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Abstract

:

The sharing economy enables the sustainable development of tourism and at the same time contributes to social well-being and economic growth. It also helps to reduce negative impact on the environment and society, and at the same time reduces costs. The purpose of this study is to find out how the sharing economy can contribute to the development of sustainable tourism. This article is intended to identify the opportunities and benefits of the sharing economy in the tourism sector and to describe the impact of the sharing economy on the travel and tourism sector. To achieve this goal, a systematic scientific analysis of literature and quantitative research methods was applied. Seeking development of sustainable tourism, the authors present a theoretical conceptual model that illustrates the contribution of the sharing economy through benefits and factors influencing sharing economy perspectives in tourism. Empirical research was conducted based on factors influencing sharing economy perspectives in tourism transportation services as one of the sharing economy areas. Analysis of the empirical research results showed that the most important factors influencing the respondents’ choices of the ORSC transport sharing platform were price, general approach and comfort.
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1. Introduction


The sharing economy and shared consumption are phenomena that have emerged in the age of the Internet. In sharing consumption practices, there are two commonalities: (1) the use of proprietary models without temporary access to consumer goods and services, and (2) trust in the Internet, especially Web 2.0, to achieve this [1,2,3]. According to Navickas et al. [4], the sharing economy as a precondition for the sustainable development of tourism significantly contributes to economic growth and social well-being and solves ecological problems.



In recent years, a new business model called the sharing economy has emerged in the tourism and transportation sectors [5]. Business through the sharing economy has flourished. Transportation platforms such as Uber and Bla Bla Car are developing scalable platforms that allow individuals to distribute and share transportation (such as cars or bicycles). Shared traveling by car is an eco-friendly way to travel. It should be noted that car-sharing, especially in the tourism sector, reduces emissions and helps to avoid congestion and, at the same time, to achieve the principle of sustainability. Bla Bla Car has started using this business model to introduce people through digital access, i.e., those who can provide shuttle services (e.g., people going by car to a certain place) to share with those who need to go to the same place (e.g., tourist) [6].



The importance of the sharing economy has encouraged researchers to examine this phenomenon in more detail. Pérez-Pérez et al. [7] present the sharing economy in the tourism sector as a potential contribution to the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). According to Pouri, et al. [8] the sharing economy is closely linked to the development of sustainability in tourism, as the sharing economy saves energy, reduces energy consumption and waste, and reduces pollution. Shereni [9] argues that the sharing economy in tourism applies innovative ideas and technologies to facilitate access to tourism resources and generates revenue from overcapacity, while promoting sustainability. Cesarani and Nechita [10] note that the sharing economy in the tourism sector has advantages and disadvantages for global sustainability development. An analysis of the scientific sources showed that issues related to the impact of the sharing economy for the sustainable development of tourism are rarely discussed. Research results are usually focused on the impact of the sharing economy on sustainable development [11,12,13,14,15] or on the impact of the sharing economy in improving the quality of life and social integration [16,17], and are directly related to innovations, smart technologies and their development [18]. Despite the variety of research in this field, it is still lacking comprehensive studies of the sharing economy toward the development of sustainable tourism. This fact highlights the importance and significance of this study. The aim of this study is to find out how the sharing economy may contribute the development of sustainable tourism.



Overall, it can be stated that the sharing economy is an extremely important phenomenon for sustainable tourism development. We discuss tourism as changing, influenced by social, economic, and environmental factors sector, so it is very important to exploit the power and opportunities of the sharing economy, (in our case transport services sharing) which are closely related to the protection of the environment and natural resources, including reduction of energy consumption and emissions, creation of new social relations and improvement of quality of life, among others.



The study provides an opportunity to reveal the phenomenon of the sharing economy for development of sustainable tourism, to identify benefits of sharing economy for sustainable tourism, and to distinguish factors influencing sharing economy perspectives in tourism.



The structure of the manuscript is as follow. In the Section 2, a systematic analysis of scientific literature is presented. In Section 1 the authors discuss the concept of the sharing economy, opportunities and benefits of the sharing economy in the tourism sector for sustainable development, and tourism transportation services provided on the principle of the sharing economy. Based on a systematic scientific literature review, the authors present a theoretical conceptual model. Research methods are described in Section 3, and a data analysis of the empirical research is presented in Section 4. The final section of this paper consists of discussion and general conclusions based on the scientific literature and empirical research analysis.




2. Literature Review


The theoretical framework of the research is focused on existing links between the sharing economy and sustainable development in the tourism sector through the transportation sharing.



2.1. The Concept of Sharing Economy


Sharing is not a new concept [19]. The sharing economy, also known as the peer to peer (P2P) or the collaborative economy [20], is a modern phenomenon [20,21]. Its emergence was driven by the development of the Internet [19], economic and societal factors [21,22], technological advances (i.e., smartphones), and the global economic downturn, leading to the need for economic benefits (i.e., lower costs and lower prices), the need for social connections and greater concern for the environment [23,24]. The importance of these factors has encouraged researchers to explore the economics of sharing in more detail through a variety of applications, particularly including different services. Schor and Fitzmaurice [25] agree that sharing is not a new phenomenon in our society. The impression of novelty is created by new ways and forms of sharing, so it may seem new. According to Botsman and Rogers [26], traditional sharing, exchanges, lending, trading, renting, donating, and exchanging are all examples of the consumption of collaboration. Daunorienė et al. [12] state that because money means ownership of a product in the classical market, the structure of the sharing economy shows the benefits of capturing value through short-term access rights to a product or service. This means innovation, which is be able to redistribute money throughout the value chain, especially at a distance towards intermediaries and consumers [25]. To Rutkowska-Gurak et al. [27], the sharing economy is a rather broad term that encompasses many and varied areas of human activity. The sharing economy involves the activities of social groups, different businesses areas and individuals with the aim of facilitating, or even organizing, the sharing of resources. It should be noticed that the scientific literature distinguishes two main dimensions of the sharing economy: (1) user-centered and (2) community-oriented sharing [28]. Collaborative consumption is understood as the sharing of goods and services to improve the quality of life of individuals, meet the needs of a group, and create a new quality of social relationships in the community. Better use of resources, and therefore environmental friendliness, is also an important and often emphasized goal. Skalska [29] states that the concepts of the sharing economy are identified as reciprocal access to a product, as opposed to the need to have each. This can be explained by non-profit or profit-oriented exchanges (for example, the tourism markets such as BlaBlaCar and Airbnb). Regarding the sharing economy, three models of the sharing economy are most commonly analyzed: product and service systems, redistributive markets, and collaborative lifestyles [30]. Frenken et al. [31] point out that these are based on one of three concepts: the provision of goods or services, the provision of access to resources, and the user-to-consumer (Peer-to-Peer, P2P) platform. According to Skalska [29], the current sharing economy faces many unresolved issues such as local conflicts arising from unacceptable new competitive conditions in the market, as well as legislative issues.



Vila et al. [32] highlight the development of information technology as the main pillar of the popularization of the concepts of the sharing economy, which promotes the availability of so-called meta-search engines used by existing companies. Botsman and Rogers [26] argue that in addition to economic consequences, the sharing economy has positive effects on the environment and social activities. Sharing leads to sustainable use, reducing environmental impact, efficient use of assets and available resources, and at the same time facilitating and creating new social relations. Szymanska [16] confirmed that the sharing economy, as a form of social innovation, improves the quality of life. Online groups integrate local communities and play a significant role in influencing the quality of life of urban residents [33]. Krueger [34] notes that sharing can create innovation, jobs and mobilization of the community. Sharing encourages people to build social cohesion in neighborhoods [35].



Malhotra and Van Alstyne [36] are controversial about the concept of sharing and point to shortcomings in the legal framework. Schor [37] emphasized the threat to consumer protection and working conditions in this field and noted the overestimated environmental benefits of this phenomenon and the threat to workers' rights. She argues that there is unfair competition between different platforms, which encourages the emergence of monopolies [37].



Definitions of the sharing economy from different researchers are presented in a similar way. Table 1 shows the concepts of the sharing economy and the number of citations of various scholars.



The data in Table 1 reveals that the most popular and most frequently cited and, in this manuscript analyzed concept, is from Hamari et al. [39] which was cited (as found in databases DOAJ Directory of Open Access Journals) 3365 times.



In summary, the sharing economy is constantly evolving, and the main principles of the phenomenon are more efficient use of available resources and the transition from ownership to mutual sharing platforms. The sharing economy allows individuals to rent or borrow property belonging to another. Thus, the sharing economy brings together property owners and those who seek this particular asset.




2.2. Sharing Economy in the Tourism Sector and Sustainability


The sharing economy in the tourism sector is very diverse and constantly evolving, encompassing a wide variety of different areas that people are willing and able to share. This part of the study defines the role of the sharing economy in the various travel and tourism sectors considering the ideas of sustainability. Transport and accommodation services in the framework of the sharing economy are analyzed and the business example of this phenomenon is deepened. The tourism sharing economy is closely linked to ecological sustainability, as the processing and sharing of raw materials increases the lifespan of goods and saves natural resources. Sharing reduces energy consumption and the amount of waste accumulated [8]. Saving energy and other resources, and reducing waste, are examples of indirect environmental impacts. On the other hand, direct impact includes the reduction of carbon dioxide emissions, for example, when driving on Uber sharing transport [46].



Hamari et al. [39] argue that sustainability, enjoyment, reputation, and economic benefits are, in order of importance, key factors in the formation of attitudes and behavioral intentions related to shared consumption. Pérez-Pérez et al. [7] present the sharing economy in the tourism sector as a potential contribution to achieving UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Researchers emphasize that sustainability is revealed through sharing and changes in consumption patterns. Shereni [9] notes that the tourism-sharing economy uses innovative ideas and technologies to facilitate access to tourism resources to generate revenue from overcapacity. This concept is based on the idea of shared consumption, which emphasizes the importance of access rather than ownership. The research points out that the impact of this phenomenon on sustainability is extremely significant for the global tourism industry. According to Cesarani and Nechita [10], the sharing economy in the tourism sector has advantages and disadvantages for global competitiveness, such as seasonality, sustainability, accessibility.



It should be noted that the sharing economy, especially in the tourism sector, can make a significant contribution to sustainable growth. The sharing economy can contribute to all sustainable development goals by reducing environmental pressures, promoting low carbon, reducing gender, education, and income inequalities, promoting sustainable consumption and production practices, and using sustainable energy and transforming infrastructure and cities. According to Boar et al. [11], the sharing economy does not currently distinguish between clear environmental goals for sustainable development, such as a clean water, clean energy, climate action, underwater living, or living on land. Govindan et al. [46] argue that industrial sectors, as well as the tourism sector, are more prone to negative sustainability, and therefore strategies to promote and implement a sharing economy from an industrial perspective need to be considered.



Hamari et al. [39] state that participation in a sharing economy is driven by several factors, such as its sustainability, enjoyment of activity and economic success. The authors note that sustainability is not directly related to participation in the sharing economy unless it can also be linked to a positive attitude towards the process. This shows that sustainability can only be an important factor for those people who value organic consumption. Researchers emphasize that there may be a gap in attitudes and behavior in the sharing economy; people perceive the activity positively and say good things about it, but this good attitude does not necessarily translate into the right action.



It should be noted that the main components of the tourism sharing economy sector are transport and accommodation [47]. According to Gabrielli et al. [48], tourism, and especially the transport sector, consumes about a third of all energy consumption in European countries and the United States. However, Single-Occupancy Vehicles (SOV) are also common in these countries [19]. There are still many barriers to reducing pollution (atmospheric and noise) and congestion, and reducing barriers to personal, social, and environmental costs in the transition to more sustainable models. The largest revenue-sharing transport sector in Europe in terms of revenue is “Person-to-person”. It is expected that by 2025 this sector will continue to grow and will maintain a top position when comparing transport, accommodation, and domestic services platforms [49]. It is said that such popularity was due to public pressure to protect the environment, which led to a rather positive attitude towards car and bicycle sharing. For example, an electric car is a large investment for a person, but when a car is purchased with the intention of renting it out for community use, the price does not seem so high [50]. Several typologies of car-sharing economics, such as business-to-customer, person-to-person, and non-profit, are found in the scientific literature [50,51]. Business and customer sharing assumes that an organization has a fleet of cars and distributes them to its members. B2C car dealers include companies such as BMW, Peugeot, as well as rental car brands: Hertz and “WeCar” [51]. The person-to-person model connects private individuals who rent cars with drivers through online or mobile apps. “Relay Rides”, “Flight Car”, and “DriveNow” are examples of person-to-person car-sharing providers. One more an alternative to the car-sharing economy is the non-profit cooperative that emerged in Europe in the 1960s [52]. This initiative seeks to change driving habits rather than gain financial gain. “PhillyCarShare” and “Autolib” are examples of such cooperatives [51].



Another example of a sharing economy in the tourism sector is personal car-sharing. It operates on a person-to-person model, thus connecting passengers with vehicle owners, considering the purpose and schedule of the trip [51]. Bicycle sharing programs are another way of mobility. Modern use of bicycles depends on the availability of bicycles and safe connection stops. Advanced radio frequency technology allows you secure tracking, and bike check-in and check-out, which greatly reduces bike theft. There are various bicycle sharing tools, such as public ownership, sponsorship, and non-profit bicycles. Some cities, such as Washington, have invested in bike-sharing programs themselves, and assume full responsibility for local bicycle sharing activities. Other bike-sharing programs are run by sponsors, where bikes and moorings are used for promotional purposes. Support-based bicycle use is being implemented, for example, in the use of bicycles in the city of Helsinki. Nonprofit cycling programs are largely dependent on government subsidies and membership fees, one example being the “B-Cycle” program [52].



Table 2 presents the concepts of the sharing economy in the tourism sector seeking sustainability, and the number of citations of various scholars.



In conclusion, the sharing economy is a cooperative consumption phenomenon, which is developing rapidly in the field of tourism and was especially intensified during the pandemic period and the decrease in the number of tourism services. It should be noted that business models based on the tourism sharing economy are in the development stage, and there is no comprehensive and in-depth research to properly assess their impact on the development of the tourism industry contributing to the idea of sustainability.




2.3. Tourism Transportation Services Provided on the Principle of the Sharing Economy


Tourism services can benefit the destination government, residents, and businesses, and can reduce the costs of information exchange and transportation of people [58,59,60,61]. Tourism can also be considered the basis of a popular form of culture [39,54,62]. It should be noted that the sharing tourism model mainly involves platforms related to accommodation [47], transport [4,63] and food [64,65,66].



Due to the diversity of its services, tourism is an important market for the expansion of consumer business. It should be noted that travelers are increasingly inclined to experiment, to travel more cheaply and perhaps more interestingly, and to try out new and unique tourism experiences that the shared economy can offer. The emergence of the desire for this experience can be explained by the emergence of new niche markets, facilitated by technology platforms. Marčeková et al. [62] analyzed the issues of transport services under the sharing economy and state that the transport sharing in the tourism sector is quite a new concept and legislation is at the beginning stage. The authors argue that transport sharing services are provided on the principle of the sharing economy and at the same time on the principle of sustainability. Researchers also note that the use of such services is strongly influenced by the motivation of potential providers of such services. Mouratidis et al. [67] examine how the sharing economy, and new transportation technologies–components such as “App City”, can affect travel behavior and the built environment. Researchers note that teleworking and teleconferencing have reduced the total number of trips, but the economy of tourism sharing can increase the number of long trips; for example, bicycle sharing is more conducive to more active travel and less car use, car-sharing can reduce the use and ownership of private cars, ride hailing can increase the number of vehicles driven, and the implications of e-scooter sharing, ride sharing, and mobility as a service depend on the context. Dogru et al. [68] defines general mobility as bicycle sharing, car-sharing, and scooter sharing, and identifies it as one of the most used forms of the sharing economy. Transport sharing as a travel and tourism service can result in new models dismantling, transforming, or even changing entire industrial sectors [69]. Co-mobility is the sharing of a mode of transport that “enables consumers to access modes of transport for a short time when needed” [70] p. 77. General mobility today is supported by information and communication technologies (ICT) and apps [71]. These include a variety of car-sharing, bicycle-sharing, bicycle-sharing (cars and vanpools), customized travel (on-demand riding services) and e-mail sharing. Rauch and Schleicher [72] noted the importance of technological progress in sharing transport and entry of new platforms to the market. They argue that these factors are accelerating sharing and economic growth.



One of the most common vehicle-sharing activities is car-sharing. Such a mobility option allows rental of public cars, thus changing the use and ownership of private cars. The car owner can be a business or a private individual [73]. The goal of car-sharing is to make it easy to find vehicles parked in residential areas, while at the same time implementing the principle of sustainability. Nowadays, the use of cars is facilitated by mobile applications. Ferrero et al. [74] note that due to simple access to smartphones and the mobile internet, car-sharing is increasing and expanding, making car-sharing a major mode of transport.



Regarding the tourism sharing economy and transportation platforms, it is appropriate to provide a brief description of the most popular and commonly used transport platforms. This information is presented in Table 3.



The presented data shows that the most common car transport platforms are Uber and Bla Car.



When analyzing the services of tourism transportation platforms, customers pay attention to the characteristics [78] of vehicles, according to which they can assess the quality of services. One such characteristic provided in the platform is the information about the car. When drivers determine their profile, they are asked to provide information about the car, such as model, color, and vehicle type. Based on this information, for example, BlaBlaCar classifies cars into four categories: “Basic”, “Normal”, “Comfortable” and “Luxury” [81]. Another important aspect for a customer when ordering a service is the price. The price, as indicated in the vehicle sharing platforms, may vary depending on distance and other circumstances. The price is set by the driver, deviating from ± 50 percent of the set rate [82,83]. The sharing economy has greatly changed tourist habits and travel perceptions. On the one hand, people tend to have a stronger sense of community and the ability to communicate and exchange ideas with locals. Travelers seek to balance their experiences and establish and maintain social relations with other travelers and local hosts [20]. Other important details when travelers are ordering a transportation service are trust and security. As was mentioned earlier, the sharing economy, especially in the tourism sector, faces challenges related to security and trust in a particularly online platform [82,84,85]. It should be noted that passenger distrust can be a barrier for many to engage in a sharing economy. The variables of the trust relationship are, mutual trust between buyer and seller, consumer and technology, and consumer and company [20]. Sthapit et al. [86], in analyzing the topic of building trust on sharing platforms, notes that focus should be faced on trust between hosts and travelers. The authors also remark that individuals who book a shuttle service are characterized by personal vulnerability [86]. Paulauskaite et al. [87] emphasize that travelers demand authentic, experience-oriented opportunities for more meaningful communication with locals. The sharing economy has emerged, in part, in response to these consumer trends, which have a significant potential impact on tourism. According to Cesarani and Nechita [10], the sharing economy tourism model is based on the development of shared services that stimulate tourist flow. Sharing economy in the tourism sector, researchers describe four criteria, such as trust, unity, technology, and transformation. Transformation scholars interpret traditional producer-consumer roles including social relationships [10].



Based on a systematic scientific literature review, the authors of this paper present a theoretical conceptual model that illustrates the contribution of the sharing economy related to development of tourism sustainability (see Figure 1).



After discussing the theoretical background, the Section 3 of this study describes methods of research.





3. Methods


To analyze the factors influencing the sharing economy for sustainable tourism it is necessary to discuss research methods and organization of the research. In this research, transportation service, as one of sharing economy areas in tourism, is recognized as a precondition for sustainable tourism development. ORSC was selected as one of the most popular online ride-sharing company, with more than 15 years of experience in the market. The principle of this platform is based on a driver who is going to the place he needs to be while transporting passengers for a fee. ORSC was selected for the study as an example of a sharing economy. This platform was chosen to find out customer experience and factors influencing this choice without the aim of evaluating the efficiency of the company's activities.



A quantitative research method was applied as the most appropriate and most responsive to the research [82,83,84]. The choice of this method was determined by circumstances such as the ability to collect as much data as possible in a relatively short time with a low financial cost. Based on a systematic analysis of the scientific literature, a survey was developed by authors. A questionnaire was designed as a combination of two building blocks. The first block consisted of questions related with sociodemographic characteristics of respondents such as gender, marital status, and age. The second block of the questionnaire consisted of 40 statements and included nine factors affecting traveler’s choice of ORSC.



	
General attitudes towards ORSC. To measure the general approach, three statements (platform is suitable for use, it is good to use, it is pleasure to use) were formulated by Saxena et al. [82].



	
Price. The scale adapted by Müller [81], Saxena et al. [82] and Farajallah et al. [83] consists of four statements (transportation through the ORSC platform is economical, transportation services for an affordable price, services are value for money, better service delivery than other platforms), which show the factors affecting evaluation of the price.



	
Trust. Five statements scale (anonymity, the information is authentic and reliable, protection the interests of the customer, the capacity to fulfill all its obligations, trust into business model) were taken from the research of Mittendorf [84], Gruber [85], Sthapit et al. [86] and Fondevila-Gascón et al. [88].



	
Expected risk factors consist of six statements (offered real quality, car breakdown or accidents, friendliness of the car owner during the trip, safe communication with the ORSC platform, the service ordering duration, no problems with payment) based on Wang et al. [63].



	
Security. Seven statements (insecurity of ordered car, unsafe driving, technical obstacles and surprises, car breakdowns, experience of the driver, unfriendliness of fellow passengers and car owner) were used to assess security were based on Gruber [85], Wang et al. [63] and Mittendorf [84].



	
Comfort. A scale of four statements (picking up and transporting the passenger to the place he needs, comfortable conditions, the trip according to customer expectations, fully meet the needs of the passenger) were based on Zalega [89], Manthiou et al. [90] and So et al. [91] were chosen to evaluate comfort of the transportation service.



	
Authenticity. For the evaluation of authenticity, a scale of four statements (opportunity to travel faster and cheaper, provides an authentic experience, offers services that integrate local cultures, a unique experience) was chosen according to Paulauskaite et al. [87], Casprini et al. [92], Zalega [89] and So et al. [91].



	
Fun. Four statements (happiness to use the service, fun to use, an experience through entertainment, shuttle service as entertainment) were based on Saxena et al. [82], Zalega [89] and Manthiou et al. [90] and were used to assess fun.



	
Social relations. A three-statement scale (passengers can communicate directly with local people, the opportunity to establish social contacts with the driver, an opportunity to communicate more with other passengers) adapted by Zalega [89], Tussyadiah and Pesonen [48] and Manthiou et al. [90] was chosen to assess social relations.






A 5-point Likert scale seeking to evaluate the main factors influencing choice of ORSC was used. Research participants rated each response on a Likert scale in which 1 score means strongly disagree, 2 points disagree, 3 points neither agree nor disagree, 4 points agree, 5 strongly agree. Respondents had to choose the one that was the best option for the specified factor. The total minimum score is 40, the maximum is 200. Each domain score was calculated as a mean score for the scale.



A research sample-convenience selection principle was used. The research was conducted from April to July 2021. Respondents were recruited through a snowballing method using the researchers’ networks of colleagues and acquaintances. A total of 149 respondents participated in the research. It should be noted that all respondents had used the service of ORSC at least once in their lifetime. Data collection was conducted online.



The obtained coded research data were compiled into an SPSS (Statistical Package of Social Science) program file and statistical data analysis was performed. p < 0.05 was used to determine statistical significance, and distributions of the variables of the different aspects of ORSC platform we are assessed for significant difference from normal distribution. The normality of the data was assessed based by the Shapiro-Wilk test, asymmetries and excess coefficients.



To find out which statistical methods (parametric or nonparametric) should be chosen for further statistical analysis, quantitative correspondence of the distributions of the variables to a normal distribution was checked. Verification of the distribution of the different aspects of ORSC used in the study is presented in Table 1; a significance value of p < 0.05 was chosen.



Table 4 shows the distributions of ORSC factors based on customer experience, which were statistically significantly different from normal in all subscales (general approach; price; trust; risk; security; authenticity; comfort; fun and social relations). Based on the results, nonparametric data analysis criteria were selected for further statistical analysis (Kruskal-Wallis criterion, Mann-Whitney U criterion). The Kruskal-Wallis test was chosen for statistical analysis, which compares more than two groups. This was chosen to determinate choice of the factors in the different marital status groups and to indicate for which group of marital status was more important. The Mann-Whitney U test was chosen for statistical analysis, which compares two groups. In this research this criterion was chosen to determinate choice of the factors in the groups of different gender and different age (37 and younger, 38 and older). The averages of the answers were calculated, with the aim of evaluating for each a separate factor of the ORSC.




4. Results


An analysis of the data on the general approach aspect showed that most research participants fully agreed that the ORSC platform was suitable for use (4.7). A slightly smaller proportion of respondents said that it is good to use ORSC (4.3), and that it was a pleasure using ORSC (4.2).



An analysis of the price revealed that most respondents thought that transportation through the ORSC platform was economical (4.8), while fewer respondents stated that ORSC provides transportation services for an affordable price (4.3) and the services offered by ORSC represented value for money (4.1. The fewest respondents agreed that ORSC offers better service delivery than other platforms offering such services (3.9). The results obtained show that ORSC was considered economical an affordable transportation service system whose services offer value for money.



Assessing the ORSC trust aspect, the anonymity of ORSC is least believed (3.9). Results were equally distributed in the assessment that the information provided by ORSC is authentic and reliable (4.1), that ORSC protected the interests of the customer (4.1) and that ORSC had the capacity to fulfill all its obligations (4.1). Most ORSC users believed in the ORSC business model (4.2).



When assessing the respondents' results in terms of risk, the results were distributed quite analogously. Most respondents admitted that it was clear to them that ORSC offered real quality (2.3). Some respondents agreed that they would not have a problem with car breakdown or that accidents would be avoided during the trip (2.1), that the car owner would be friendly during the trip (1.9), that communication with the ORSC platform was safe (2.1), the service ordering through ORSC system did not take long (2.1), and there would be no problems with payment (2.2). In summary it can be stated that the respondents did not consider that there is a high probable risk due to the services provided by ORSC. The respondents were not worried about the real quality of the service, the technical condition of the vehicle, the owner possible unfriendliness, communication, platform inconvenience and difficulty of payment.



Looking at the security aspect of ORSC, we observed that respondents were the least concerned that the car they ordered would be insecure (1.7) and that driving in general would be unsafe (1.8). Respondents were more concerned that, due to driving, there could be problems due to technical obstacles and surprises (2.2), possible car breakdowns (2.3), experience of the driver (2.1), fellow passengers could be unfriendly (2.2), the car owner could be unfriendly (2.3).



Most respondents evaluating the comfort aspect of ORSC believed that ORSC provided an opportunity to conveniently reach the required place of arrival (4.8). The results were almost evenly distributed when assessing that ORSC provides comfortable conditions (4.3) and ORSC offers shuttle services according to customer expectations, for example, by taking short stops during the trip according to customer expectations (4.2). Fewest respondents thought that ORSC provided services that fully met the needs of the passenger (2.9).



Most of the respondents believed that ORSC provided an opportunity to travel faster and cheaper (4.7). The results were similarly distributed when evaluating the claims: that ORSC provides an authentic experience (4.1) and offers services that integrate with local cultures (4.1). Fewest respondents thought that ORSC provides a unique experience (3.9).



In the assessment of the fun aspect of ORSC, most of the respondents stated that they would be happy to use ORSC (4.5). Other results were distributed approximately equally: fun to use ORSC (3.8), ORSC shuttle service offers an experience through entertainment (3.5) and as an entertainment itself (3.7).



Results on social relations aspects were evenly distributed in the assessment that ORSC passengers can communicate directly with local people (4.1) and that ORSC provides the opportunity to establish social contacts with the driver (4.1). The fewest respondents agreed with the statement that ORSC provides an opportunity to communicate more with other passengers (3.9).



In the present study, we compared the applied aspects of ORSC between different genders. The Mann-Whitney U nonparametric test was chosen to determine this. Participants were 53% of women and 45% of men, while only 2% chose “other”. The participants were evenly distributed by gender, evaluating women and men. The results are shown in Table 5.



The results presented in Table 5 show that there were statistically significant differences in the assessment of ORSC aspects in different gender groups at p <0.05. The fun aspect of ORSC was more important in the sample of women than men. The price factor of ORSC was more significant for women than for men. Other aspects of ORSC were not statistically significant. It can be argued that fun and price are more important for women than for men when it comes to the ORSC platform. To determine whether the assessment of the aspects of ORSC used in the research differed between individuals with different marital status, a comparison was made between different groups of marital status. Most participants in this research were single/unmarried (44.3%) or married (36.9%). The least involved in the research were divorced (16.1%), and "other" chose only 2.7%. The nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis was chosen and the results are shown in Table 6.



The data in Table 6 shows that there were statistically significant differences between marital status of the ORSC passengers and factors such as: trust, price, authenticity, fun, social relations, comfort, and general attitude. Aspects of trust, authenticity, fun, general attitude, comfort, and price were the most important in divorced individuals. The ORSC aspect of social relations was most important in married respondents. Other aspects of ORSC did not differ statistically significantly in the marital status groups.



To determine whether the assessment of the aspects of ORSC used in the study differed between individuals of different age groups, a comparison was made between different age groups. Respondents were divided into age groups according to the mean age. Individuals 37 years old and younger were assigned to the first group, and 38 years and older to the second group. Respondents were divided into two groups with an average age of 37 years, with the youngest participant being 18 years old and the oldest being 65 years old. Overall, 64.4% of respondents in the 37 years and younger group participated and 35.6% in the 38 years and older group. This indicates that young people under 37 years of age made up most of the participants. The Mann-Whitney U nonparametric criterion was chosen for comparison. The results are shown in Table 7.



The results presented in the Table 7 reveal that there are statistically significant differences in the assessment of the factors of ORSC concerning general approach, comfort, expected risk, authenticity, price, and safety. It can be argued that overall attitude, comfort, authenticity, and price are more important in the 37 and younger age group. Probable risk and safety is more important in the age group of 38 and older. Aspects of social relationships and fun did not differ statistically significantly between different age groups.



Summarizing the respondent's statements, it can be argued that factors such as price, general approach and comfort received the most support from respondents. Most respondents thought that transportation services through the ORSC platform was suitable and good for use, economical, and that passengers are taken from the place of arrival. Respondents also believed that ORSC provides an opportunity to travel faster and cheaper, provides an authentic experience and offers transport services that integrate with local cultures. Research participants did not consider there to be a significant potential risk from the services provided by ORSC. Respondents agreed that ORSC provides the opportunity to interact with locals and the car owner, but less appreciated the opportunities communicate with other passengers. Transportation services through the ORSC platform were rated as safe and respondents were least worried about possible technical car failures. ORSC consumers believed in the ORSC business model. The fun and price aspects of ORSC were more important in the sample of women than in the sample of men. Trust, authenticity, fun, general approach, comfort, and price were the most important features in the group of divorced persons. The ORSC aspect of social relations was most important for married respondents. The general approach, comfort, authenticity, and price were more important in the 37 and younger age group. Factors of risk and security were more important in age group 38 and older.




5. Discussion and Conclusions


The sustainability role of the sharing economy in the tourism sector is obvious. The sharing economy as an innovative business model and a potential path to the development of sustainable tourism through resource savings. Sharing not only enables the use of services cheaper than those offered by conventional and traditional business models [5,6], but at the same time helps to establish more authentic contact [89,92] with the hosts and thus a better understanding of the culture of the country visited. Theoretical research findings show that the sharing economy not only makes travel easier and cheaper, but at the same time supports the ideas of sustainability [39,53]. The authors of this paper presented a theoretical conceptual model and revealed benefits of sharing economy in tourism seeking development of tourism sustainability. In this model were highlighted the benefits of protection of the environment and natural resources, reduction of energy consumption, emissions, avoidance of congestion, assurance of efficient use of assets, promotion of sustainable consumption and production practices, creation of new social relations, improvement of the quality of life, integration and mobilization of local communities, creation of innovations, reduction of gender, education, and income inequalities.



In this study we sought to find out the customers’ experience through factors influencing the sharing economy for the sustainable tourism development. Quantitative research was conducted by respondents completing a questionnaire based on factors identified by the authors influencing travelers’ choice of using the transportation service of the ORSC platform. This research was conducted by surveying ORSC customers selected for the survey using the snowball method. The survey was conducted according to the factors pointed out by the authors in the theoretical part of the article: (1) general approach; (2) price; (3) trust; (4) risk; (5) security; (6) comfort; (7) authenticity; (8) fun and (9) social relations.



An analysis of the results revealed that most of the respondents thought that transport service through the ORSC platform is economical, as fewer respondents said that ORSC provides a shuttle service at an affordable price and that the services offered by ORSC are value for money. These results are consistent with other results obtained in the research that ORSC, while not the best transportation option, is certainly one of the cheaper ways to travel [50,83]. This result suggests that although ORSC is different from the provision of traditional transport services, the price still has a significant impact on consumers. The results were evenly distributed when assessing the claims that ORSC provides an authentic experience and offers a shuttle service that integrates local cultures [33,39,53,62].



The fewest respondents thought that ORSC provides a unique experience. So et al. [91] confirms the results obtained. Researchers state that authenticity is a significant factor in American and Canadian cultures. Authenticity means that consumers have more access to the local cultural experience when choosing ORSC, through communication with other residents, the owner of the vehicle or with locals. However, there are unanswered questions about the uniqueness of the experience itself and if the use of the ORSC platform service is so unique.



Respondents did not consider there to be a significant potential risk from the services provided by ORSC. Clients of ORSC transport sharing platform believed in the ORSC business model, but there were doubts about the anonymity of the transport platform system. It was accepted that the information provided by ORSC are authentic, the interests of the customers are protected, and that online platform has the capacity to fulfill all its obligations. This raises the customers’ confidence in the analyzed platform for transportation services. The obtained results supplement data obtained by other authors. Distrust is understood as a lack of trust between passengers and drivers, distrust of technology, or distrust of the platform [47]. Trust is the foundation of a sharing economy because it cannot participate in the sharing process if there is no trust in the owner of the vehicle, for example [84]. It should be noted that mistrust significantly constrained the consumers choice of ORSC.



The conducted research in the field of the sharing economy through the transport sharing platform allowed identification of several important observations. According to the research results concerning the respondents’ sociodemographic characteristics, the aspect of fun of the ORSC service was more important in the sample of women than men. ORSC price aspect was more significant for women than men. Other aspects were not statistically significant. Other scholars suggest that, in general, women are more involved in the evaluation of online service systems and are more sensitive to different aspects compared to men. Price, comfort and the performance of various technologies are more important for women than for men [33,93].



The limitation of this paper is that the selected research method does not produce representative results because the respondents were selected on the snowball principle and only one transport sharing platform was surveyed. Therefore, not all driving platforms can be assessed based on the data thus obtained. Another limitation of this research is that the identification of factors of the sharing economy in the development of sustainable tourism required a quantitative data collection method to explain the topic in more detail (e.g., to create an information base, suggest ideas and identify benefits). As a limitation, the legal problems of the sharing economy in tourism sector should also be pointed out. Ensuring the security, legal regulation of prohibition, insurance, licensing, and problems with traditional businesses were not analyzed in this manuscript. Finally, due to the wide scope of the problem and the preliminary nature of the analysis, the study was strictly exploratory.



The authors suggest paying attention to the power of the sharing economy and its impact on the development of sustainable tourism. By using sharing transport services, tourists directly contribute to sustainable tourism development, sometimes without even realizing it. This process usually takes place naturally and automatically. Changes in travelers' behavior and habits can make a significant contribution to sustainability in the tourism sector by reducing traffic flows, and thus CO2 emissions, and other transport-related environmental problems. We believe the presented analysis suggests future research to develop this field for sustainable tourism. As the transport sector is one of the biggest polluters, the sharing economy should be encouraged, especially through transport services. The aim of this study was to determine the experience of driving customers using transport platform services. The analysis of identified factors could lead other scientists and researchers, as well as practitioners, politicians and legislators to discuss and, perhaps to make, appropriate decisions on how to achieve greater passenger willingness to take advantage of the sharing economy, especially in the tourism sector. In decision-making, they should focus on the environmental, economic, and legal implications of the sharing economy in the tourism sector, which remains controversial and needs to be further explored.
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Figure 1. Theoretical conceptual model illustrating the contribution of the sharing economy in developing of sustainable tourism (prepared by the authors). 
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Table 1. Description of Sharing Economy Concepts (information was obtained through different databases such as: DOAJ, IDEAS/RePEc, IDEAS/RePEc and others).
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	Authors
	Year
	Number of Citations
	Concept





	Benkler [38]
	2004
	1336
	Sharing economy means shareable goods



	Belk [1]
	2014
	2211
	Sharing economy can be understand as a financial remuneration



	Schor [37]
	2014
	1399
	The sharing economy is sharing with the stranger. “Stranger sharing”.



	Hamari, et al. [39]
	2016
	3365
	Sharing economy is access to goods and services coordinated through community online services



	Rudmin [40]
	2016
	63
	Sharing economy as an object used simultaneously or sequentially.



	Martin [41]
	2016
	1217
	The sharing economy includes online economic activities that are as diverse as renting, for-profit services, and donations.



	Frenken et al. [42]
	2017
	1046
	Sharing economy provides consumers (or businesses) temporary access to underused physical property (idling), possibly for money.



	Görög [43]
	2018
	67
	Sharing economy is the sharing of people’s intangible or unused assets for money, or for free, with the help of the Internet.



	Sutherland and Jarrahi [44]
	2018
	285
	The sharing economy is associated with the benefits of technology.



	Markman et al. [45]
	2021
	2
	The sharing economy includes multifaceted platforms that make it easier for consumers to access assets that are competitive rather than proprietary rather than proprietary.










[image: Table] 





Table 2. Description of literature sources about sustainability and the sharing economy in tourism (information was obtained through different databases such as: DOAJ, IDEAS/RePEc, IDEAS/RePEc and others).
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	Authors
	Year
	Number of Citations
	Concept





	Midgett et al. [53]
	2017
	41
	Sharing economy in tourism means when less energy and resources are used, less waste is produced, and the general principle of sustainability is upheld.



	Onete et al. [54]
	2018
	19
	The sharing economy in tourism is linked to accessibility, consumer and stakeholder acceptance of existing technological infrastructure in order to maintain sustainability.



	Grondys [55]
	2019
	12
	The sharing economy in tourism is an alternative consumption model that seeks to increase the efficiency using of the resources and creation of a new value for society, while implementing the principle of sustainability.



	Shereni [9]
	2019
	7
	The concept of the tourism sharing economy is based on the idea of consumption together for sustainable development purposes.



	Zmyślony et al. [56]
	2020
	12
	Sharing economy effect on the sustainability of local communities provides an alternative approach to exploring the perceptions of the population and attitudes towards tourism in areas affected by over-tourism.



	Boar et al. [11]
	2020
	19
	The sharing economy is a term for various business models, including tourism, which have a positive impact on sustainability.



	Mondal et al. [57]
	2021
	7
	Implementing and adapting the concept of tourism sharing economy is a way to achieve sustainable development of the tourism industry.
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Table 3. Tourism sharing economy transportation platforms (compiled by the authors based on data published on official websites).
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	Platform
	Founded
	Description
	Area of Operation





	BlaBlaCar [75]
	2006
	BlaBlaCar is a French online ride-sharing company based on sense of community – prices are capped so drivers do not profit, and passengers pay only for running costs.
	Founded in France, operates in 22 countries: France, Netherlands, Belgium, Luxemburg, Germany, Croatia, India, Italy, Hungary, Mexico, Spain, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Russia, Slovakia, Romania, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, Brazil, Czech Republic.



	Uber [76]
	2009
	Driving sharing and technology platform, including peer-to-peer UberX or Uber POP service - driver partners pay the company a collection and discharge fee.
	Operates in 71 countries: in more than 10,000 cities.



	Lyft [77]
	2012
	Ride-sharing platform – driver is paid for ride; company collects 20% commission. Like Uber, Lyft had a self-driving division and saw the future as one in which a human driver would no longer be necessary.
	Operates in 644 cities in the United States and 12 cities in Canada.



	Gett [78]
	2010
	Gett, the Israel-based ridesharing app formerly known as Get Taxi, has a user base that pales in comparison to Uber and Lyft. Founded: 2010
	Operates in more than 100 cities globally, mainly in the U.K. and Israel, but recently shuttered its limited presence in the United States.



	Curb [79]
	2007
	Curb is known as the top taxi app in the United States. The platform enables users to connect with nearby taxi drivers straight through their smartphone and quickly get a ride to their destination.
	Operates in more than 45 U.S. cities.



	Wingz [80]
	2011
	San Francisco-based startup started out providing transportation to and from airports. Founded: 2011/renamed to Wingz 2014.
	Operates in 30 major cities across the United States via mobile app.
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Table 4. Distribution of the ORSC factors used in the research.
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	Factors
	Statistics Meaning
	Value





	General approach
	0.755
	<0.001



	Price
	0.436
	<0.001



	Trust
	0.841
	<0.001



	Risk
	0.882
	<0.001



	Security
	0.852
	0.004



	Comfort
	0.535
	0.002



	Authenticity
	0.895
	<0.001



	Fun
	0.940
	<0.001



	Social relations
	0.877
	<0.001
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Table 5. Comparison of aspects based on ORSC customers’ experience in male and female groups.
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Factors

	
Men

	
Women

	
Z

	
p




	
Average Rank

	
Average Rank






	
General approach

	
70.52

	
80.18

	
−1.468

	
0.142




	
Price

	
65.71

	
84.59

	
−2.736

	
0.006




	
Trust

	
71.29

	
79.24

	
−1.136

	
0.256




	
Risk

	
75.01

	
75.49

	
−0.078

	
0.938




	
Security

	
77.34

	
73.27

	
−0.586

	
0.558




	
Comfort

	
75.97

	
75.19

	
−0.114

	
0.938




	
Authenticity

	
71.18

	
79.78

	
−1.218

	
0.223




	
Fun

	
65.99

	
83.77

	
−2.535

	
0.011




	
Social relations

	
75.01

	
75.49

	
−0.078

	
0.938








Source: own research. Note: Z-value of the Mann-Whitney test, p-value of statistical significance. 
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Table 6. Comparison of factors based on ORSC customers’ experience in different groups of marital status.
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Factors

	
Single/Unmarried

	
Married

	
Divorced

	
Other

	
Chi-Square Value

	
p




	
Average Rank






	
General approach

	
66.94

	
75.08

	
85.21

	
16.88

	
14.969

	
0.002




	
Price

	
67.23

	
77.56

	
84.04

	
17.38

	
12.658

	
0.005




	
Trust

	
71.33

	
76.44

	
81.33

	
12.50

	
10.462

	
0.015




	
Risk

	
76.25

	
82.65

	
69.11

	
109.13

	
4.644

	
0.200




	
Security

	
79.54

	
81.33

	
66.83

	
109.50

	
6.387

	
0.094




	
Comfort

	
70.33

	
70.77

	
83.34

	
27.00

	
8.625

	
0.035




	
Authenticity

	
68.36

	
70.60

	
85.80

	
14.38

	
13.811

	
0.003




	
Fun

	
69.69

	
69.69

	
84.96

	
15.50

	
12.484

	
0.006




	
Social relations

	
69.15

	
83.08

	
80.08

	
23.25

	
8.870

	
0.031
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Table 7. Comparison of factors based on ORSC customers’ experience in different age groups.
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Factors

	
37 and Younger

	
38 and Older

	
Chi-Square Value

	
p




	
Average Rank






	
General approach

	
83.54

	
61.97

	
−3.219

	
0.001




	
Price

	
82.98

	
62.82

	
−2.877

	
0.004




	
Trust

	
83.42

	
62.75

	
−2.546

	
0.075




	
Risk

	
67.52

	
86.41

	
−2.645

	
0.008




	
Security

	
67.53

	
86.40

	
−2.682

	
0.007




	
Comfort

	
83.24

	
62.43

	
−2.936

	
0.003




	
Authenticity

	
83.73

	
61.68

	
−3.077

	
0.002




	
Fun

	
80.07

	
67.27

	
−1.782

	
0.075




	
Social relations

	
80.01

	
67.36

	
−1.784

	
0.074
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