivision and positioning strategies. There are 
different economic distributions throughout China, and in various regions there are significant differences in per 
capita GDP and disposable income (China Statistical Yearbook, 2017). Because income can urge on people’s 
consumption, there is a need to segment the market according to the regional-level elements. 

The findings also highlight that usefulness and ease of use have a positive effect on behavioral intention. The 
convenience of the bicycle sharing app is a significant factor. In the investigation, nearly 67.2% of respondents 
choose Mobike over OFO because in the beginning, Mobike’s unlocking and positioning system was better than 
OFO’s. In the process of actual use, the destruction rate of OFO bikes is higher than that of Mobike. Thus, OFO 
launched new bicycles into the market and updated their unlocking and positioning systems. As enterprises enter 
the new market, they should lay special stress on the usefulness and ease of use of their products. 

5.3 Limitation and Future Research 

This study examines the factors affecting behavioral intention of consumers to use bicycle sharing based on 
perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and economic cost. Behavioral intention affects actual behavior. The 
respondents of the survey are mainly 30-40 years old. However, the consequences should be explained carefully. 
If we can expand the group size and discuss different groups individually, the results of the model should be 
more meaningful. Firstly, the sample size consisting of Beijing bicycle sharing users is limited and may not 
completely symbolize their matching populations. Secondly, the general principle of the consequences is 
narrowly applicable to Beijing users. Thirdly, some possible moderators, such as environmental protection, 
attitude, subjective norms and psychological enjoyment were excluded in this paper. The possible moderating 
effects should be studied in the future. Considering that bicycle sharing and the sharing economy are hot topics, 
other sharing economic models are also worth further exploring.  

In addition, the literature on bicycle sharing and the sharing economy is limited, and the sharing economy 
develops over in a short time. How to make an enterprise profitable or ensure that the enterprise continues to 
operate is also worth studying in-depth interview? For example, Uber, a representative of the sharing economy, is 
still in a state of loss. 
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