
sustainability

Article

The Sharing Economy in the Context of Sustainable
Development and Social Responsibility: The Example of the
Czech Republic

Martina Jelinkova, Libena Tetrevova * , Jan Vavra and Simona Munzarova

����������
�������

Citation: Jelinkova, M.; Tetrevova, L.;

Vavra, J.; Munzarova, S. The Sharing

Economy in the Context of Sustainable

Development and Social Responsibility:

The Example of the Czech Republic.

Sustainability 2021, 13, 9886. https://

doi.org/10.3390/su13179886

Academic Editor: Antonio Boggia

Received: 6 August 2021

Accepted: 29 August 2021

Published: 2 September 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

Department of Economy and Management of Chemical and Food Industries, Faculty of Chemical Technology,
University of Pardubice, Studentska 95, 532 10 Pardubice, Czech Republic; martina.jelinkova@upce.cz (M.J.);
jan.vavra@upce.cz (J.V.); simona.munzarova@upce.cz (S.M.)
* Correspondence: libena.tetrevova@upce.cz; Tel.: +420-46-6036661

Abstract: The rapid development of the sharing economy that has been registered in recent years
is caused by a number of factors. The increasingly pronounced effort on the part of all economic
entities to contribute towards sustainable development through the application of socially responsible
behavior is deemed to be a key factor. The objective of the article is to analyze and evaluate the
attitudes of customers towards the benefits of the sharing economy in the field of economic, social,
and environmental responsibility using the example of a small post-communist economy—the Czech
Republic. Primary data were obtained on the basis of a questionnaire survey. This was elaborated
using descriptive and inferential statistics tools. The study that was performed shows that the majority
of customers regard sharing as a source of benefits in the field of economic, social, and environmental
responsibility, whereas in a complex sense, they perceive these benefits to be equal. Women perceive
the investigated benefits of sharing with regard to environmental responsibility as more important
compared to men. In comparison with the older generation, the younger generation perceives
selected benefits of sharing as more important in all three investigated areas of responsibility. People
with a higher education perceive selected benefits of sharing with regard to economic responsibility
as more important compared to people with a lower level of education. The article provides original
insights into the perception of the benefits of sharing for sustainable development by actors in the
sharing economy and is a source of knowledge about their motivations for both policymakers and
managers of companies involved in the sharing economy.

Keywords: sharing economy; social responsibility; sustainability; sustainable development

1. Introduction

The sharing economy, based on sharing of unused assets [1–3], represents a controver-
sial phenomenon [4]. This phenomenon has been experiencing an unprecedented boom
over the past decade [5], in particular thanks to the development of digital platforms
and other large-scale mediating technologies [6]. The sharing economy is successfully
developing in various sectors, even on an international level [7]. Over time, all types of
economic entities have started to participate in sharing—consumers [8], enterprises [8,9],
universities [10], governments [11,12], and even non-profit organizations [13]. Several
motives exist for their participation in the sharing economy [14]. The original [15] and
key [13,16] motive is deemed to be an effort to contribute towards sustainable development.
This opinion is also supported by data from the European Union (EU), which shows that
the reason for participation in the sharing economy for 51% of people living in EU28
countries is precisely the “more sustainable and efficient use of available assets” [17]. In the
given context, Heinrichs [18] stated that the sharing economy is “a potential new pathway
to sustainability”.
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Sustainable development is based on three integral responsibilities—social responsi-
bility, environmental responsibility, and economic responsibility, the so-called triple bottom
line [19,20]. This concerns the conventional fields or pillars of social responsibility, the
so-called 3Ps—people, planet, and profit [21]. Sustainable development has both a macroe-
conomic and a microeconomic dimension [22,23]. From a macroeconomic point of view,
attention is focused on the sustainable development of national economies [23]. From a
microeconomic point of view, attention is focused in particular on the sustainability of
individual enterprises [23]. However, in our opinion, the microeconomic dimension also
includes sustainability from the point of view of individual citizens (consumers), public
institutions, and organizations or non-profit organizations.

Sharing has the potential to contribute towards sustainable development from the
point of view of economic, social, and environmental responsibility [24]. From the point
of view of economic responsibility, sharing itself can be seen as a tool for the creation of
innovation and ensuring the sustainability of products. Sharing also contributes towards
strengthening supplier–customer relations, for example, through sharing means of trans-
port such as trucks and their cargo capacity, sharing storage space, sharing information
about deliveries/orders, sharing business contacts and references, or sharing data about
consumer opinions or cooperative advertising, which subsequently has a positive social
multiplier effect. It also contributes towards strengthening customer relations, for example,
thanks to sharing expertise. As far as the field of social responsibility is concerned, sharing
jobs, sharing accommodation, carsharing, shared company catering, or shared care for the
household can, for example, contribute towards strengthening social responsibility and can,
among other things, represent attractive employee benefits. Charitable sharing also plays
an important role in this field. As regards environmental responsibility, sharing vehicles
for example, or sharing machinery, equipment, and materials, contributes significantly
towards reducing the consumption of resources, reducing emissions, and preventing waste.

In order to exploit the sustainability potential of the sharing economy, attention must
be focused on research into topics such as “empirical analysis and assessment of practices
concerning the economic, social, and environmental effects of the sharing economy” [18].
The fact is that the sharing economy model is developed to a different extent in individual
countries. An interesting finding is that sharing is preferred in emerging economies as op-
posed to developed economies [7]. The attitudes of stakeholders towards this phenomenon
also differs from the point of view of individual demographic characteristics [17,25]. How-
ever, research to date has not addressed the attitudes of the actors participating in the
sharing economy as regards its impact on sustainable development. On the basis of the
aforementioned, it would seem expedient to investigate the attitudes of individual citizens,
who could act as people inquiring about services or goods and also as people offering such
things, towards the benefits of sharing as regards sustainable development. The objective
of the article is to analyze and evaluate the attitudes of respondents towards the benefits
of the sharing economy in the field of economic, social, and environmental responsibility
using the example of a small post-communist economy—the Czech Republic. Primary data
obtained on the basis of the questionnaire survey were processed using descriptive and
inferential statistics tools.

The later parts of the text are structured as follows. The basic theoretical background
of the topic under investigation is explained in the Section 2 on the basis of a systematic
literature review. Specifically, theoretical approaches to defining and conceptualizing
the relationship between sustainable development, social responsibility, and the sharing
economy are presented there. Attention is also focused on mapping alternative motives
for sharing and attitudes towards them. In the Section 3, an explanation is provided of the
research methodology and a specification is provided of the method of collection of primary
data and the methods of statistical processing. The findings of the study—an evaluation of
the attitudes of Czech citizens towards the economic, social, and environmental benefits
of the sharing economy, i.e., in terms of the triple bottom line—are presented in Section 4
with regard to basic demographic characteristics (gender, age, and education). Both
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macroeconomic and microeconomic concepts of benefits were taken into consideration
within the framework of the applied methodology. Both macro-level benefits to sustainable
development, i.e., from the perspective of the national economy, and micro-level benefits,
specifically from the perspective of customers, were taken into consideration. In the
Section 5, the findings of the research are discussed and summarized. The findings that
were ascertained can be used by policymakers, business managers, civil society actors, and
other stakeholders to shape and develop the sharing economy in a sustainable manner.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
2.1. Sustainable Development, Social Responsibility, and the Sharing Economy

The concept of sustainable development has different meanings as conceived by
different authors [26]. According to the original definition by the World Commission on
Environment and Development (WCED), sustainable development is understood to mean
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs” [27]. The original environmentally defined
concept has been extended to include the equally important social pillar in the form of the
triple bottom line [19]. Sustainable development is also perceived of in this sense in the
Millennium Declaration [28], which defines economic development, social development,
and environmental protection. The current shift in the concept places greater emphasis
on the circular or shared use of resources [29,30] and looking at the social dimension from
the level of politics and culture [31]. Klarin [26] summed up the three key elements of
the concept of sustainable development: “(1) the concept of development (socio-economic
development in line with ecological constraints), (2) the concept of needs (redistribution
of resources to ensure the quality of life for all) and (3) the concept of future generations
(the possibility of a long-term usage of resources to ensure the necessary quality of life for
future generations)”.

In an effort to define the essence of sustainability, the determination of the goals,
criteria, and indicators of sustainable development was from the very start perceived as
a fundamental and essential process. The first requirements were proclaimed in Chapter
40 of Agenda 21 [32]. After five years of efforts, the CSD Work Programme on Indicators
of Sustainable Development presented the first proposals for goals and indicators in
2000 [33]. Subsequent long-term development and testing did not bear fruit in the form of
comprehensive formulation of the Indicators of Sustainable Development until 2013 [34].
The tendency to further specify areas of sustainable development led to the formulation of
the current 17 goals (Sustainable Development Goals—SDGs) with more than 100 indicators
to measure them in the form of a comprehensive UN program for the 2015–2030 period [35].

The definition of sustainable development can at present be grasped precisely via the
determined SDGs and problem areas that these goals cover. Each of the 17 goals represents
an area of sustainable development for which it is necessary to formulate a transformation
strategy for the most important stakeholders: governments, civil society, science, and
business [36,37]. More and more interest is being taken in issues, in particular in social
topics relating to poverty [38], equality and inequality [39–41], education [42], peace,
violence and justice [43], dignified work [44], work–life balance [45], and responsibility [46],
a fact that is illustrated by the continuing growth in importance of the social aspects
of sustainability.

With the strengthening of the social aspects of sustainability, the concept of sustainable
development is increasingly linked to the concept of social responsibility of entrepreneurs,
enterprises and corporations, governments, public institutions and organizations, con-
sumers, and other stakeholders. However, the definition of the relationship between
sustainability and responsibility is conceived differently by different authors.

Sustainable development is, for example, perceived as the basis for the social responsi-
bility of economic entities [47]. The opposite point of view is offered by the assumption
that socially responsible behavior is regarded as a condition for achieving sustainable
development and the sustainability of economic entities [48]. However, the opinion that
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the concepts of sustainable development and social responsibility are basically the same
does not prevail [47]. This opinion seems logical in view of the fact that both concepts are
built on the same pillars—economic, social, and environmental.

As regards the concept of social responsibility, this was in the beginning associated
with the behavior of entrepreneurs [49]. Over time, as a result of the development of
commercial activities, it started to be associated with the behavior of enterprises [50]. In
the end, it was extended to include the behavior of all economic entities, i.e., also public
institutions and organizations, non-profit organizations, and individuals (consumers) [51].
The attention of the authors is devoted to the greatest extent to the issue of corporate
social responsibility (CSR) [52]. However, modification of the concept of CSR also led
to the creation of concepts such as MSR (municipal social responsibility) [53,54] or USR
(university social responsibility) [55–57].

From the time of its initial definition [49], the term “social responsibility” was met
with ambiguous reception, even criticism [58]. Elkington introduced the concept in the
wider awareness by formulating three areas of responsibility—people, profit, and planet
(the 3Ps) [19]. Over the past few decades, social responsibility has been regarded as a
desired pattern of ethical and moral behavior of individuals and organizations and the
intention to contribute towards the well-being of society or economic entities—made up
of various communities and stakeholders [59]. The principles of social responsibility
have been enshrined in the form of the ISO 26000:2010 standard, where formulation of
the seven core subjects of social responsibility is provided: organizational governance,
human rights, labor practices, environment, fair operating practices, consumer issues,
and community involvement and development [60]. The standard provides instructions
on how organizations can (in line with the SDGs) operate in an ethical and transparent
manner that contributes towards sustainability, taking into consideration the expectations
of the stakeholders, the applicable laws, and international standards of behavior [61].
Increasing the social performance of an enterprise while at the same time preserving
its competitiveness and growing environmental performance is a demanding and costly
business and requires a proactive approach in the field of sustainable innovations [20].
Nevertheless, it must be pursued in the context of comprehensive and interconnected
social, environmental, and economic issues (triple bottom line) [62].

Socially responsible behavior can be applied in the abovementioned areas through a
variety of activities [63,64]. Sharing can be considered to be a rapidly growing activity that
is gaining importance worldwide. Sharing tangible and intangible assets is a traditional
form of utilization of resources. Nevertheless, the rise of communication and digital
platforms has made occasional sharing a controlled, efficient, and competitive industry [65].
The sharing economy in the form of prioritizing access to tangible and intangible resources
and products through sharing via digital platforms over ownership [66] is characterized by
a high potential for saving resources and other tangible assets (environmental aspects) [67],
as well as by greater utilization of intangible assets such as talent, knowledge, time, and
experience (social aspects) [68]. The ability to streamline the utilization of resources
and products (in line with the SDGs) supports the sustainability of economic entities
and also represents one of the main benefits of the so-called circular economy [69]. The
complexity of the whole system of the sharing economy has a subsequent impact on a wide
range of stakeholders within the meaning of sustainability and responsibility [70]. The
close relationship between sustainable development, social responsibility, and the sharing
economy was, for example, declared by Leung et al. [4]. Hossain [71] also drew attention
to the relationship between the sharing economy and sustainability, in whose opinion the
sharing economy “emphasizes the sharing of underutilized assets in ways that improve
efficiency and sustainability”. Changes are also evident in the concept of CSR when it
is desirable for CSR activities to help create value with cross-sector collaboration and
sharing, something that directly supports sustainability [72]. Last but not least, mention is
made of the importance of digitization and the linking of CSR activities to communication
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platforms used for the sharing economy, which also raises ethical questions as to whether
responsibility in the shared economy must/can be shared [73].

2.2. The Sharing Economy in the Context of Motives and Attitudes

Many motives exist for participation in the sharing economy, whereas authors
(e.g., [74–76]) have discussed both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation. Wilhelms et al. [77]
identified four overarching motives for participation in the sharing economy, these being
economic interest, quality of life, helping others, and sustainability. Hamari et al. [75] also
mentioned four categories of motives for participation in sharing, including sustainability.
They ranked enjoyment, reputation, and economic benefits as the remaining three motives.
Joo [76] also regards sustainability to be a motive for sharing. He included it in the category
“social value”, regarding cost savings, time savings, and convenience as other motives. An
alternative view of motives for sharing was offered by Grybaitė and Stankevičienė [78].
In their concept, motives for sharing coincide with the pillars of sustainable development
and social responsibility, as they regard them to be economic, environmental, and social
benefits. Economic, environmental, and social motives for sharing were also distinguished
by Hallem et al. [79], whose concept of social motives does however differ from the other
authors. This is to say that they regard social motives to be the benefits of sharing in the
form of fun and experiences.

According to Barnes and Mattsson [80], it is precisely sustainability combined with
economic, social, and environmental benefits that is regarded as the key driving force
behind the development of sharing. This opinion is also shared by Geissinger et al. [81],
who regard sustainability to be the original motive behind sharing. This is also evident
from the results of the Eurobarometer study, according to which sustainability is one of the
key motives for participation by providers in the sharing economy in EU28 countries [17].
The importance of sustainability or social responsibility as a motive for participation in
the sharing economy is also evident from a study conducted by Andreotti et al. [25] in
11 Western European countries and Poland. The study shows that from the point of view
of providers, this motive ranks second after financial benefit and, in the case of consumers,
this motive ranks third after financial benefit and fun. Leung et al. [4] also believe that
the development of the sharing economy is associated with economic, socio-cultural, and
environmental benefits. In their opinion, the economic benefits of the sharing economy
are constituted by creating new jobs and income, boosting the local economy, addressing
inequality, and reducing inefficiency. They consider that increasing social well-being by
cultivating trust and strengthening social connections and improving quality of life by
making products and services better quality and more affordable to be socio-cultural
benefits. In their opinion, environmental benefits include optimization of the utilization
of resources and assets and help to address issues like transportation systems and the
availability of environmental standards targeting a more sustainable world. In this context,
Geissinger et al. [81] drew attention to the fact that the contribution towards sustainability
differs significantly from the point of view of the individual segments of the sharing
economy. We can therefore formulate hypothesis H1.

Hypothesis 1 (H1). From the point of view of the majority of customers, sharing is a source of ben-
efits not only in the field of economic responsibility, but also social and environmental responsibility.

However, economic, social, and environmental responsibility as motives plays dif-
ferent roles in the development of the sharing economy. According to Barnes and Matts-
son [80], the primary role is played by economic responsibility, followed by social respon-
sibility. Environmental responsibility is therefore of least importance. Hallem et al. [79]
also emphasized the dominant role played by economic factors. This was also confirmed
by a study performed by Grybaitė and Stankevičienė [78] in Lithuania. On the contrary,
Geissinger et al. [81] attributed a primary role to environmental responsibility. The results
of a study performed by Ipsos [82] in the Czech Republic in 2020 are also testament to the
fundamental role played by environmental responsibility. This study shows that customers
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generally regard environmental responsibility to be the most important within the frame-
work of fulfilment of the concept of CSR. It is of fundamental importance to them both
when purchasing products and also in terms of their own socially responsible behavior. In
this study, 70% of respondents stated that they would be willing to pay extra for a product
that is environmentally friendly. A total of 68% of respondents declared that they behave
in a considerate manner towards nature and the environment within the framework of
their own personal social responsibility. The question therefore is whether economic or
environmental motives for sharing prevail. In view of the social psychological models of
consumer behavior in the form of rational choice models [83], it can be assumed that a
greater role is played by the economic dimension. According to this theory, entities do after
all behave rationally, in line with their personal preferences. We generally assume that
individuals behave egoistically and try to maximize their own benefit, whereas economic
benefit plays a crucial role here. This idea is also supported by the manner in which
enterprises communicate their socially responsible activities. In line with the stakeholder
theory [84], enterprises place the greatest emphasis on communication of economically
responsible activities [85], with the exception of certain environmentally sensitive enter-
prises [86]. According to this theory, a prerequisite for the success of a company is respect
for the needs and interests of those who can influence or are influenced by achievement of
the organization’s goals. We can therefore formulate Hypothesis H2.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Customers regard benefits in the field of economic responsibility to be the most
important benefits of sharing.

Perception of the importance of the motives for/benefits of sharing in the form of
social responsibility differs from the point of view of the gender, age, and education of
respondents [25,79]. According to Andreotti et al. [25], the importance of this motive is
emphasized in particular by women compared to men. This is perceived as a key motive
from the point of view of the younger generation under the age of 34 [25]. Its importance
decreases with increasing age [25]. It would be appropriate to add in the given context
that the actual phenomenon of sharing in itself is perceived as a phenomenon intended
especially for young people [87]. Young people are more positive towards this [88], with
generations Y and Z being particularly open to the concept [89]. The importance of the
benefit of sharing for the fulfilment of social responsibility grows as the level of education
achieved by respondents increases [25]. People with a higher level of education are
generally more open to sharing [89].

On the basis of the aforementioned, it is possible formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Women perceive the economic, social, and environmental benefits of sharing
as more important compared to men.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). The younger generation perceives the economic, social, and environmental
benefits of sharing as more important compared to the older generation.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). People with a higher level of education perceive the economic, social, and envi-
ronmental benefits of sharing as more important compared to people with a lower level of education.

3. Materials and Methods

Elaboration of the study is based on the assumption confirmed above that socially
responsible behavior towards sustainable development can be applied by all economic
entities, including individual citizens. People can engage in socially responsible activities
as consumers, but also as citizens of the given country. Identifying their attitudes towards
alternative activities that could contribute significantly towards achieving sustainable
development goals seems to be a key factor in positively shaping the concept of sustainable
development [35]. One such activity is sharing, applying the model of the sharing economy
in general. As is evident from the aforementioned, sharing is associated with economic,
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social, and environmental benefits (e.g., [4]). Our objective was to analyze and evaluate the
attitudes of individual citizens towards the benefits of the sharing economy in the fields
of economic, social, and environmental responsibility using the example of a small post-
communist economy—the Czech Republic. The reason for the focus on the Czech Republic
was, above all, the fact that it concerns a post-communist economy that in general exhibits
a higher degree of participation in sharing [7]. Another reason was the controversial
perception of the sharing economy from the point of view of citizens of the Czech Republic,
which appeared in particular as a consequence of its insufficient regulation [90]. Last but
not least, the reason for our focus on this country is knowledge of the local environment on
the part of the authors. The basic concept of the research is evident in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The basic concept of the research.

The study presented here is based on the elaboration of systematic literary research [91,92]
on the topic of sustainable development, social responsibility of economic entities, the
sharing economy, and their mutual relationship. With regard to relevance and topicality,
the subject of this research was articles primarily published in journals registered in the
Web of Science and Scopus databases. The keywords searched for were the terms “sharing”
OR “sharing economy” AND “social responsibility” AND “sustainability” OR “sustainable
development.” Sources of literary research were subsequently extended thanks to the
application of the snowball method [93,94].

Literary research was then conducted by quantitative research. The reason for this
was the advantages associated with this method of research. That is to say that it allows for
easy processing of a large quantity of data, simple interpretation of results, and also the
comparison of time and between categories [95]. It can be easily replicated and the results
compared to those of similar studies [96]. Another advantage is the fact that the results can
be generalized when a representative selection of respondents is chosen [97]. As opposed
to qualitative research, quantitative research ensures greater precision and objectivity of
the results that are obtained and eliminates bias [98]. It can therefore be regarded as an
appropriate method to finalize results and refute or prove the research hypotheses.

Within the framework of the quantitative research presented, analysis and evaluation
were performed on the attitudes of individual citizens towards 10 specific statements
expressing the benefits of the sharing economy in the field of economic, social, and environ-
mental responsibility. The concept of the triple bottom line was chosen because it concerns
the conventional and most widespread concept of social responsibility and sustainable
development. Specifically, the survey focused on people’s attitudes towards four state-
ments relating to economic responsibility, four statements relating to social responsibility,
and two statements relating to environmental responsibility. These are statements that
cover both the microeconomic and macroeconomic dimensions of sustainable develop-
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ment. A list of statements, including their categorization, can be found in Table 1. Their
selection was based on the list of socially responsible activities contained in the method of
communication of economic, environmental, ethical, social, and philanthropic activities
(CE3SPA) [85,99]. Here, we took our starting point from the assumption of analogy in the
application of socially responsible behavior by individual economic entities. The reason
for the choice of the CE3SPA method was the fact that it is a method that comprehensively
addresses potential socially responsible activities and respects modern communication
trends. Last but not least, the reason for choice of this method was the many years of
positive experience by the authors of the article with the application of this method.

Table 1. Evaluated statements and their basic characteristics.

Statements Responsibility Dimension

1. The sharing economy is beneficial to the economy of the country. Economic MAE

2. The sharing economy is a way to ensure more efficient utilization of resources. Economic MAE

3. Use of services in the sharing economy saves users a significant amount of money. Economic MIE

4. The sharing economy may be an interesting source of income for providers of assets. Economic MIE

5. The sharing economy contributes towards a greater level of employment and creates new jobs. Social MAE

6. Participation in the sharing economy simplifies the work–life balance. Social MIE

7. Use of services in the sharing economy is a source of unusual experiences. Social MIE

8. Sharing via platforms saves users time. Social MIE

9. Sharing is environmentally friendly thanks to saving resources. Environmental MAE

10. Sharing limits the production of waste. Environmental MAE

Legend: MAE = macroeconomic, MIE = microeconomic.

The attitudes of the respondents to the abovementioned statements were ascertained
during primary research using computer-assisted web interviewing (CAWI), which rep-
resents a modern method of collecting data via questionnaires provided via the inter-
net [100]. This method was chosen in view of the fact that it is a relatively cheap, fast,
and reliable method, which makes it possible to reach a large and dispersed group of re-
spondents [101,102]. The electronic questionnaire was made available to respondents from
September to October 2019 via the LimeSurvey application. Choosing an electronic format
for the questionnaire ensured that it could be completed conveniently and completely
anonymously [103], and also allowed for relatively fast and simple evaluation [104].

Quota sampling was chosen as the method of selection of respondents. This is pre-
ferred in particular in the types of sociological surveys where it is difficult to specify all
of the members of the basic group (e.g., the population), but it is possible to determine
basic statistical characteristics that are assumed to correlate with the variables being ascer-
tained [105]. This is a quasi-representative method that, if performed correctly, achieves
similar results to probability sampling methods [106], as the sample can be assumed to
represent the entire population under investigation [107]. The economic, time, and staffing
merits of this type of sampling were used [108], a method that has become one of the most
widely used in sociological research due to its benefits [109,110].

The selection of quota characteristics in research is not precisely determined and
always depends on the judgment of the researcher. For surveys where the population as a
whole is the basic research group, demographic variables such as gender, age, and edu-
cation are typically used as quota characteristics [111]. The reason for this, among others,
is the fact that the attitudes of the respondents very often differ within the framework
of these demographic characteristics [105]. This can also be assumed in the case of our
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research. That is why age and gender were chosen as quota characteristics and the other
characteristic investigated was the level of education achieved by the respondents. In view
of the fact that the analysis of the data we acquired did not require a second or higher-level
classification, simple quotas were sufficient, the use of which is less labor-intensive and less
costly compared to cross quotas [112]. The sample according to the quota characteristics
corresponds to the population structure of the Czech Republic ascertained on the website of
the Czech Statistical Office (data as of 31 December 2018). Using a network of interviewers
from the ranks of students at the University of Pardubice, a total of 630 respondents were
contacted according to the chosen quota characteristics and asked to fill out an electronic
questionnaire. A total of 614 fully completed questionnaires were received, the success rate
being 98%. The structure of the respondents is evident in Tables 2–4.

Table 2. Structure of respondents by gender.

Gender N %

Male 277 45%

Female 337 55%

Total 614 100%

Table 3. Structure of respondents by age.

Age N %

15–29 years 224 36%

30 or more years old 390 64%

Total 614 100%

Table 4. Structure of respondents by education.

Education N %

Primary and secondary 455 74

Higher 159 26

Total 614 100%

The structure of the sample according to the quota characteristics corresponded to the
structure of the Czech population ±5% of the required number of respondents, which is
absolutely acceptable from the point of view of this type of research [112].

The data were processed by descriptive and inferential statistics using the statistical
software package IBM SPSS Statistics, version 24. First of all, the respondents’ attitudes
towards the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation were described via the
absolute and relative frequencies of responses within the different levels of the four-point
Likert scale used, offered in the interval of 1 = strongly agree to 4 = strongly disagree. The
Likert scale we used, which is very popular for ascertaining attitudes, did not include
a neutral value (neither–nor) in order to prevent distortion due to the central tendency
of evaluation [113]. In addition to this, the statistical characteristics of the level (mean
values) were calculated, namely, the arithmetic mean and median, and evaluation was
also performed of the variability of the results using the standard deviation. Differences in
the opinions of respondents between different groups according to gender, age, and level
of education were analyzed using a Pearson’s chi-square test. Differences were tested at
the 0.05 level of significance. Statistically significant differences are indicated in bold in
the tables.

4. Results

The study analyzed and evaluated respondents’ attitudes towards 10 statements
that were formulated as assertions about the various benefits of the sharing economy in
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three areas of social responsibility and sustainable development, namely, economic, social,
and environmental. A four-point Likert scale was used to ascertain the attitudes of the
respondents, where the respondents expressed their level of agreement or disagreement
with the given claims. The results of the study are evident in Table 5.

Table 5. Attitudes of respondents to the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation.

Statements
Score (Frequencies) *

3 and 4 (%) m x SD
1 2 3 4

1. The sharing economy is beneficial to the economy of the country. 55 297 202 60 43 2 2.43 0.79

2. The sharing economy is a way to ensure more efficient utilization of resources. 31 161 318 104 69 3 2.81 0.77

3. Use of services in the sharing economy saves users a significant amount of money. 21 100 350 143 80 3 3.00 0.73

4. The sharing economy may be an interesting source of income for providers of assets. 7 67 342 198 88 3 3.19 0.67

5. The sharing economy contributes towards a greater level of employment and creates new jobs. 37 232 257 88 56 3 2.64 0.80

6. Participation in the sharing economy simplifies the work–life balance. 28 144 319 123 72 3 2.87 0.78

7. Use of services in the sharing economy is a source of unusual experiences. 40 165 272 137 67 3 2.82 0.85

8. Sharing via platforms saves users time. 20 107 331 156 79 3 3.01 0.75

9. Sharing is environmentally friendly thanks to saving resources. 22 107 303 182 79 3 3.05 0.78

10. Sharing limits the production of waste. 27 159 278 150 70 3 2.90 0.82

Legend: * Scale: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = agree; 4 = strongly agree; m = median; x = arithmetic mean; SD = standard deviation.

It is clear from Table 5 that respondents rated the sharing economy as beneficial in
almost all of the 10 aspects under investigation, i.e., in the economic, social, and envi-
ronmental field. An exception was constituted by the aspect of the benefit of the sharing
economy from the point of view of the country’s economy. On the contrary, the respondents
(88%) clearly agreed that the sharing economy could be an interesting source of income for
providers of assets. Four-fifths of respondents agreed that use of services in the sharing
economy significantly saves money for users. Almost 80% of respondents agreed that
sharing via platforms saves users time and is also environmentally friendly thanks to
saving resources. In the context of the evaluation of the benefits of sharing, it should be
noted that respondents rated the benefits of a microeconomic nature as more beneficial
compared to benefits of a macroeconomic nature.

As is clear from Table 6, the study also ascertained whether benefits in the field of
economic, social, and environmental responsibility are perceived as equal, or whether
respondents regard benefits in some of the given areas of social responsibility as
more important.

Table 6. Attitudes of respondents towards the benefits of the sharing economy in terms of economic,
social, and environmental responsibility.

Area of Benefits of the Sharing Economy Relative Average Evaluation

Economic responsibility 2.86

Social responsibility 2.84

Environmental responsibility 2.98

It is clear from Table 6 that the holistically conceived benefits of the sharing econ-
omy were perceived to be almost equivalent in all three areas of social responsibility
under investigation.

Comparison was also performed in the study of the attitudes of respondents from the
point of view of their gender, age, and level of education. The attitudes of respondents
towards the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation from the point of view of
men and women are evident in Table 7.
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Table 7. Comparison of the attitudes of respondents towards the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation by gender.

Statements
Relative Frequency Chi-Square Test

Male
3 and 4 (%)

Female
3 and 4 (%) Chi-Square Sig.

1. The sharing economy is beneficial to the economy of the country. 43 42 0.017 0.895

2. The sharing economy is a way to ensure more efficient utilization of resources. 70 68 0.401 0.527

3. Use of services in the sharing economy saves users a significant amount of money. 80 80 0.007 0.933

4. The sharing economy may be an interesting source of income for providers of assets. 88 88 0.024 0.878

5. The sharing economy contributes towards a greater level of employment and
creates new jobs. 53 59 1.561 0.212

6. Participation in the sharing economy simplifies the work–life balance. 72 72 0.005 0.942

7. Use of services in the sharing economy is a source of unusual experiences. 65 68 0.900 0.343

8. Sharing via platforms saves users time. 79 80 0.020 0.888

9. Sharing is environmentally friendly thanks to saving resources. 74 83 7.551 0.006

10. Sharing limits the production of waste. 65 74 5.336 0.021

Legend: Statistically significant differences are indicated in bold.

The survey conducted shows that the attitudes of men and women did not exhibit
any statistically significant differences regarding the majority of the benefits of the shar-
ing economy under investigation. Statistically significant differences by the gender of
the respondents were only ascertained in two of the investigated benefits in the field of
environmental responsibility, when more women agreed with the benefits of sharing in
this area than men.

The attitudes of respondents towards the benefits of the sharing economy under
investigation from the point of view of the younger generation aged 15 to 29 and the older
generation aged 30 or over are evident in Table 8.

Table 8. Comparison of the attitudes of respondents towards the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation by age.

Statements
Relative Frequency Chi-Square Test

15–29 Years
3 and 4 (%)

30 or More Years Old
3 and 4 (%) Chi-Square Sig.

1. The sharing economy is beneficial to the economy of the country. 41 44 0.603 0.437

2. The sharing economy is a way to ensure more efficient
utilization of resources.

78 64 13.141 <0.0005

3. Use of services in the sharing economy saves users a significant
amount of money.

81 80 0.058 0.810

4. The sharing economy may be an interesting source of income
for providers of assets.

91 86 3.246 0.072

5. The sharing economy contributes towards a greater level of
employment and creates new jobs.

57 56 0.130 0.718

6. Participation in the sharing economy simplifies the work–life
balance.

79 68 8.645 0.003

7. Use of services in the sharing economy is a source of unusual
experiences.

75 62 11.156 0.001

8. Sharing via platforms saves users time. 80 79 0.005 0.945

9. Sharing is environmentally friendly thanks to saving resources. 85 76 7.226 0.007

10. Sharing limits the production of waste. 74 67 2.611 0.106

Legend: Statistically significant differences are indicated in bold.
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It is clear from Table 8 that statistically significantly more members of the younger
generation, i.e., respondents aged 15 to 29, perceived a greater benefit of sharing in the case
of four of the 10 aspects under investigation than the older generation aged 30 or more.
This specifically concerned benefits in the form of more efficient utilization of resources,
simplification of the work–life balance, unusual experiences, and environmental protection
thanks to saving resources. In the case of the other benefits of the sharing economy under
investigation, no statistically significant differences were confirmed in the attitudes of the
younger and older generations.

Comparison of the attitudes of the respondents from the point of view of education is
demonstrated in Table 9. A comparison is made here of attitudes expressing agreement
with the benefits of sharing under investigation between the group of respondents with
primary and secondary education and the group of respondents with higher education.

Table 9. Comparison of the attitudes of respondents towards the benefits of the sharing economy under investigation
by education.

Statements

Relative Frequency Chi-Square Test

Primary and
Secondary Education

3 and 4 (%)

Higher
Education
3 and 4 (%)

Chi-Square Sig.

1. The sharing economy is beneficial to the economy of the country. 44 40 0.513 0.474

2. The sharing economy is a way to ensure more efficient utilization of
resources. 65 80 12.399 <0.0005

3. Use of services in the sharing economy saves users a significant
amount of money. 78 87 5.728 0.017

4. The sharing economy may be an interesting source of income for
providers of assets. 87 90 0.801 0.371

5. The sharing economy contributes towards a greater level of
employment and creates new jobs. 57 54 0.650 0.420

6. Participation in the sharing economy simplifies the work–life balance. 72 72 0.012 0.912

7. Use of services in the sharing economy is a source of unusual
experiences. 67 67 0.000 0.987

8. Sharing via platforms saves users time. 79 81 0.184 0.668

9. Sharing is environmentally friendly thanks to saving resources. 78 83 2.098 0.147

10. Sharing limits the production of waste. 69 71 0.189 0.664

Legend: Statistically significant differences are indicated in bold.

It is evident from Table 9 that the attitudes of respondents with different levels of
education differed in a statistically significant manner only in two of the 10 aspects. This
specifically concerned the benefit of the sharing economy regarding more efficient utiliza-
tion of resources and saving money for users. In both cases, statistically significantly more
respondents with higher education agreed with these benefits than respondents with a
lower level of education.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

It is evident from the studies that have been performed to date—see, for example,
Barnes and Mattsson [80], Geissinger et al. [81], or Leung et al. [4]—that the key motive
for sharing is benefit regarding sustainability or social responsibility. The importance of
the contribution of sharing towards support for sustainability and social responsibility is
also appreciated by the respondents to the survey presented here—the customers from the
Czech Republic. That is to say that the study that was performed shows that sharing is
beneficial to social responsibility from the point of view of the majority of respondents in
all areas—the economic field, the social field, and also the environmental field. Hypothesis
H1 (From the point of view of the majority of customers, sharing is a source of benefits not only in
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the field of economic responsibility, but also social and environmental responsibility) was therefore
confirmed. Here, an interesting fact is that the investigated respondents did not see any
difference in the perception of the benefits of sharing in these areas. The conclusions of
Barnes and Mattsson [80], Hallem et al. [79], and Grybaitė and Stankevičienė [78] regarding
the dominant role of economic responsibility were therefore not confirmed, nor were
the conclusions of Geissinger et al. [81] regarding the dominant role of environmental
responsibility. On the basis of our findings, we can reject hypothesis H2 (Customers regard
benefits in the field of economic responsibility to be the most important benefits of sharing). However,
within the framework of the abovementioned responsibilities—economic, social, and
environmental—the respondents always evaluated benefits that were microeconomic in
nature in a better light compared to benefits that were macroeconomic in nature. An
explanation can be found in the rational choice theory [83] in this case, too.

The study that was performed also shows that the benefits of sharing in terms of
economic, social, and environmental responsibility were in most cases viewed equally by
men and women. This was the case for eight of the 10 aspects under investigation. Only in
the case of environmental benefits were statistically significant differences between men’s
and women’s perceptions confirmed. The benefits of sharing in this area were evaluated as
more important by women in comparison to men. Therefore, only in this case were the
conclusions of Andreotti et al. [25] confirmed. However, hypothesis H3 (Women perceive the
economic, social, and environmental benefits of sharing as more important compared to men) was
not confirmed.

The study also shows that the benefits of sharing in terms of economic, social, and
environmental responsibility were in most cases viewed equally by the younger and the
older generations. This was the case for six of the 10 aspects under investigation. However,
in four cases a statistically significant difference was found, with the younger generation
perceiving the given benefits of sharing as more important compared to the older genera-
tion. In these cases, the conclusions reached by Andreotti et al. [25], Buda et al. [89], and
Lindblom A. and Lindblom T. [88] were therefore confirmed. They specifically concerned
the benefits of sharing in the form of more efficient utilization of resources, simplification
of the work–life balance, unusual experiences, and environmental protection due to saving
resources. Hypothesis H4 (The younger generation perceives the economic, social, and environ-
mental benefits of sharing as more important compared to the older generation) was therefore
not confirmed.

The study also shows that the benefits of sharing in terms of economic, social, and
environmental responsibility were viewed equally in most cases by respondents with
primary and secondary education and by respondents with a higher level of education.
This was the case for eight of the 10 aspects under investigation. Only for two aspects
of economic responsibility was a statistically significant difference in evaluation proven
between respondents with primary and secondary education and respondents with a
higher level of education. Respondents with higher education considered the benefits of
sharing in the form of efficient use of resources and in the form of financial savings to be
more important. Therefore, only in these two cases could an analogy be found with the
conclusions drawn by Andreotti et al. [25] and Buda et al. [89]. Hypothesis H5 (People with
a higher level of education perceive the economic, social, and environmental benefits of sharing as
more important compared to people with a lower level of education) was therefore not confirmed.

The contributions of this article can be seen in both the theoretical and in the practical
area. The sharing economy, social responsibility, and sustainable development represent
broad concepts that are constantly evolving. The findings presented in this article expand
current knowledge by explaining the interconnected nature of these concepts. From the
point of view of theoretical knowledge, they further contribute towards expanding knowl-
edge about customer attitudes regarding the perceived benefits of the sharing economy for
the economic, social, and environmental fields of social responsibility and, consequently,
regarding the ability of the sharing economy to ensure sustainable development, with
research having been performed using the example of a small post-communist country.
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Benefits can also be seen in our focus on the users of sharing, as opposed to focusing only
on the processes and attitudes of providers. The perceived benefits and attitudes towards
use of the sharing economy by users are important to ensure its effective functioning and
contribution towards sustainability. From a practical point of view, the findings presented
here provide a source of knowledge for the creators of strategy, policy, and tools, with
the aim of motivating actual and potential users of sharing and to therefore improve
performance in the field of sustainability.

6. Limitations and Future Research

As with other studies, the findings of this study should be considered in the light
of some limitations. The first is the fact that the study was performed in a small post-
communist economy. Development of the sharing economy in this region, and therefore
also the experience of users, may be specific, and when generalizing these results in a wider
region, this fact must be taken into consideration and vice versa. The second limitation
concerns the methodology used, in terms of which the benefits of the sharing economy
were evaluated regardless of the individual segments of sharing, whereas the authors
are aware of the fact that different platforms in the sharing economy offer a different
benefit for sustainable development, and some are even the subject of discussion and their
contribution towards sustainable development is regarded as minimal. In addition to this,
characteristics other than those investigated may also have an impact on the benefit of the
sharing economy, for example, the standing of users in the sharing economy, i.e., whether
they are customers and/or providers, the size of the municipality in which they live, the
experience of users with sharing, and the methods with which they use sharing. These
factors already reach beyond the framework of the presented study, thereby creating room
for further research.

The results of this study can be followed up by other research studies with several
different focuses. In the context of the first limitation, it would be possible to further
focus on the factors that led to the hypothesis regarding the influence of demographic
characteristics on differences in perception of the benefits of the sharing economy compared
to those defined by the literature not having been confirmed. Another avenue of research
could be the issue of the benefits of the sharing economy at a macroeconomic level, which
has been evaluated as beneficial, but less so than at a microeconomic level. Research
could also focus on the definition of strategies, policies, and tools that are able to increase
the perceived benefit on this level. Finally, in view of the fact that the sharing economy
supported by the development of digitization is a quickly growing phenomenon, future
research should also be directed towards gaining a more in-depth understanding of the
benefits of the sharing economy and its components, be it the forms or processes of sharing
towards sustainable development not only in areas defined according to the triple bottom
line, but also in relation to meeting the individual SDGs.
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