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Abstract: 

Nowadays, we might see lots of sharing economy platform or company appears in our 

daily life. Some of them were provide transportation services, or some of them were provide 

an accommodation services or more than we can see. We have known Relational Benefits 

Theory at the pass that Confidence Benefits, Social Benefits and Special Treatment Benefits 

will effected to Satisfaction and Commitment, then will effect to the Loyalty and Word-Of-

Mouth. But Relational Benefits Theory will also same as the Sharing Economy situation? This 

study may hope to prove that theory which also suitable in Sharing Economy. In our study, we 

focus Uber service in Taiwan. We would like to know that why customers willing to loyal in 

Uber services. We hope our survey will have significant relationship to most factor, except the 

special treatment benefits part. Because of the customer can choose their own choice where 

they can have the reference of peer assessment review. This study will be the first using original 

relational benefits model to analysis the sharing economy service company. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Nowadays, lots of ‘Sharing Economy’ concept have heard by anyway. Some of the 

concept have talk about to barter somethings, or secondhand market (Flea market) to sell 

your useless things. Some people may describe sharing economy as a new business model.  

The original meaning of Uber were the platform to provide some transportation 

services which to the free diver to earn some remuneration or bonus. The situation in Taiwan 

were the government have security concern. The government worry about the safety of the 

passenger. So they use some laws to manage the Uber services, Uber driver must to join the 

insurance like Third party property and more. Driver will not be a freelance driver, they will 

be a taxi driver but changed name only. The situation of Uber services in Hong Kong were 

illegal services. Above these kinds of information and difference, Uber is still a ‘Sharing 

Economy’ company in Taiwan and Hong Kong? 

Back to our study, we ignore these kind of situation and business model. Our study will 

focus on why customers willing to loyal in this kinds of services. Do the services provider 

or the ‘sharing economy’ platform provider have some action to keep the relationship to the 

customer? Between the customers, will they have some word-of-mouth marketing? Or will 

they have customer loyalty on the ‘Sharing Economy’? In this study, we are going to use 

the Relational Benefits Theory to prove all of doubt.  

Relational Benefits Theory have explained that customers who have experience after 

the service and want to have long-term relationship. It will have three parts in relational 

benefits, including Confidence Benefits, Social Benefits and Special Treatment Benefits. 

(Gwinner et al. 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002). In this study, we going to prove that 

relational benefits approach in relationship marketing as the theory framework to explain 

the influence of customer loyalty and word-of-mouth in the sharing economy. Gwinner et 

al. (1998) have suggested customer who in transaction relationships with services firms 

experience three types of benefits that were Confidence benefits (Bitner, 1995; Morgan and 

Hunt, 1994), Special Treatment Benefits (Peterson, 1995; Crosby, 1991) and Social Benefits 

(Berry, 1995; Price and Arnould, 1999). This study extends (Yang, Song, Chen and Xia, 

2017) conceptual model by proved relational benefits in the sharing-economy context and 

empirically testing their relationships with loyalty and word-of-mouth. 

 

1.1 Sharing Economy 

Sharing Economy was defined as ‘’the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, 

or sharing the access to goods and services, coordinated through community-based online 

services’ (Hamari et al., 2016). There are lots of different definition to define the sharing 

economy, and also to draw clear conceptual and empirical boundaries. The sharing economy 

has become a catch-all label with strong normative underpinnings (Acquier et al., 2017). 

Because of the trend of sharing, there are many similar concepts have been proposed 
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including platform capitalism, peer-to-peer economy (Bauwens, 2005), collaborative 

consumption (Botsman and Rogers, 2010), access economy (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012), 

gig economy (Friedman, 2014; Sundararajan, 2013).  Above all of these definition, we 

might have result that sharing economy were theoretical concept. In this study, we will 

define ‘Sharing Economy’ to be the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or 

sharing the access to the extra goods (materials) and services, coordinated through 

community-based online services, and get some rewards and bonus. 

 

1.2 Relational Benefits  

Relational benefits is meaning the ability to engage with other actors using the same 

engagement platform. (Storbacka et al., 2016)The previous research were mention that 

relational benefits help to maximize customer satisfaction and revisit intention, thus greatly 

enhancing the revenue of a service firm (Berry & Parasuraman, 1991; Heskett, Jones, 

Loveman, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 1994; Loveman, 1998; Molina, Martin-Consuegra, & 

Esteban, 2007;Kim, 2009). For these reasons, relational benefit research has been in the 

spotlight by practitioners and scholars in the service industry. Gwinner et al. (1998) have 

generalized three relational benefits that are confidence benefits, social benefits, and special 

treatment benefits. 

 

2. Research methods 

    This study were used the completely theory of relational benefits to analysis the sharing 

economy services platform. In relational benefits, we have 3 normal factor which are 

confidence benefits, social benefits, and special treatment benefits. We will have 6 

hypothesize.  

  

2.1 Confidence Benefits 

Some scholars (e.g., Gwinner et al., 1998; Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner, & Gremler, 2002; 

Kim & Ok, 2009; Yen & Gwinner, 2003) have mentioned confidence benefits as the 

reduction of anxiety and uncertainty regarding products and services and the comfort of 

knowing what to expect in service encounters. Gwinner et al., (1998) described confidence 

benefits as “feelings of reduced anxiety, trust, and confidence in the provider”, which points 

to the customers’ needs for confidence in core services and relationship stability (Patterson 

and Smith, 2001). When confidence improve to higher level, customers will willing to 

continue the relationship of the service provider (commitment) and the customer loyalty. 

Based on the Gwinner et al., (2002), hypothesize related to confidence benefits will 

proposed: 

H1a: In the sharing economy, confidence benefits positive influence customer 

satisfaction. 
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H1b: In the sharing economy, confidence benefits positive influence customer loyalty. 

H1c: In the sharing economy, confidence benefits have no significantly influence 

customer commitment.  

 

2.2 Social Benefits  

Social benefits are focuses on the emotional aspects of a relationship that occur when 

a customer has an enhanced relationship with a particular service provider (Gwinner et al., 

1998).Social benefits include personal recognition of customers by employees, 

fraternization, the development of friendships between customers and employees, and a 

sense of belonging (Berry, 1983; Gwinner et al., 1998; Kim & Ok, 2009; Price & Arnould, 

1999). According to a study by Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002), the key factor of social benefits 

is personal friendships between employees and customers. 

In sharing economy, customers will interact to the service providers directly and 

changed the tradition economics market’s social connection. This kind of service experience 

help to understanding and motivating the customers to maintain the relationships of the 

services provider and own self and remain committed to the service providers (Schor, 

2014).Based on the Gwinner et al., (2002), hypothesize related to confidence benefits will 

proposed: 

H2a:  In the sharing economy, social benefits have no significantly influence 

customers satisfaction.  

H2b: In the sharing economy, social benefits positive influence customer loyalty. 

H2c: In the sharing economy, social benefits positive influence customer commitment. 

 

2.3 Special Treatment Benefits 

Special treatment benefits include both monetary and non-monetary advantages such 

as better prices, tailored service, faster service delivery, and extra attention. Usually, these 

benefits are provided only for special customers (Gwinner et al, 1998; Hennig-Thurau et al., 

2002; Kim & Ok, 2009; Kim et al., 2010). Therefore, when a patron receives such special 

treatment benefits, higher levels of satisfaction and loyalty tend to result (Patterson & Smith, 

2001; Williamson, 1981). In addition, the patron who receives customized benefits tends to 

maintain a favorable relationship with the service supplier. 

In contrast, the interaction-orientation communication style focuses on affective 

components such as concern, friendliness, empathy, warmth, compassion, and humor. This 

type of service provider helps patrons to perceive that they are receiving tailored services 

and extra attention, which are key dimensions of special treatment benefits (Kim et al., 

2010).  

In sharing economic, lots of services provider have provided the ‘special’ or different 

services to the user, so special treatment might not be special (Yang et al., 2017). Some like 
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Uber will provide water or different pathway to the user to choose. Based on the research 

of Yang et al., (2017), hypothesize related to confidence benefits will proposed: 

H3a:  In the sharing economy, special treatment benefits have no significantly 

influence customers satisfaction.  

H3b: In the sharing economy, special treatment benefits have no significantly influence 

customer loyalty. 

H3c: In the sharing economy, special treatment benefits have no significantly influence 

customer commitment. 

 

2.4 Satisfaction 

Customer satisfaction is defined as “a person's feelings of pleasure or disappointment 

that results from comparing a product's perceived performance or outcome with his/her 

expectations” (Kotler and Keller, 2009, p. 789). When customer experienced the goods and 

services, they will have a feeling that to satisfaction or dissatisfaction. According to the 

previous research, we may estimate that satisfaction will positive influence loyalty (Yen et 

al., 2003). A considerable amount of service management literature has shown the link 

between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty (Chen, 2012; Kumar et al., 2013; Suh 

and Yi, 2006). Based on the Gwinner et al., (2002), hypothesize related to satisfaction will 

proposed: 

H4a:  In the sharing economy, customer satisfaction positive influence customer 

commitment.  

H4b: In the sharing economy, customer satisfaction positive influence customer loyalty.  

H4c: In the sharing economy, customer satisfaction positive influence word-of-mouth. 

 

2.5 Commitment 

Commitment has been identified as one of the most important constructs in the field of 

relationship marketing (Morgan and Hunt, 1994). According to the Yang et al., (2017) 

mentioned commitment were fully mediates the relationship between confidence benefits, 

social benefits and customer loyalty. And also based on the Gwinner et al., (2002), 

hypothesize related to satisfaction will proposed: 

H5a: In the sharing economy, customer commitment positive influence customer 

loyalty.  

H5b: In the sharing economy, customer commitment positive influence word-of-

mouth. 

 

2.6 Loyalty 

Customer loyalty is defined as “a deeply held commitment to rebuy or re-patronize a 

preferred product or service consistently in the future, despite situational influences and 



 
The 2018 International Conference on Information Management (ICIM 2018) Taiwan, 2018/6/3  

marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching behaviour” (Oliver, 1997: p. 392). 

Loyalty is a multi-dimensional construct including purchase intention, recommendations, 

word of mouth, price tolerance, complaint behaviour and propensity to leave (Kumar et al., 

2006). The fundamental goal of relationship marketing is creating customer loyalty 

(Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002; Ravald & Gronroos, 1996).  

H6: In the sharing economy, customer loyalty positive influence word-of-mouth. 

 

2.7 Word-of-mouth 

Word-of-mouth (WOM) communication can be defined as “informal communications 

directed at other consumers about the ownership, usage, or characteristics of particular 

goods and services and/or their sellers” (Westbrook, 1987). WOM communication is 

believed to hold particular importance in its ability to influence other consumers because it 

is perceived as being more neutral and less biased than marketing-based communication 

(Herr et al., 1991). Research shows that the impact of WOM is particularly important in 

services (Heskett et al., 1997), where consumers are more likely to be dependent on the 

communication of others. The figure 1 will represent the concept model for our research. 

 

 

Figure 1. Concept model 

 

3. Data Analysis and Result  

According to the previous literatures have mentioned about this kind of survey is 

suggested to be online survey (Deutskens at al. 2006; Yang et al., 2017). Secondly, Sharing 

economy services platform were online service, so survey will be recommended to be online 

survey. In our study, we may focus on the Uber services which is the most people recognize 

sharing economy services. We have 121 samples from Taiwan only. In the previous research 

on relational benefits (Yen and Gwinner, 2003) have mentioned that before the survey, 

respondents may asked to think about his/her experience of using Uber. In our survey, the 
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items designed to rate on five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). 

We prefer the research result will same as the hypothesis which we suggested.  

3.1 Sample Structure 

In our research, we have 121 respondents, including 42% male and 57% female. Also 

we have 59% respondents were below 24 years old, 22.3% were 25-29, 10.7% were 30-34. 

In the education part, there were 80.99% of respondents with college degree, 19% were 

have master degree or above. In the occupation part, there were 59.5% of respondent were 

students, 14% were service. Finally, 33.3% respondent were have 9,999 NTD below 

disposable income, 29.7% were have 10,000-19,999 NTD. The detail information of 

research is presented in Tabel 4 below.  

 

 

 

Tabel 2. Respondents information 1 
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Tabel 3. Respondents information 2 

 

3.2 Mean and deviation 

In our research, we used Structure equation modeling (SEM) analysis in AMOS to 

examine the relationship between relational benefits, satisfaction, commitment, customer 

loyalty and word-of-mouth. The mane and Standard deviation, might help us to recognize 

how respondents response the questionnaire. Because the Uber service were provided the 

rate platform to each the driver and passage, when customer who would like to have Uber 

service, the rate system will be there reference. So in the special treatment benefits, it may 

have a lower mean.  

 

Construct Mean SD SB STB CB Sat COM LOY WOM 

SB 2.98 .880 1.000 

      

STB 2.4645 .80217 .531 1.000 

     

CB 3.7466 .77223 .461 .261 1.000 

    

Sat 3.9318 .80945 .445 .269 .836 1.000 

   

COM 3.3285 .88626 .619 .509 .647 .694 1.000 

  

LOY 3.8485 .87242 .536 .323 .725 .813 .653 1.000 

 

WOM 3.8492 .91599 .477 .255 .753 .801 .625 .876 1.000 

 

Table 4 Mean, AVE and correlations 
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3.3. Reliability and Construct Validity 

In the measurement model part, our study have used two part to analysis, including 

the Reliability and Validity. Our study have used the SPSS software to analysis. In the 

bellowing part, the Cronbach’s Alpha, Factor loading, CR and AVE were shown in the 

Table 5. The factor loading more than 0.5 will be acceptable. In our research, all of the 

factor loading were 0.76 to 1.24, so our factor loading will be acceptable. AVE value 

greater than 0.50 are also acceptable.  

 

Factor Item 

Factor 

Loading CR AVE 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

SB SB1 1.14 1.079077 1.279067 0.715 

 SB2 1.24 

 SB3 1 

STB STB1 0.76 0.963984 0.84394 0.872 

 STB2 0.95 

 STB3 0.86 

 STB4 1 

 STB5 1 

CB CB1 0.85 0.944292 0.8502 0.849 

 CB2 0.91 

 CB3 1 

SAT SAT1 1.01 1.000038 1.00015 0.956 

 SAT2 1.01 

 SAT3 0.98 

 SAT4 1 

COM COM1 1 1.005173 1.021 0.918 

 COM2 1.06 

 COM3 1 

 COM4 0.98 

LOY LOY1 0.96 0.986532 0.960667 0.888 

 LOY2 0.98 

 LOY3 1 

WOM 

 

 

 

WOM1 0.99 1.007863 1.03215 0.955 

WOM2 0.98 

WOM3 1.09 

WOM4 1  

Table 5 Factor Loading, CR, AVE and Cronbach's Alpha 
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4. Limitation and conclusion 

Consider the policy in Taiwan nowadays, Uber were changed to be different to the 

original business model, the future research would concern about the Uber service in 

different country, or comparing to the other country. Also, our research were keeping collect 

the questionnaire, so it may effected to our survey result. When we stared to collect the data, 

there were lots of difficulties, just a few part of people have already try or experience Uber 

service. Secondly, the situation were too many Taxi driver organization to operate the 

transportation services, so some of the people in Taiwan who aged 35 or above were not 

willing to try the new transportation services. Some of them will concern the safety part, 

including payment, service quality, privacy information, etc. According to these kind of 

difficulties and limitation, so we may need to have more time to collect our survey result. 

Future research may consider different kind of country, some as other Asia country. 
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