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Abstract 

This thesis investigates the driving factors that influence consumer adoption of 

collaborative consumption models, specifically product rental and secondhand 

purchase of consumer durables. It aims to identify the differences and similarities 

between the two concepts, and to gain further insight into the factors that influence 

consumers' intentions to engage in secondhand purchasing and rental of consumer 

durables. Using the Theory of Planned Behavior, the thesis contributes to the 

understanding of how the importance of ownership, trend affinity and the desire for 

flexibility influence consumers' attitudes and subsequently their intention to buy 

secondhand or rent. This was done by conducting a comparative analysis of the two 

concepts by using linear and multiple regression models. In addition, a repeated 

measures ANOVA assesses the variance in consumer attitudes towards secondhand 

purchase and renting across different categories of consumer durables.  

This research confirms that attitudes towards product rental and secondhand purchase 

significantly impact consumer intentions. Trend affinity plays a contrasting role, 

positively influencing attitudes towards renting but not towards buying secondhand. 

Furthermore, product category acts as a moderating factor, influencing the relationship 

between trend affinity, ownership importance and consumer attitudes in product rental 

but not in buying secondhand. 

The findings suggest that secondhand purchase is already widely adopted, while there 

is still potential to increase the adoption of rental options for consumer durables. 

Therefore, the thesis not only provides information on the role of the identified 

influencing factors on consumer adoption, but also provides insights for marketers to 

tailor strategies that promote the adoption of collaborative consumption models.  

Keywords: collaborative consumption, product rental, buying secondhand, durable 

consumer goods 
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Kurzfassung 

In dieser Arbeit werden wesentliche Faktoren identifiziert, die die Absicht von 

Konsumentinnen und Konsumenten beeinflussen, sich für eine von zwei Formen von 

„Collaborative Consumption“ zu entscheiden: dem Mieten oder Gebrauchtkauf von 

Gütern. Dazu wurden Unterschiede und Gemeinsamkeiten der beiden Konzepte 

betrachtet, um folglich herauszufinden, wie die Faktoren „Wichtigkeit von Besitz“, 

„Trendaffinität“, sowie „Wunsch nach Flexibilität“ die Absichten der Verbraucherinnen 

und Verbraucher beeinflussen, langlebige Konsumgüter gebraucht zu kaufen oder zu 

mieten. Die Arbeit leistet einen wichtigen Beitrag zur Klärung des Einflusses dieser 

identifizierten Faktoren. Das zugrundeliegende Forschungsmodell basiert auf der 

„Theory of Planned Behavior“ und wurde für eine vergleichende Analyse mit Hilfe von 

linearen und multiplen Regressionsmodellen verwendet. Darüber hinaus wird mit einer 

ANOVA mit Messwiederholungen die Varianz der Verbrauchereinstellungen in den 

verschiedenen Produktkategorien bewertet. Die Untersuchung bestätigt, dass die 

Einstellung gegenüber dem jeweiligen Konzept einen wesentlichen Einfluss auf die 

Absicht hat, eine der beiden Konsumformen zu wählen. Eine hohe Trendaffinität geht 

mit einer positiven Einstellung zum Mieten einher, hat jedoch den gegenteiligen Effekt 

auf die Einstellung zum Gebrauchtkauf. Die Einstellungen wurden auch in Kontext zu 

ausgewählten Produktkategorien betrachtet und erweisen sich vor allem bei 

Mietoptionen als wesentlicher zu betrachtender Faktor. Die Ergebnisse zeigen 

außerdem, dass der Gebrauchtkauf bereits eine weit verbreitet Konsumform darstellt, 

während Mietoptionen für langlebige Konsumgüter noch wenig genutzt werden. Daher 

liefert die Arbeit nicht nur Informationen über die Rolle der identifizierten 

Einflussfaktoren auf die Akzeptanz der Verbraucherinnen und Verbraucher, sondern 

liefert auch Erkenntnisse für Vermarkterinnen und Vermarkter, die Strategien zur 

Förderung der Akzeptanz von alternativen Konsummodellen entwickeln können. 

Schlagwörter: collaborative consumption, product rental, buying secondhand, durable 

consumer goods  
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1. Introduction 

The term “circular economy” has gained popularity in recent years and trends indicate, 

that sustainability is a central aspect in consumers´ purchase decisions nowadays, as 

found by Deloitte (2020). There are several ways how companies can adapt their 

business model to strive towards a circular economy. One central aspect is posed by 

the way products are utilized: either by extending the product´s life, as through 

repairing, upgrading, reselling, by using sharing platforms to enable consumers to 

share products, or by adopting product as a service options, through which access to 

products is given to consumers while ownership remains with the business (Accenture, 

2012, p.12).  

These modes of exchange can be summarized under the term “collaborative 

consumption” and are considered a potential solution to society´s overconsumption 

(Kim & Jin, 2020, p. 129) as they offer ways of rethinking traditional modes of 

consumption (Hellwig et al., 2018, p. 51). Consumers are seeking new, cost-effective 

ways to meet their needs due to financial constraints. This leads them to share goods 

with others, either for free or at a lower price compared to buying new items. It can 

range from renting to more durable forms such as resale (Kamilaris & Prenafeta-Boldú, 

2018, p. 98; 109). The transaction therefore can either include a transfer of ownership 

or only grant access to the products (Benoit et al., 2017, p. 220). Both forms of 

consumption, possession and mere access to goods, are found to have an impact on 

consumer behavior (Chen, 2009, p. 926).  

 Initial situation 

The reasons for the rise of a so called “collaborative economy” are manifold as found 

in literature, such as limited space caused by urbanization (Finley 2013), economic 

gains (Hamari et al., 2016), and sustainability aspects (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 

2018). However, not only those are main drivers. Technological developments of 

community-based online platforms have also contributed significantly (Hamari et al., 

2016, p. 2050). Collaborative consumption is found to often be of a triadic nature as 

there is a platform provider involved that connects the consumer, who is seeking a 
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product, with a person or company that offers those goods (Benoit et al., 2017, p. 220). 

Such peer-to-peer platforms are especially adopted for secondhand purchasing of 

consumer goods as an alternative to the mass consumption market (Ek Styvén & 

Mariani, 2020, p. 734) and are now on the rise to also solve the problem of underutilized 

products in an overconsuming society as renting out underutilized products would allow 

for higher utilization rates (Horton & Zeckhauser, 2016, p. 6).  

However, according to a survey conducted in the DACH region, more than half of the 

respondents were against the idea of renting products they use (Brandt, 2021). In 

contrast, the reselling of unused goods on the secondhand market seems to be more 

popular already. According to a study conducted in Austria, over 80% of respondents 

had already purchased secondhand goods in the past (IKEA; Marketagent, 2023, p. 6). 

This prompts the question of where the differences lie in consumer adoption decisions 

between those two modes of consumption. 

 Problem statement 

Literature on new forms of consumption mostly focuses on sharing practices in general 

(Lamberton & Rose, 2012), but did not yet explore the different forms of collaborative 

consumption and eventual differences in consumer adoption (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 

693). Although the topic of “collaborative consumption” has been addressed in 

literature, it has mostly been studied in the context of the peer-to-peer sharing market, 

using examples such as Airbnb (Botsman & Rogers, 2010) or car sharing (Brandt, 

2021). However, research indicates that the factors that lead consumers to adopt 

collaborative consumption practices differ between services and consumer goods (Kim 

& Jin, 2020, p. 129). It has been assumed in previous studies that the product category 

might have an essential impact on whether consumers will rent products or buy them 

(Fota et al., 2019, p. 13). Even though first research on collaborative consumption of 

durable consumer goods has been done, it still lacks more comprehensive 

understanding of differences for different product categories (Kim & Jin, 2020, p. 129). 

This is why there is a research gap in knowing what kinds of products are more likely 

to be rented than owned (Lawson et al., 2021, p. 370; Borusiak et al., 2020, p. 10). 
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There is also a gap in investigating when ownership is seen as more flexible than 

alternative forms of consumption (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 14).  

Thus, this thesis focuses on two different concepts within collaborative consumption - 

the buying of secondhand goods and the renting of products in the context of consumer 

durables to gain further insights.  

 Research Objectives 

It has been assumed that product rental is in competition with secondhand purchase 

options (Catulli, 2012, p. 789). Thus, this is elaborated on in more detail in this thesis. 

As literature already addresses the trade-off between access and ownership decisions 

(Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 576) it makes sense to compare two concepts that show 

similarities but differ when it comes to ownership rights to gain further insights into the 

mentioned trade-offs. While with the former, the goods are only granted access to, with 

the latter the goods are possessed (Chen, 2009, p. 926). Hence, this thesis aims to 

identify key determinants and their role in the consumer adoption intention for product 

rental or secondhand purchase of durable goods. Further, this thesis provides insights 

into how those identified aspects influence adoption intention and how this is similar or 

different for renting and buying secondhand. Third, managerial implications are 

provided by evaluating the potential of both concepts for different types of durable 

consumer goods. The underlying research question was derived as follows:  

How do specific factors influence consumers' intention to choose renting or buying 

secondhand for different types of durable consumer goods? 

 

 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is essentially divided into three main sections. At the beginning, a literature 

review is conducted, which serves as the theoretical foundation in Chapters 2-5, from 

which hypotheses are derived. The second part of the thesis deals with the empirical 

elaboration, whereby the empirical methodology used is first described and justified, 

and the hypotheses are derived (Chapter 6). The collected data is then analyzed, and 
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the formulated hypotheses are tested and interpreted (Chapter 7) in order to answer 

the underlying research question. The results are then discussed in Chapter 8.  

To conclude, the theoretical foundation is then combined with the empirical findings to 

form recommendations and discuss managerial implications (Chapter 9) before ending 

with the conclusion and limitations and suggestions for future research in the area of 

collaborative consumption in Chapter 10.  

The chapters are structured as follows: 

Chapter two deals with the definition of the terms “collaborative consumption”, “sharing 

economy” and “access-based consumption”, which are often used synonymously, to 

clarify the difference between the concepts. Then different forms of collaborative 

consumption are discussed to gain further understanding of the concept. 

Chapter three elaborates the similarities and differences of the two forms of 

collaborative consumption, namely “secondhand purchase” and “product rental” which 

are underlying this thesis to gain further understanding of the concepts.  

Chapter four then starts with a definition of durable goods and further specifies their 

characteristics and why those are relevant to differentiate them from other types of 

goods. 

In chapter five, the consumer adoption process, which is important for consumer 

acceptance, is explained in order to understand the role of attitudes and intentions in 

consumer acceptance. The theoretical foundation from the previous chapters will be 

combined to understand which specific factors can have an influence on consumer 

adoption of secondhand purchase and product rental with regards to durable consumer 

goods.  

Subsequently, the methodology being used is explained in chapter six to understand 

the empirical design of this thesis as well as the structure of how the hypotheses are 

being tested.  
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Chapter seven consists of the analysis of the findings and results of the empirical study 

before closing with the discussion of the findings, recommendations, as well as 

implications and limitations in Chapters 8, 9, and 10.   
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2. Collaborative Consumption 

In existing literature, a number of different concepts which are related to "collaborative 

consumption" are mentioned, but they are not always clearly distinguished from each 

other. The terms “sharing economy” (Belk, 2014b), “access-based consumption” 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) or “collaborative consumption” (Botsman & Rogers, 2010) 

are often used synonymously although describing somewhat different concepts. 

Therefore, a clear definition is needed. This will be elaborated on in the following 

chapter.  

 Definition 

In contrast to linear consumption, which describes buying new goods and disposing of 

those afterwards, collaborative consumption focuses on shared use of goods or 

resources (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681). Collaborative consumption entails a triadic 

relationship compared to conventional forms of exchange, in which two parties (the 

provider and the buyer) are involved. This triangle is made up of a platform provider, 

who is enabling the exchange by providing the platform or online marketplace, a 

customer who wants access to specific services or products, and the actual product or 

service provider (Benoit et al., 2017, p. 220).  

It is therefore 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, p. 2049). In many cases collaborative consumption is 

enabled through online platforms that represent peer-to-peer networks (Belk, 2014, p. 

1595) (Benoit et al., 2017, p. 223). Through those, collaborative activities are shared 

between consumers while consumers can take the role of the buyer, seller or be both 

(Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2050-2051). This indicates that the consumer can be the 

receiver and the provider (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 29). If an individual is taking on both roles 

– the one of the provider as well as the one of the customer (Barnes & Mattsson, 2016, 

p. 3), this is also referred to as being the “prosumer” (Benoit et al., 2017, p. 223).  
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Although some authors define collaborative consumption solely as a form of acquiring 

access to goods instead of ownership (Belk, 2014b) (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) (Benoit 

et al., 2017), for this thesis a more comprehensive approach is used, including 

permanent forms of acquisition, such as secondhand purchase, as this can also be a 

form of collaboration amongst consumers (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 28). This contrasts with 

how access-based consumption is defined, namely as “a transaction that may be 

market mediated in which no transfer of ownership takes place” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012, p. 881). Further, the term “sharing economy” is often used following the same 

definition as “access-based consumption” (Bhardi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014; 

Lamberton & Rose, 2012) or “collaborative consumption”. However, sharing economy 

is rather the description of the phenomenon enabling those new forms of exchange 

between consumers through information technology (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2047-

2048). It is found to be the economic model enabling the concept of sharing unutilized 

tangible or intangible assets (Botsman & Rogers, 2010).  

 

Figure 1: Visualization of connection of the terms 
Source: own illustration 

 

Summarizing, as illustrated in figure 1, collaborative consumption and access-based 

consumption are both part of the sharing economy while the two concepts overlap to a 

certain extent. Access-based consumption only deals with access to products or 

services, while collaborative consumption additionally entails forms of exchange where 

a transfer of ownership takes place.  
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It has been pointed out in literature that with access-based consumption the access to 

the products acquired is temporally limited since legal ownership stays with the provider 

(Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 571). Within access-based consumption, with their purchase, 

consumers acquire the right to use an object but do not own it (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012, p. 882). The distinguishing aspect of collaborative consumption practices is the 

fact that the resource or product is shared by various consumers over time, no matter 

if ownership is transferred or not (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681). Individuals´ willingness 

to give access to their belongings is what enables collaborative consumption (Benoit et 

al., 2017, p. 223).  

Summarizing, for this thesis, the following definition is used. Collaborative consumption 

can be defined as different circulation systems of resources that enable consumers to 

exchange resources by providing or obtaining those on a temporal or permanent basis. 

The exchange can either be conducted through direct interaction or through a third-

party mediator (Ertz et al., 2016, p. 15). In summary, collaborative consumption refers 

to individuals organizing the procurement and distribution of a resource for payment or 

other form of compensation (Belk, 2014b, p. 1597). It is a form of consumption that 

stands in contrast to the acquisition of new products for personal use (Roos & Hahn, 

2019, p. 681).  

 Types of Collaborative Consumption 

As mentioned, collaborative consumption can take on various forms, which are 

described in the following section.  

Generally, collaborative consumption can be separated by two categories: access over 

ownership and transfer of ownership. Access over ownership includes renting and 

lending activities while transfer of ownership includes swapping, donating, or the 

purchase of used goods (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2049). Tunn et al. (2021) describe this 

as “access-based product service systems”, meaning that consumers can gain access 

to products through rental, leasing or sharing (p. 2797). 

Other than the differentiation based on the acquisition mode, collaborative consumption 

practices can differ in the form of compensation involved, meaning whether it is 
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monetary or non-monetary (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681). Renting and purchase of used 

goods both include monetary transactions, while swapping and borrowing are based 

on non-monetary transactions or no compensation at all (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2049). 

A further criterion for differentiation is the behavior involved, describing if it is reciprocal 

or non-reciprocal (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681). Figure 2 summarizes and illustrates the 

various modes of collaborative consumption and their characteristics based on the 

explained criteria.  

 

Figure 2: Overview of different types of collaborative consumption 
Source: Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681 

 

Ertz et al. (2019) use a similar distinction, however using slightly different terms. They 

differentiate the form of exchange in collaborative consumption by mutualization and 

redistribution, while there are several variations in between those two, differentiated by 

the length of usage. These variations are “short-term access, long-term access, and 

disposition after temporary acquisition” (see figure 3) (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 32). 

Mutualization hereby refers to mutual exchange, either in the form of direct “tit-for-tat” 

exchange but also includes a form of giving that does not anticipate receiving 

something back immediately. However, it is based on the assumption that the receiving 

party would act the same way as the giving party does if they would be in their situation 

(Arnould & Rose, 2016, p. 76; 82; 89). This resembles the distinction by reciprocity 

used by Roos & Hahn (2019, p. 681). 
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Figure 3: transfer of use and ownership in collaborative consumption 
Source: Ertz et al., 2019, p.33 

Short-term access is characterized by a single transaction, whereas long-term access 

is characterized by serial use of the good or product, often involving memberships. 

Furthermore, a distinction based on temporality can be made. This can be done not 

only on the basis of duration of access but also based on the duration of use of the 

object. This length may vary from hours to years, as in the case of car leasing (Bardhi 

& Eckhardt, 2012, p. 884). 

“Disposition after temporary acquisition” (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 34) includes actions such 

as resale or temporary lease. Disposal can be done on a permanent basis or 

temporarily (Ertz et al., 2016, p. 14). In redistribution, consumers also dispose of goods 

in ways such as through resale on secondhand platforms, bartering or swapping (Ertz 

et al., 2019, p. 34). In these cases, ownership is transferred, however usage is shared 

over time, while in other forms, like with renting or borrowing, no transfer of ownership 

takes place (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681).The difference between those two concepts 

is determined by the consumer´s intention at the time of the purchase: while with 

“disposition after temporary acquisition” the purchase is already made with the intention 

to later on dispose of the goods, while for redisposition, this decision it is not already 

decided to later on dispose of the good (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 34).  

In the following subchapters, the mentioned different forms of collaborative 

consumption are discussed in more detail. 
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 Swapping 

Swapping is also called “bartering”, where goods or services are exchanged voluntarily 

without any monetary transaction taking place (Bieniek, 2021, p. 1). Based on the 

definition of Arnould & Rose (2016), this is one form of mutualization. It is a form of 

redistributing goods that are not needed or wanted anymore (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 

2018, p. 39). Further, bartering is characterized by an immediate two-way exchange. 

This concept is especially popular for clothing through fashion swap groups or websites 

(Bieniek, 2021, p. 1-3). However, it cannot only include the bartering of goods but also 

services (Belk, 2014a, p. 14). Swapping is based on the premise that one person has 

something that the other person wants and vice versa (Graeber, 2014, p. 24). This form 

of exchange was very common in the past between parties that were familiar with each 

other and is now facilitated between non-familiar parties by the rise of technology (Belk, 

2014a, p. 14). 

 Borrowing 

Borrowing also involves two parties, the “lender” and the “borrower”. A temporary 

transfer of the possession is underlying this form of exchange, while legal ownership 

stays with the lender (Jenkins et al., 2014, p. 4). This can be a beneficial option for 

trying out products as they can easily be returned to the lender (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 

2621). This form of transaction does not necessarily involve market mediation but 

involves personal relationships, as things are often borrowed from relatives or friends 

(Jenkins et al., 2014, p. 5-6).  

Even though this form of consumption is not associated with the burden of ownership, 

in literature it has been mentioned that a certain obligation is related to the concept of 

borrowing. On one hand, the obligation to return the borrowed good and on the other 

hand the obligation to return the favor of lending. Further It has been found that 

borrowing can be accompanied with a certain burden to treat the objects in question 

with care. This can be even stronger when goods are borrowed from someone that the 

borrower isn´t too familiar with (Jenkins et al., 2014, p. 5; 7).  
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 Product Rental  

Product rental is seen as a form of a so called “product-service system (PSS)” (Tukker, 

2004) or “product service economy” (Frenken & Schor, 2019, p. 125). Within those 

concepts, products are provided to consumers through rental, leasing or sharing 

options (Tunn et al., 2021, p. 2797). The focus there is on usability rather than mere 

ownership, as goods and services are being used in new and different ways (Bardhi & 

Eckhardt, 2012).  

As product-service systems include both, tangible products and intangible services, 

they have been categorized into different subcategories (Tukker, 2004, p. 248).  

 

Figure 4: Product-Service Systems 
Source: Tukker, 2004, p. 248 

Three main categories of product-service systems can be built, which are product 

oriented, use oriented, or result oriented systems (see Figure 4). Product renting is a 

form of a use oriented product-service system, in which the actual product is owned by 

the provider, who therefore also provides maintenance. The consumer only pays for 

product usage (Tukker, 2004, p. 249). With rental, the right to use the product is 

acquired while ownership remains with the actual owner (Frenken & Schor, 2019, p. 

125). Morewedge et al. (2021) speak of a “transfer from legal ownership to legal 
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access” (p. 199), describing a shift from purchasing and consuming own private 

products to acquiring the right to access products owned by others (p. 198). Therefore 

consumers feel less of a psychological sense of ownership for rented goods than they 

do for goods they own (Morewedge et al., 2021, p. 203). 

With product rental, consumers pay an agreed fee for the duration of use that allows 

for them to use the product and is often referred to as “rental commerce” (Fota et al., 

2019, p. 3). With this new form of consumption, compared to common product rental, 

access to the products is enabled through information technology (Belk, 2014, p. 1595). 

In product rental, consumers do not share a product at the same time, but rather use 

the product one at a time for an agreed period of time (Fota et al., 2019, p. 3). The 

difference to leasing is found in the duration, since leasing usually is long-term oriented 

and lasts for more than two years, as for example in leasing a car (Tunn et al., 2021, 

p. 2799). Renting products from businesses rather than from consumers is also 

described as “product-service economy”. Within this occurrence, the service 

component represents the access to the product which the consumer acquires 

(Frenken & Schor, 2019, p. 125).  

Fota et al. (2019) further specify rental commerce as a form of sharing as follows: 

Different types of products for everyday use offered by businesses to consumers to be 

used for a longer period of time. This renting is enabled through digital platforms but 

there is no real community aspect involved. A purchase option might be offered at the 

end of the rental period (Fota et al., 2019, p. 4). As soon as the product is returned to 

the renter, the product becomes available for another consumer (Frenken & Schor, 

2019, p. 125).  

Renting provides consumers with the possibility to access goods that would otherwise 

be unattainable for them (Morewedge et al., 2021, p. 200). This is supported by low up-

front costs for the consumer, resulting in a low barrier for consumers to engage in 

product rental (Tukker, 2004, p. 254). 
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 Secondhand purchase 

The secondhand purchase of used goods is another form of consumption that can be 

assigned to the concept of collaborative consumption (Ertz et al., 2019, p. 28). 

Secondhand purchasing refers to the purchase of pre-owned products from people who 

no longer need them, a process that involves multiple users who use the same product 

at consecutive times (Moon et al., 2023, p. 1). This is sometimes associated with a 

lower price compared to buying new since the product has been previously used and 

owned by someone else (Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 65-66).  

In general, a secondhand business model describes various forms of interactions and 

can include business-to-consumer (B2C), business-to-business (B2B), and consumer-

to-consumer (C2C) transactions. Further, different channels can be used for 

secondhand commerce, such as brick & mortar stores, platforms, drop-off kiosks or 

websites (Yrjölä et al., 2021, p. 766 - 767). For C2C or “peer-to-peer” interactions, social 

networks enable the redistribution of goods that have been pre-owned (Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010, p. 76). Exchange of goods through secondhand peer-to-peer networks 

is even seen as the most prevalent form of collaborative consumption (Parguel et al., 

2017, p. 48). Also known as the 'secondhand economy', this is the practice of extending 

the life of a product by redistributing ownership of it (Yrjölä et al., 2021, p. 761). With 

secondhand peer-to-peer (P2P) platforms, not only the product´s life is extended but 

also pointless storage of unused products is avoided (Parguel et al., 2017, p. 48). 

There are certain products that have a strong secondhand market, for example baby 

strollers. Some products are resold on the secondhand market at a price similar to the 

original price of the items, which lowers the total cost of ownership for a consumer when 

buying the product new, as it can be resold with next to no loss (van Loon et al., 2018, 

p. 966). In literature as of now, this concept is currently mainly discussed for purchasing 

clothes (Ek Styvén & Mariani, 2020) and furniture (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016) as 

in those fields, purchasing secondhand via peer-to-peer networks seems to be already 

frequently adopted. 
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3. Comparative Analysis of Product Rental and 

Secondhand Purchase 

Although product rental as well as secondhand purchase of goods can be summarized 

under the term “collaborative consumption”, there are certain similarities and 

differences to be found in both concepts that will be elaborated on in the following 

chapter.  

 Similarities 

 Economic Gain 

Generally, the search for a fair price, the intention to find a bargain and the desire to 

pay less are found to be the economic motives for engaging in alternative forms of 

consumption (Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 69). This is also supported by the findings of Roos 

& Hahn (2017) who argue that economic benefits do have an impact on the attitude 

consumers have towards collaborative consumption (p. 690). 

Secondhand purchase as well as rental of products are found to be associated with 

economic benefits. These economic benefits the consumer associates with the 

participation in collaborative consumption are indicated to have a strong influence on 

their intention to adopt such practices (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2055). Compared to 

buying new goods on the regular market, prices may be cheaper when buying 

secondhand or renting products (Kim & Jin, 2020, p. 124).  

The price of secondhand goods is found to be more attractive compared to buying new 

because the products have a certain depreciation due to the fact that they have already 

been used (Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 65). This allows consumers to acquire the products 

they want without having to reduce consumption of other products to be able to afford 

those (Guiot & Roux, 2010, p. 388). Additionally, buying secondhand poses the 

possibility of generating additional income as goods that have been bought can be 

resold again (Fors et al., 2023, p. 4). As products are not owned with rental options, 

this option is nonexistent.  
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When it comes to renting products, the perceived economic benefit is dependent firstly 

on the renting duration (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13) and secondly it is also 

dependent on the utilization frequency of the product (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 

181). Financial benefits are found to be a key driver for consumers to use rental options, 

especially for products that are only needed for a brief - or trial period. For those, the 

economic benefits are undeniable (Fota et al., 2019, p. 592). If the costs of renting a 

product are lower than the purchase price, this could be one factor leading to 

decreasing the demand for owning (Horton & Zeckhauser, 2016, p. 3). 

Price may be especially relevant in the context of durable consumer goods as price 

here is usually higher than for non-durable consumer goods (Estelami & De Maeyer, 

2004, p. 131). For rental products, the perceived economic benefit was found to be the 

most influential factor in consumers' intention to adopt alternative consumption forms 

(Fota et al., 2019, p. 11). However this aspect may be only relevant for products that 

are used for a short period of time as for longer time periods, the costs of rental might 

exceed actual purchase costs (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13). This was 

confirmed if renting is more expensive in the long run than owning products (Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 2010, p.186). All in all, renting can be a great alternative especially for 

products that are used infrequently, such as for special occasions only, for products 

with high maintenance costs and for products with high purchase costs (Morewedge et 

al., 2021, p. 203) for which usage can be planned in advance (Horton & Zeckhauser, 

2016, p. 22). 

 Sustainability Aspects 

Collaborative consumption is seen as a sustainable form of consumerism. As sharing 

is perceived as being more sustainable than constantly purchasing new products, 

collaborative consumption practices can be a good alternative to buying new (Kim & 

Jin, 2020, p. 128). This is true since by using collaboratively, a product´s lifespan can 

be extended (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 2018, p. 39).  

In the case of product rental options, the same product is used by different consumers 

over time, assuming to lower the amount of products purchased, which leads to a 
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decrease in the number of products being produced (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, 182). 

Buying secondhand is perceived to be more sustainable as the products have been 

passed on to someone else, which leads to extending a product´s life as well (Roux & 

Guiot, 2008, p. 85). Therefore, this can also lead to a decrease in items purchased 

new, resulting in less resources being used (Borusiak et al., 2020, p. 2).  

However, previous studies show that even though the ascribed sustainability 

characteristics lead consumers to form positive attitudes towards collaborative 

consumption, it may not necessarily lead to the intention to adopt it (Hamari et al., 2016, 

p. 2055). There are several reasons to be found for that, especially that buying 

sustainable is associated with having to neglect certain brands or having to attribute 

more time to finding the right product. Therefore, even though consumers would like to 

be sustainable, they often do not act upon their good intentions (Eckhardt et al., 2010, 

p. 427). Additionally, even though renting and buying secondhand is perceived as a 

more sustainable alternative to buying new, it is also proposed that both forms of 

consumption can lead to consuming more, which can again have a negative 

environmental impact (Parguel et al., 2017, p. 55).  

 Product Condition 

In both cases, product rental as well as buying products secondhand, the products in 

question have been pre-used, which is associated with some downsides from 

consumer perspective. Those aspects are elaborated on in this chapter. 

For product rental, it has been found that consumers fear to receive the product in a 

bad condition as it could happen that items have not been checked properly before 

renting them to the next customer (Catulli, 2012, p. 786). Next to the risk of bad product 

quality, there is also the perception that rented products are unhygienic or 

contaminated (Morewedge et al., 2021, p. 203) as consumers are aware that the 

products have been used by others and that a certain quality standard for the use might 

not be guaranteed (Fota et al., 2019, p. 593). This fear may be justified as it has been 

found that consumers tend to take less care of products that they do not own. Another 
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is the fear of contamination as the product is used by several people (Morewedge et 

al., 2021, p. 203). 

For secondhand items, similar concerns have been identified. Since most products tend 

to deteriorate over time, secondhand items are often considered to be of lower quality 

or less visually appealing than new products. Especially for electronic devices 

secondhand products might be outdated already as the products are technologically 

updated more regularly (Moon et al., 2023, p. 2). However, this might not be 

generalized to all different types of products as it has been found that consumers value 

high quality secondhand products over lower quality new products (Clausen et al., 

2010, p. 1818). Another aspect of buying secondhand is the fact that products no longer 

have a warranty, thus there is a certain risk involved that the acquired product does not 

work properly, which is difficult to determine from consumer perspective (Clausen et 

al., 2010, p. 1819 – 1820).  

Although these are factors that are related to both concepts, it is important to note a 

significant difference: rental products are reutilized and undergo reconditioning before 

being rented to the next consumer (Catulli, 2012, p. 791), which is not the case for 

secondhand items. However, with product rental there is also the risk that the product 

might not be meeting expectations and consumers might still need to keep the product 

for an agreed period of time (Fota et al., 2019, p. 595).  
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 Differences  

The following differences in buying secondhand and renting products have been found 

in literature and are further explained in more detail. 

 Ownership 

Ownership entails having full property rights over a good (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012, p. 

882), which is the case for secondhand purchase but not for product rental. Ownership 

of a good includes the right to use it, to change it, to generate revenue from it or to 

convey one or all of those rights to others (Furubotn & Pejovich, 1972). For product 

rental, since mere access for a defined period is acquired, only the right to use the 

product as well as the right to generate revenue from this usage are gained with the 

rental. The right to change the product or to convey property rights to others stays with 

the owner (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 178-179).  

When it comes to product ownership, in literature specific risks are referred to which 

are associated with it, resulting in the term “burden of ownership” (Moeller & Wittkowski, 

2010). Those risks include financial risk, social risk, or performance risk. Social risk 

hereby refers to judgement of others about a purchase and the impact on one´s social 

standing. Performance risk is associated with the risk of a potential product failure, the 

need for maintenance or repair and therefore additional costs, which results in a certain 

financial risk (Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 572-573). These risks appear to be absent 

when it comes to rental options (Lawson et al., 2021, p. 364). Since for product rental 

options, the service provider is responsible for product maintenance and failure, those 

risks are negligible (Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 572).  

Nonetheless, it has been stated in research that ownership is still perceived as the ideal 

form of consumption (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012, p. 895). One reason for that could be 

that some risk factors also need to be taken into consideration for product rental, such 

as financial risk as rental fees need to be paid. Also, additional costs might arise as 

there is the risk of loss or damage of the product, which can result in an additional 

financial burden not anticipated (Fota et al., 2019, p. 13). 
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Although freedom from ownership may be perceived as a benefit from a consumer's 

perspective, it can have negative effects on the product's lifetime. Consumers may not 

value the goods as much as they would if they owned them, which could lead to a 

decrease in the product's lifespan (Lawson et al., 2021, p. 363). Additionally, from 

company perspective it can be very expensive to evaluate a potential damage and 

assign it to a specific renter (Bulow, 1982, p. 316).  

 Product Availability 

When renting products, there is a risk of product scarcity. This describes the fact that 

the desired product may be unavailable for the consumer at the time he or she desires 

access to it, in case it is currently rented to someone else (Lamberton & Rose, 2012, 

p. 110; Catulli, 2012, p. 786). Others describe this as the “fear of product unavailability” 

(Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 12) which can be an obstacle of engaging in renting. 

Within this context, the concept of “rivalry” is discussed in research. This describes the 

degree to which usage by one consumer prevents another consumer to use a certain 

product. Consequently, rivalry is dependent on one´s own usage and the demand of 

others for the product in question. Consumers who cannot easily anticipate regular 

usage of a product might be more inclined to try alternative forms of consumption 

compared to traditional buying (Lamberton & Rose, 2012, p. 110; 112, 122). However, 

renting requires planning ahead and lacks spontaneity as product availability is not 

guaranteed (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 12). 

As for the product portfolio, while renting options are found to offer more up to date 

products, buying secondhand is perceived as fashionable as it is a way of acquiring 

fashion designer pieces at a fair price (Fors et. al, 2023, p. 4). It is also seen as an 

alternative to the mass market (Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 70), offering unique products 

that differentiate consumers from the masses, which is caused by the fact that it is 

unpredictable what is offered on the secondhand market (Guiot & Roux, 2010, p. 391 - 

392) as there is no standardized product portfolio (Yrjölä et al., 2021, p. 768). Further, 

this can pose as a main driver for adopting secondhand purchasing practices, as it 

provides access to products that are otherwise not available in conventional stores 

anymore on conventional markets (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13; Roux & Guiot, 
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2008, p. 65). However, for this reason secondhand P2P platforms are found to 

encourage impulse buying as the potential lower price and limited availability of items 

leads to justifying the purchase (Parguel et al., 2017, p. 51; Ertz et al., 2019, p. 34).  

 Convenience 

Renting is a temporary mode of consumption, resulting in more flexibility compared to 

ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012, p. 883). The commitment to make a final choice 

is postponed if products are only rented as consumers only access the gods or services 

for a specific period of time. Consumers are further exposed to a wider product portfolio 

and are able to access a product if they are unsure if they will like it (Lawson et al., 

2021, p. 363-364). Specifically for consumers that are not able to predict their own 

usage behavior this could be an important aspect and driver for choosing renting 

options (Lamberton & Rose, 2012, p. 113). Additionally, renting provides the flexibility 

to try products before actually committing to a purchase (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 

2016, p. 13). Moreover, renting allows consumers to expand the range of options to 

more different brands and products than if they bought the products (Kim & Jin, 2020, 

p. 124). It allows for access to products that they would not be able to afford with 

conventional purchasing options (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012, p. 881; 883).  

Another benefit with renting, similar as with sharing options, is that consumers do not 

need to take care of storing the products long-term (Lamberton & Rose, 2012, p. 111). 

This flexibility leads to a certain level of convenience that comes with rental options 

(Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 187). This convenience includes decision convenience, 

access convenience, transaction convenience, as well as benefit convenience (Berry 

et al., 2002). In this context, decision convenience, transaction convenience and 

access convenience refer to the benefits of renting from the same supplier, resulting in 

less time spent making consumption decisions and searching for suppliers, as well as 

the benefit of not having to repeatedly provide transaction information. Benefit 

convenience relates strongly to non-ownership of the goods as maintenance and repair 

is taken care of by someone else (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 187-188). However, 

a barrier for user adoption is found in the fact that higher effort to access the products 

is needed than with standard purchase options (Tukker, 2004, p. 256).   
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4. Durable Consumer Goods 

As this thesis focuses on the rental and purchase of secondhand goods in the context 

of durable consumer goods, an understanding and clear definition of those is 

necessary. Therefore, a clear definition will be provided, followed by some 

characteristics that are attributed to durable consumer goods. Subsequently, these 

characteristics will be elaborated on for identified subcategories within consumer 

durables.  

 Definition 

Consumer goods can be differentiated based on durability. In literature, it is common 

to differ between durable and non-durable goods. Non-durable consumer goods are 

products characterized by low consumer involvement with high purchase frequency 

and a lower price compared to durable consumer goods. Such products would be 

butter, milk and bread for example (Estelami & De Maeyer, 2004 p. 131). Durable goods 

usually have a lifespan of more than three years (Vyas, 2011, p. 38). Other definitions 

already include products with a lifespan of more than one year (Casalis & Krustev, 

2020, p. 3). Therefore, they are purchased less frequently than non-durable consumer 

goods and hence require higher consumer involvement (Estelami & De Maeyer, 2004, 

p. 131).  

High involvement is usually associated with products that are of a higher price, offer 

complex features, and therefore are consider to involve higher risk with purchase 

(Vyas, 2011, p. 38; Grewal et al., 2004, p. 101). Since durable goods are more 

expensive than non-durable goods and are bought less frequently, consumers spend 

more time away from the market (Grewal et al., 2004, p. 101), meaning that the 

repurchase frequency is lower compared to fast moving consumer goods.  

One main difference of the two types of goods is that durable goods can also be sold 

secondhand by consumers (Desai et al., 2007, p. 151). This is true since one main 

determinant of differentiating durable from non-durable goods is the fact that durable 

goods can be used multiple times over a longer period of time (Casalis & Krustev, 2020, 
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p. 3). Further, durable consumer goods need to be distinguished from intermediate 

goods, which are durable but intended for further processing, such as steel. An 

important difference to durable goods is that intermediate goods cannot be rented but 

must be sold (Bulow, 1982, p. 315). 

Additionally, there is the group of “semi-durable” goods which include movies or 

clothing and shoes (Bianchi, 2002, p. 5). Even though their lifespan is more than one 

year, they are used for a shorter period than that and in general, their purchase price 

is lower than for durable goods (Casalis & Krustev, 2020, p. 3).  

 

 Characteristics of Durable Consumer Goods 

In this chapter, the characteristics of durable consumer goods are described which play 

a significant role in consumer decisions to provide insights into the relevant factors that 

are considered relevant for making buying or renting decisions. 

Several criteria have been found to play a role in the decision making process for 

consumer durables (Vyas, 2011, p. 40). Those will be elaborated on in more detail. 

 Purchase Costs 

This aspect has been identified as relevant since affordability of a product has been 

found to be one main driver in consumption decisions (Moon et al., 2023, p. 2). 

Durable goods are characterized by a higher initial purchase price compared to non-

durable products (Grewal et al., 2004, p. 101). Some consumer durables, especially 

electronics, are subject to rapidly declining price as newer, usually more technologically 

advanced versions become available (Gowrisankaran & Rysman, 2012, p. 1174). 

Therefore, rental options might be more relevant for product categories that are 

perceived to decrease in value with its usage (Lawson et al., 2021, p. 365) 

In the context of consumer durables, price has been found as a factor that is used to 

infer other characteristics of the product such as quality or prestige (Brucks et al., 2000, 

p. 372), ascribing additional importance to the role price plays for these types of goods.  
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As summarized by Guiltinan (2010) psychological costs also play an important role in 

evaluating the value of durable goods, especially for replacement decisions. He 

mentions psychological costs, financial costs, and relational costs (Guiltinan, 2010, p. 

169). Psychological costs describe the increased value of the good from the 

consumer´s perspective that may arise due to compatibility with other products they 

own. Financial costs include the evaluation of the current market price of the used good 

plus the additional costs for maintenance, while potential disposal costs or still included 

warranty are considered as well. Thirdly, relational costs describe the attachment to the 

product and the accompanying emotional bonds (Guiltinan, 2010, p. 169).  

 Longevity and Durability 

Next to affordability, durability of a product has been identified as a second important 

aspect in consumption decisions (Moon et al., 2023, p. 2). Durability is related to the 

lifespan of a product however this is difficult to define for durable consumer goods. 

(Cooper, 1994, p. 24) as several aspects need to be considered.  

One reason is that today, products are often disposed of even though they are still 

functioning. In many cases, this is attributed to impulse buying behavior, which leads 

to neglecting the evaluation of the durability of products (Cox et al., 2013, p. 21). The 

end of life of durable goods can be determined based on two aspects: their usable life 

or their physical life. The former is measured in quantity units and describes the 

maximum number of uses for the consumer while the latter is measured in time units 

that can mark the end of life of the product for reasons other than usage, such as 

outdated technology or physical product breakage (Koenigsberg et al., 2011, p. 111). 

This is defined as the “replacement life” of a product, describing the period the product 

is owned by the initial purchaser (Cooper, 1994, p. 24). Research found that 

replacement of durable consumer goods varies across product categories and is mostly 

based on the evaluation of future benefits of the good and the functional attributes 

(Guiltinan, 2010, p. 166). To be distinguished from durability is the term “economic life” 

which also includes products that are already discarded, however would still be 

functioning or could be repaired cost-effectively (Cooper, 1994, p. 24). This is especially 
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relevant if demand for durable goods is related to specific circumstances in life, such 

as the demand for baby products. Although they are still functional, the initial 

demanders will not continue to demand it indefinitely (Bulow, 1982, p. 318). In this 

context the secondhand market plays a crucial role as here, the secondhand market 

can extend a product's life if it is disposed of prematurely, even if it is still functioning 

(Cooper, 1994, p. 28). 

Expected product lifetime showed to vary across different product groups. Expected 

product lifetime refers to the longevity that consumers expect a product to last for, from 

purchase to disposal, regardless of the reason for disposing of it afterwards (Cox et al., 

2013, p. 24). In a study dealing with buying criteria for different product categories, 

longevity and reliability of the products have been found to be of most importance for 

consumers (Gnanapragasam et al., 2018 p. 913). Clothing was found to have the 

lowest expected lifetime with less than two years, followed by consumer electronics 

and small household appliances, which have an expected lifetime of less than five 

years. For bigger household appliances such as washing machines, the expected 

lifetime was between five to ten years, while for furniture it was around ten years and 

longer (Cox et al., 2013, p. 24). 

Previous studies have found that products that are of rather functional use to 

consumers, such as washing machines or kitchen appliances, tend to be replaced 

when they break while for other products, upgrading to more fashionable items is the 

main reason for replacement (Cox et al., 2013, p. 25). This is why durable consumer 

goods have been sub-categorized by product lifetime preferences (Cox et al., 2013, p. 

25): 

• Up-to-date products are products that are subject to fashion or technological 

trends and are primarily updated for their looks or features. Amongst those are 

clothes, mobile phones, or other smaller appliances and home décor. Compared 

to other product groups consumers also tend to take less care of those products 

(Cox et al., 2013, p. 25). For this type of goods, consumer preferences change 

over time, not only because of functional improvements but also for other 

attributes, such as their design (Bianchi, 2002, p. 2). 
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• Service utility products are those that consumers rely on for their functional 

purpose and therefore are disposed of after they break rather than for 

fashionable reasons. Examples include larger home appliances. As they are 

more likely to be disposed of when they break down, these are less likely to be 

redistributed (Cox et al., 2013, p. 25 - 26). 

• Investment goods are more of emotional value and often consumers need to 

save up to for them as they are considered as being more expensive, such as 

large furniture or appliances. Hence, those are treated with care in order to make 

sure to contribute to prolonging the life of these products (Cox et al., 2013, p. 

25). 

 

 Usage/Utility 

Usage can be differentiated by different aspects: usage frequency, usage function, and 

usage situation. Usage frequency thereby refers to how often the product is used, while 

usage function describes how good the different features of a product are utilized by 

the consumer. Usage situation describes the different applications a product can be 

used for (Ram & Jung, 1991, p. 404).  

The usage also has an impact on the product life of the goods as for example the 

product life of a car is dependent on the kilometers driven or on how well it has been 

maintained and stored (Cooper, 1994, p 24). In literature it is referred to as “optimal 

consumption” which consist of three different usage aspects: the efficiency in 

consumption, intensive use, and optimal use. The consumption efficiency refers to 

ensuring that a product meets the customer´s needs and providing additional services 

and attributes to do so. Intensity of usage refers to the increase in occasions the goods 

are used (Kostecki, 2013, p. 4-5). This “intensity of use” poses great potential for 

alternative modes of consumption, as for infrequently used products, renting could be 

a great alternative to buying to ensure an efficient use of resources (Cooper, 1994, p. 

26). Optimal use refers to the design of a product and its durability, as discussed in 

chapter 4.2.2 (Kostecki, 2013, p. 6). 
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The usage frequency has been found to determine how much the consumers value the 

specific product. For replacement behavior, this is also an important aspect as it has 

been found that products that are used more frequently tend to be upgraded earlier 

(Guiltinan, 2010, p. 166).  

 Maintenance and Repair 

Consumerism in society is one driver that leads to an early replacement of a product 

instead of repairing it. Repair describes the act of restoring a faulty, damaged or worn 

product to a status where it is acceptable to use it again. This involves a set of activities 

that require the collaboration of various stakeholders (Crocker & Chiveralls, 2018, p. 2-

3). What consumers perceive worth repairing is dependent on individual beliefs, 

attitude, personal attachment and other circumstances such as affordability of a new 

product or on technical aspects, such as needed knowledge and tools for repairing, as 

well as on emotional, functional and symbolic value of the product in question 

(Terzioğlu, 2021, p. 288). Maintenance is the process of conserving and preserving 

goods (Gregson et al., 2009, p. 251). It is strongly related to repair because if 

maintenance is not performed regularly, products may become faulty and no longer 

serve their intended purpose (Cooper & Salvia, 2018, p. 3). The failure to maintain 

products has been found to be one main driver of consumption while proper 

maintenance may prevent overconsumption of goods (Gregson et al., 2009, p. 268). 

High-cost items are considered worth repairing while other consumer goods, like 

toasters or smaller appliances are rather replaced than repaired. However, replacing 

goods may also require familiarizing oneself with a brand new product and learning 

about new features, which may also result in new products being abandoned (Gregson 

et al., 2009, p. 251). Repair costs strongly influence consumers' willingness to repair 

goods: if repair costs exceed the resale value of the good, it is more likely to be replaced 

(Cooper & Salvia, 2018, p. 14).  
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 Social Aspects/Prestige 

For consumer durables, the purchase behavior is influenced by reference groups the 

consumer interacts with. This is relevant if the product is visible to others at some point 

during consumption or if it is exclusive. In literature this is described as “conspicuous 

consumption” which describes the consumption of products that are either visually or 

verbally conspicuous. This means that the products in question can either be easily 

seen by others or can be described to others and are therefore a basis for the social 

recognition of other reference groups (Souiden et al., 2011, p. 330 - 331). 

Consequently, this can be referred to as the 'prestige' of the product, describing how 

well the product conveys a certain status of superiority to the owner and his or her 

social reference groups. It can be related to the appearance of a product or can rely on 

a certain brand´s image (Brucks et al., 2000, p. 361).  

For luxury products, consumers often seek to display a certain social status, leading 

them to purchase branded items (Souiden et al., 2011, p. 330). This has been 

supported by a study that found that brand and price are seen as prestigious attributes 

of a product (Brucks et al., 2000, p. 372).  

 

 Product Groups within Durable Consumer Goods 

Products can be grouped based on different factors or attributes. Bayus & Carlstrom 

(1990) tested different product groups based on certain attributes discussed in the 

previous chapter. The results indicated that the characteristics within those attributes 

vary per product group (Bayus & Carlstrom, 1990, p. 761; 768; 771). Therefore, product 

groups of consumer durables have been formed and are further inspected based on 

their differences in their characteristics. Those include: household goods, consumer 

electronics, furniture, sports equipment, and accessories (Casalis & Krustev, 2020, p. 

3). 
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 Household Goods 

Household goods seem to be necessities for consumers as when it comes to owning, 

more than 90% of the respondents of a survey on the Austrian market stated that they 

owned goods like refrigerators, vacuum cleaners, washing machines, and stoves. 

Smaller appliances such as coffee machines, toasters or blenders are owned less 

frequently, however still owned by over 70% of the respondents (Statista, 2024). 

Consumers expect household goods to last between eight to up to 14 years, depending 

on whether it is a smaller household good, such as for example a coffee machine, or a 

bigger appliance, such as a stove, while actual usage of the products varies from five 

to up to 10 years (Wieser et al., 2015, p. 2-3). There also seem to be differences in the 

factors that consumers consider important, depending on whether they are buying 

small or large appliances. For both, reliability is considered extremely important, while 

longevity and appearance are found to be of bigger importance for large kitchen 

appliances. Price and guarantee are considered very important criteria for both groups, 

while the brand is only moderately important for both categories (Gnanapragasam et 

al., 2018, p. 912).  

 Consumer Electronics 

This product group includes products made mainly for information and communication 

purposes and includes products such as smartphones, TVs or computers (Laricchia, 

2024). The actual duration that consumer electronics are used before being replaced 

varies from two to up to seven years, while the expected lifespan of those goods ranges 

from five to up to eleven years and seems to be lowest for mobile phones (Wieser et 

al., 2016, p. 2-3). The expected lifespan varies by specific product type and seems to 

be lower for products like smartphones or computers than for a TV (Kostecki, 2013, p. 

6). A previously conducted study that investigated the importance of several purchasing 

criteria over product categories found that for consumer electronics, appearance is not 

as important as with other product groups, however longevity and reliability are most 

important for consumers. Also the brand name, guarantee, and price play a crucial role 

(Gnanapragasam et al., 2018, p. 912). Compared to other product groups, consumer 
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electronics are found to be fast paced, as new products are launched more frequently 

(Moon et al., 2023, p. 2). 

 Furniture 

The product group of "furniture” includes different types of products that are used for 

various activities such as sitting, sleeping or for storing. Products falling into this 

category are therefore subcategorized in different segments: living room furniture, 

bedroom furniture, kitchen & dining furniture, home office furniture, lamps & lighting, as 

well as home décor (Statista, 2023b). 

When it comes to product longevity, furniture is rather long lasting due to the materials 

being used, such as wood. The need for maintenance and repair is strongly dependent 

on the consumer's handling of the products but does not seem to be too important for 

this product category (Cooper et al., 2021, p. 4). However, appearance as well as 

longevity are both considered extremely important purchasing criteria for furniture, 

followed by price and guarantee. The brand seems to be less important 

(Gnanapragasam et al., 2018, p. 912). An Austrian study found that consumers expect 

their furniture to last more than 10, up to 19 years, while they also report to use their 

furniture items for eight years or longer (Wieser et al., 2015, p. 2-3). When it comes to 

product disposal, old pieces of furniture are usually disposed of due to a desire for a 

new style rather than because the product is broken (Cooper et al., 2021, p. 5) 

 Sports Equipment 

The sports equipment market has experienced strong global growth in recent years and 

is expected to continue to grow until 2028 (Statista, 2023). This product category 

includes different types of goods for physical activity and for specific sport categories 

such as winter sports (Statista, 2024b).  

As far as the importance of several buying criteria from consumer perspective is rated, 

price, appearance and longevity are considered very important while the brand and 

guarantee are only moderately important (Gnanapragasam et al., 2018, p. 912). As 

found by a study conducted in the DACH region, sports equipment is already becoming 
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more relevant for the rental market compared to other types of consumer goods 

(Brandt, 2021).  

 Accessories 

For accessories such as jewelry and watches, reliability and appearance are extremely 

important purchase criteria for consumers. Guarantee, longevity, and price are also 

very relevant, while the brand seems to be of only moderate influence 

(Gnanapragasam et al., 2018, p. 912). A study found that conspicuous consumption is 

particularly relevant for accessories, as purchasing branded goods is seen as a display 

of social status and can help to boost self-esteem (Souiden et al., 2011, p. 339). Luxury 

products are also particularly important in the accessories group. In literature, they have 

been mentioned especially for renting as this is seen as an option of gaining access to 

goods that would otherwise not be accessible to certain consumers (Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 2010, p. 182). However, it has been discovered that the gained social 

prestige associated with the use of luxury goods via renting can be overshadowed by 

negative aspects. This is referred to as 'authentic signals' associated with luxury 

renting, which describe consumers' awareness of their inability to afford the luxuries 

they rent, resulting in low self-esteem (Gong et al., 2022, p. 1600). 
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5. Attitudes and Intentions in the Consumer Adoption 

Process 

Consumer behavior refers to the way individuals allocate their resources on products 

and services and includes the search, purchase, usage, evaluation and disposal of 

products or services with the goal to satisfy their needs and wants (Schiffman et al., 

2013, p. 4; Chen, 2009, p. 926). Attitude towards a service or offering plays a significant 

role in consumers´ buying decision as attitude is defined as a tendency to respond 

either favorable or unfavorable to an offering (Ajzen, 2014, p. 530).  

 Consumer Adoption Process 

Relying on findings that have been discussed in the context of innovations, consumer 

adoption is defined as a process, reaching from getting aware about an innovation, to 

forming attitudes about it for then deciding on adoption (Rogers, 1962). adoption As 

found in previous studies, it is difficult to predict consumer behavior based on survey 

responses about their intended actions. This is based on a discrepancy between 

expressed attitudes, intention, and actual behavior (Belk, 1985). For that reason, a 

more accurate prediction model was developed with the “Theory of Planned Behavior”. 

This model is intended to explain consumer behavior by linking attitudes, subjective 

norms, and perceptions of behavioral control and intentions to actual behavior (Ajzen, 

1991). This has shown to be a popular theory in existing literature for understanding 

and predicting consumer behavior and specifically has been applied in the context of 

collaborative consumption and consumers´ intention to engage in it (Hamari et al., 

2016) (Roos & Hahn, 2019) (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 2018) (Borusiak et al., 2020). 

The theory assumes that intention to perform a behavior precedes actual behavior. A 

behavior is more likely to be carried out if there is a strong intention to do so (Ajzen, 

1991, p. 181). This intention is defined by three determinants: behavioral beliefs, 

normative beliefs, and control beliefs (Ajzen, 2016, p. 125).  
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Figure 5: Theory of Planned Behavior 
Source: (Ajzen, 2016, p. 126) 

The stronger the intention to perform a behavior, the more likely it is that the behavior 

is actually performed (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181) (see Figure 5). This assumes that behavior 

is rational and is subject to one´s own control (Borusiak et al., 2020, p. 4). Summarizing, 

the theory of planned behavior states that one's behavior can be predicted by one's 

intention to perform that behavior, which is based on attitudes, norms and one's control 

over that behavior. Additionally, individual beliefs influence the attitude (Slaton & 

Pookulangara, 2022, p. 767). As attitudes and intentions play a vital role in the adoption 

process, both will be discussed in more detail in the following subchapters.  

 Intention 

Intentions are described as the deliberate choice of an individual to act in a certain way 

after giving it considerable thought based on the information available (Roos & Hahn, 

2019, p. 682). Purchase intention is an important determinant for predicting consumer 

behavior as it describes the possibility that consumers will act or are at least willing to 

act in a certain way (Wu et al., 2011, p. 32). However, research has observed a so 

called “intent-purchase discrepancy” caused by people that do not act truthful to what 

they stated in surveys. This is caused by two groups: the “Intender-nonbuyers”, who 

stated that they intend to buy but then do not act upon it and are the main drivers for 

the discrepancy, as well as the group of “nonintender-buyers”, who initially state that 

they are not going to buy but end up buying anyways (Tirtiroglu & Elbeck, 2008, p. 168-
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169). One reason for that can be found in the consumer´s ability to inhibit certain 

impulses, which means the truthfulness of reported actions is strongly dependent on a 

person´s actual control over a specific behavior (Ajzen, 2011, p. 1115).  

It has been found that previous experience or past behavior have an influence on 

intention, as well as on different personality traits (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 2018, p. 

38; 41). Intentions are further influenced by the attitudes towards the behavior, by 

subjective norms, as well as by perceived behavioral control and emotions (Ajzen, 

2011, p. 1115 - 1116) (Roos & Hahn, 2019, p. 681).  

 Attitudes 

Attitude refers to an individual´s evaluation of performing a behavior and is therefore 

an important driver for engaging in a particular behavior (Ajzen, 2014; Ajzen, 1991). 

They are the reflection of a positive or negative evaluation to act a certain way (Roos 

& Hahn, 2019, p. 682). Attitudes are found to be an important determinant in consumer 

decision making (Ajzen, 2014, p. 530). If the attitude towards something is favorable, it 

appears more likely that the behavior is actually performed (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 

2018, p. 40). The crucial role of attitude in explaining consumer behavior was confirmed 

in previous studies (Grewal, 2004, p. 102).  

A consumer´s attitude towards a product is based on their evaluation of the product´s 

characteristics. The beliefs about those characteristics are what influences the attitude 

towards the product. It can be concluded that positive beliefs therefore lead to more 

positive attitude (Ajzen, 2014, p. 531). However, it is important to note that attitude 

towards a product alone is not sufficient for predicting actual behavior. It is therefore 

necessary to assess attitudes towards actual purchase behavior, which includes the 

perceived consequences of a behavior, rather than just attitudes towards the product 

(Solomon et al., 2006, p. 156).  

Attitudes are found to serve several functions: a knowledge function, a value-

expressive function, a social-adjustive function, as well as a utilitarian function (Grewal, 

2004, p. 102). In general, one of the following functions will be dominant for a product 

or perceived action (Solomon et al., 2006, p. 139): 
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 Knowledge function 

The knowledge function helps consumers sort and structure information about a 

product and therefore facilitates decision making (Grewal, 2004, p. 103). This can be 

especially important for new products (Solomon et al., 2006, p. 139). Hereby, it is 

distinguished between distinct types of consumers: experts and novices. Experts have 

a high level of product knowledge while novices have little knowledge about the 

product. A major difference is in their knowledge processing ability, which is higher for 

experts than for novices, resulting in lower interpurchase intervals of experts compared 

to those of novices (Grewal, 2004, p. 103-104).  

 Value-expressive function 

The value-expressive attitudes serve to express consumers´ values and self-identity. 

Hence, purchase decisions are made on the perceived reaction of others to it (Grewal, 

2004, p. 104). Attitudes are therefore not formed based on objective benefits but rather 

on what a product or action expresses to the outside world (Solomon et al., 2006, p. 

139).  

 Social-adjustive function  

The social-adjustive function relates to gaining social approval with the purchase 

decision as products that fulfill those functions are perceived as helping to achieve an 

aspired social status. Again, here a difference is imposed between publicly consumed 

goods compared to privately consumed goods (Grewal, 2004, p. 104). Those are also 

described as “ego-defensive function attitudes” and relate to protecting the consumer 

from intrinsic or extrinsic fears (Solomon et al., 2006, p. 139). 

 Utilitarian Function 

This function of attitudes describes whether a product or behavior is perceived to cause 

pleasure or pain (Solomon et al., 2006, p. 139). The utilitarian function of attitudes is 

not influenced by intrinsic motivation, such as for example the want to replace a good 

because of fashion attributes. Instead, extrinsic factors are emphasized and the product 

is seen as a means to an end, by only being motivated to replace something because 



 

36 

it is broxen for example. However, the utilitarian attitude is less applicable to products 

that are publicly consumed or considered luxuries (Grewal, 2004, p. 105).  

 Influencing factors on consumer attitudes towards adoption of 

product rental and secondhand purchase of consumer 

durables  

As found in innovation adoption studies, the perceived advantage of adoption is of 

central aspect for consumers in their decision process and very relevant for predicting 

actual usage (Rogers et al., 2014, p. 216). If there is no perceived fit associated with 

the use of an innovation, which is assessed based on the lifestyle or personal values, 

and past experience, consumers are less likely to adopt a certain behavior (Saaksjarvi, 

2003, p. 91). Hence, there are specific factors that influence the consumer adoption of 

collaborative consumption practices. Those factors can be distinguished between 

external and internal factors (Hamari et al., 2016, p. 2596) and have been considered 

in the theory of planned behavior as so called “background factors”, which influence 

consumers intention to perform a certain behavior. They can be of different nature, as 

for example in demographic variables or other personality and life values of a person 

(Ajzen, 2011, p. 1123). Following the approach of other studies in the context of 

collaborative consumption, specific attributes that are assumed to have an influence on 

the attitude and therefore on the adoption intention towards product rental and 

secondhand purchase of goods are further investigated (Ajzen, 2014, p. 532)  

For that reason, the relevant factors identified in chapters 3 and 4 for the adoption of 

product rental and secondhand purchase of consumer durables are discussed in the 

following subchapters.  
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 Trend Affinity 

Trend Affinity refers to the urge of consumers to use the newest products. This can also 

be seen as an important social component as the consumption of certain goods may 

be seen as an indicator of someone´s financial status and awareness about trends 

(Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 181-182). This is not only relevant for a product choice 

but was also found to be of importance when it comes to the use of innovative products 

or services (Möhlmann, 2015, p. 196).  

Especially for fast-developing product categories, renting could be a highly valued 

alternative to buying (Fota et al., 2019, p. 595). This would enable consumers access 

to newly launched products without the need of purchasing them (Lang & 

Joyner Armstrong, 2018, p. 39). Further, renting products may enable consumers to 

access fashionable or up-to-date products that they would otherwise not be able to 

afford (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 182). Also sometimes preference for products 

outpaces their durability (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 26). This trend to replace products 

which are still functioning is enhanced by technological developments (Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 2010, p.187). 

Additionally, seasonal changes can play an essential role in the urge to switch products 

more regularly, even for products that are used more frequently or permanently, as in 

the case of furniture. This is another factor leading consumers to be more favorable 

towards renting options (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 10).  

 Flexibility 

Customers are found to seek for a certain convenience in consuming, which refers in 

this context to freedom from legal ownership and associated benefits, such as that a 

product is returned after the rental period and therefore does not need to be stored or 

that one does not need to take care of maintenance (Morewedge et al., 2021, p. 200). 

The secondhand purchase of goods comes with the risk of a wrong purchase decision, 

in contrast to rental options where this risk is non-existent as it is intended for product 

trial (Fota et al., 2019, p. 13). Product rental options can especially be relevant for 

variety-seeking consumers that would like to try various products without the need for 
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commitment (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 26). There is also the phenomenon of confusion 

of choice, which describes how consumers can be overwhelmed with having many 

options and therefore they find it hard to commit to one specific brand or product 

(Lawson et al., 2016, p. 10). The with product rental associated postponed choice 

commitment enables consumers to delay making a final decision about a product, as 

they can gain access to it without being forced to make a purchase immediately 

(Lawson et al., 2021, p. 365). Less commitment readiness is expected to increase 

one´s appreciation of options to choose from (Lawson et al., 2021, p. 368). Renting can 

be more advantageous than buying, particularly if goods are needed temporarily or are 

wanted for a trial term only (Fota et al., 2019, p. 11). 

Another aspect associated with temporary ownership only is that the products are 

returned after a while, releasing consumers from the burden of storing the goods 

(Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 181). This has been identified as a driver for 

consumers´ intention to rent (Kurisu et al., 2021, p. 8). With renting, as with other 

sharing systems, product storage is the owner´s responsibility (Lamberton & Rose, 

2012, p. 111). This is in accordance with other findings, in which “flexibility” was 

associated with the outsourcing of repair or maintenance to the service provider 

(Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13). Flexibility can be summarized as the lack of 

obligations that are associated with ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012, p. 895). 

 Importance of Ownership 

“The burden of ownership” has been subject of numerous studies. However, some have 

also highlighted the importance that buyers ascribe to owning particular goods (Fota et 

al., 2019). As previous studies showed, not only the emotional value associated with 

possession is an important aspect, renting of products might even be stigmatized as it 

is perceived as something the poor make use of (Catulli, 2012, p. 787). Further, in many 

cases property is seen as a status symbol in social environments (Fota et al., 2019, p. 

5). As found in previous research, possessiveness is linked with the desire to own and 

to control (Chen, 2009, p. 934). However, literature differentiates between possession 

and ownership. While ownership describes a permanent status, possession is only 

temporary. As far as product rental is concerned, consumers would be able to possess 
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the product but only for the duration of the rental period (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 

2018, p. 40).  

It is therefore assumed that consumers who attach significant importance to ownership 

are less likely to engage in product rental options (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 11). As has 

been confirmed in previous studies, many consumers are reluctant to move from 

owning products to renting as they still prefer ownership of the goods (Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 2010, p. 186). This relates to the concept of materialism. Secondhand 

purchase may lead consumers to buy more as it is cheaper than buying new (Borusiak 

et al., 2020, p. 3). As a result, people can own more and satisfy their materialistic goals 

(Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 81). It has been supported in other studies that buying 

secondhand can be a way of justifying the overconsumption of materialistic consumers 

(Parguel et al., 2017, p. 53). 

However, Schaefers et al. (2016) found that there is a risk related to ownership, which 

could lead to adoption of non-ownership consumption forms (p. 575). They differentiate 

various of those risk factors, such as financial risk, performance risk, as well as social 

risk, all of which are summarized under the perceived ownership risk (Schaefers et al., 

2016, p. 574).  

 Product Category 

As found in chapter 4, different criteria seem to play a role when choosing products of 

a certain product category. Research shows that attitude towards alternative 

consumption modes varies based on the product group in question, as different factors 

are considered relevant for consumers in a varying degree for different types of 

products.  

Frequency of use of the product, social and emotional values associated with the 

product and material seem to have a particularly strong influence on attitudes towards 

different forms of consumption (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13).  
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As far as ownership is concerned, especially for functional goods consumers are found 

to see it as necessity to own the goods in order for them to satisfy their underlying 

physiological needs (Chen, 2009, p. 927). 

The value of a perceived property increases with the frequency of use of a product 

(Horton & Zeckhauser, 2016). This is also supported by Fota et al. (2019) who found 

that if products are only needed for a short period of time or if the intention is to try 

them, product rental is perceived to have a potential financial benefit over purchase (p. 

11), while consumers who predict a high usage rate of a certain product are more likely 

to own it rather than rent it. In addition, certain types of goods are seen as necessities 

and therefore are owned almost by everyone, hence they are less likely to be rented 

(Horton & Zeckhauser, 2016, p. 23). 

Findings of previous studies focusing on specific types of goods already indicate 

differences in consumers´ preferences for the mode of consumption. For example 

furniture rental was found to be more or less irrelevant to consumers in the DACH 

region in general (Brandt, 2021) or especially for longer periods of use (Gullstrand 

Edbring et al., 2016, p. 10), while it has been found that this still may be relevant for 

some people, especially for those with a temporary place of residence for example due 

to temporary employment contracts (Cooper et al., 2021, p. 3-4).  

The secondhand market has been identified as relevant for furniture to help in 

prolonging the lifespan of products in this category. A previous study found that a main 

driver for buying furniture secondhand is sustainability, however general attitude 

towards buying furniture secondhand varies by type of product within this category 

(Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 8). On the other hand for for product categories 

where perceived risk of product failure is seen to be high, such as for electronic devices 

or household appliances, secondhand purchases are found to be less likely (Guiot & 

Roux, 2010, p. 396). One reason could be that when buying the goods new, there is a 

two-year legal guarantee imposed by the EU to protect consumers from faulty goods 

(European Union, 2022).  
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When products are used over a long period of time, it might be less likely for consumers 

to choose renting options as the renting costs would exceed the costs of purchasing 

(Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 13). However, it could be more likely for consumers 

to engage in long term rental of products if the purchase price of the good was rather 

high (Catulli, 2012, p. 789). The duration of use and the type of product are relevant 

factors when it comes to alternative forms of consumption (Tunn et al., 2021, p. 2808).  

The consumer´s trend affinity, the degree to which ownership is perceived as important, 

as well as the need for flexibility influence consumers in their adoption decision for 

either renting goods or buying goods secondhand. Additionally, their decision is 

influenced by the product type, as the degree of their importance may vary depending 

on the specific product category in question. Therefore, all these factors will be taken 

into consideration in the following chapter to examine how those interact. 
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6. Methodology 

In this chapter the research model for the empirical study is developed, based on the 

hypotheses that are derived from the prior literature research. The study design will be 

explained and operationalized.  

First, a desk research based on existing literature around the topics of „collaborative 

consumption“, “product rental” and “secondhand purchase” has been done to gather 

first information on consumer intention to adopt such behavior. This literature research 

will be extended in the following chapters by including primary research in order to 

answer the defined research question (Oberzaucher, 2017, p. 10-12).  

The underlying objective is to learn more about the identified factors that have an 

influence on the consumer´s intention to adopt either rental options or make use of 

secondhand purchase options in the context of durable consumer goods by answering 

the following research question: 

How do specific factors influence consumers' intention to choose renting or buying 

secondhand for different types of durable consumer goods? 

 Research Model and Development of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses have been derived from the preceding literature research and rely on what 

Ajzen (1991) described as “background factors” in his theory of planned behavior. The 

underlying conceptual model of this primary research is based on his theory. 

Attitude was identified as having a profound influence on the intention to adopt a certain 

behavior. This intention precedes the actual behavior of consumers and is found to be 

more likely to be act upon if the intention to do so is strong (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181). Based 

on these findings, the following hypotheses have been derived:  

H1a: Attitude towards product rental has an influence on the intention to rent products.  

H1b: Attitude towards secondhand purchase of products has an influence on the 

intention to buy products secondhand.  
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Further, the theory of planned behavior also acknowledges other important factors that 

influence behavioral, normative and control beliefs and therefore influence attitudes 

(Ajzen, 2016, p. 126). Several “background factors” have been identified in existing 

literature and are used to derive further hypotheses.  

As identified in Chapter 5.4.1 trend affinity is dealt as a main aspect for replacing goods 

more frequently, which in turn speaks in favor of product rental options rather than 

owning the products (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, p. 10; Fota et al., 2019, p. 595; 

Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 185). This leads to the following hypotheses: 

H2a: Trend affinity positively influences the attitude towards product rental 

H2b: Trend affinity negatively influences the attitude towards buying products 

secondhand 

The concept of the 'burden of ownership' is often referred to as an important motivator 

for alternative forms of consumption that focus on access rather than ownership 

(Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 576). Nonetheless, consumers seem to still prefer owning 

the products they use, at least for certain products (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 186). 

This leads to the assumption that for those who attach great importance to ownership, 

secondhand purchases are more likely than product rental (Parguel et al., 2017, p. 53; 

Roux & Guiot, 2008, p. 81), resulting in the below mentioned hypotheses: 

H3a: Importance of ownership positively influences attitude towards secondhand 

purchase of products (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 11; Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 185). 

H3b: Importance of ownership negatively influences attitude towards product rental 

(Lawson et al., 2016, p. 11). 

Related to a lack of ownership for rental options is the fact that no commitment to a 

specific product is necessary (Lawson et al., 2016, p. 26) and consumers are 

additionally released from further responsibilities such as long-term storage 

(Lamberton & Rose, 2012, p. 111) or maintenance and repair (Gullstrand Edbring et 

al., 2016, p. 13), which can be summarized as a certain “flexibility” that is accompanied 
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by product rental, which is not the case for buying goods secondhand. Thereof, the 

following hypotheses are derived: 

H4a: High importance of flexibility has a positive influence on attitude towards product 

rental  

H4b: High importance of flexibility has a negative influence on attitude towards buying 

products secondhand 

Further, it has been anticipated in previous studies that the intention to rent or buy 

secondhand is influenced by the type of product in question and that there might be 

differences based on product category (Borusiak et al., 2020, p. 10; Fota et al., 2019, 

p. 13; Moon et al., 2023, p. 9). For that, hypotheses H5a and H5b have been derived.  

H5a: There is a difference in consumers´ intention to rent products by product category 

H5b: There is a difference in consumers´ intention to buy products secondhand by 

product category 

Further, the product category has been included as a moderating variable for the 

factors “Ownership importance” as well as “Trend Affinity” as it assumed that it 

moderates the strength of the connection of the identified other variables (Töpfer, 2012, 

p. 160) and that the importance of those factors varies by product category. Based on 

this, hypotheses H2b, H3c and H3d have been derived. 

H2a: Product Category moderates the influence trend affinity has on attitude towards 

buying secondhand 

H2b: Product Category moderates the influence trend affinity has on attitude towards 

product rental  

H3c: Product Category moderates the influence importance of ownership has on 

attitude towards product rental 

H3d: Product Category moderates the influence importance of ownership has on 

attitude towards secondhand purchase of products 
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Based on these hypotheses, the following conceptual model has been developed:  

 

Figure 6: Research model 
(own illustration) 

 Study Design 

A primary research was done as the needed data is collected independently and 

secondary data is not available. The research can be classified as an explanatory 

study, since the goal is to test the prior defined hypotheses based on existing literature 

(Döring & Bortz, 2016, p. 191-192). The needed data for testing the hypotheses was 

gathered through a quantitative online survey. This is a suitable approach as the thesis 

follows the theory-based data approach in which logical arguments have been derived 

from theory that will be used to explain a phenomenon (Aneshensel, 2013, p. 3). In this 

case the phenomenon of renting durable goods and buying durable goods secondhand 

is to be explained.  

The use of a standardized online survey was chosen since it is an efficient way to gather 

responses without the need to schedule interviews or recruit interviewers. Additionally, 

it is more discrete an anonymous, thus the expected number of probands is higher than 

for in person interviews (Döring & Bortz, 2016 p. 398). However, there are also some 
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disadvantages of online surveys, such as a usually high dropout rate, as participation 

is voluntary, and the respondents decide if they want to participate or not. Also, no 

interaction with the interviewer is possible and the setting in which the survey is carried 

out cannot be controlled (Möhring & Schlütz, 2019, p. 146). Nonetheless, the benefits 

were found to outweigh the associated disadvantages of the survey instrument for this 

study. 

 Sampling & Data 

In order to test the hypotheses, data from a sample has been used (Aneshensel, 2013, 

p. 7). There were no pre-defined restrictions to further specify a person's eligibility to 

participate in the survey, as it is not necessary to have rented or bought durables 

secondhand before. 

The survey has been distributed through social media platforms and therefore relies on 

a convenience sample. This is a commonly used non-probability sampling method that 

allows for easy accessibility for the researcher and accounts for time or financial 

constraints (Döring & Bortz, 2016 p. 307). However, this sampling method entails 

certain limitations, such as non-representativity for the whole population as the sample 

may be biased (Etikan, 2016, p. 2). For this research, as distribution was done via social 

media channels, certain parts of the population such as elderly people might have been 

excluded. Additionally, the usage intensity of social media channels may vary by age 

group and may therefore result in a distorted representation of the population. However, 

representativity is no prerequisite for conducting the survey as the goal is to test the 

relationships of identified variables rather than derive specific usage rates (Möhring & 

Schlütz, 2019, p. 141).  

The study sample is therefore based on people living in Austria with access to social 

media. Based on Statista, there are 7,3 Million Social Media users in Austria (Statista, 

2023). Using a sample size calculator, with an estimated population size of 7,3 Million, 

a confidence level of 95% and a margin error of 5%, the intended sample size 

calculated was 385 responses.  
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 Research Design 

For creating the survey, the online tool "Unipark" has been used because it allows to 

comply with data protection regulations (Unipark, 2024). The responses were collected 

directly within this tool as a survey link was distributed. The distribution was done via 

the social networks LinkedIn, Facebook, and Instagram. Additionally, it was distributed 

via WhatsApp. 

The questions for the quantitative survey have been derived from literature. For the 

questions, a six-point Likert-Scale was used in order to ensure balanced distribution of 

response alternatives by providing an equal number of favorable and unfavorable 

responses. Also, an even number of responses was chosen to avoid a neutral response 

option. For all questions, a direct rating option was chosen (Diamantopoulos et al., 

2023, p. 32; 35). As for the Likert-Scale, it was decided to use a verbalized bipolar scale 

to ensure the respondents understand the different scale points. By using only closed 

questions a high level of standardization has been ensured (Oberzaucher, 2017, p. 58; 

64-65).  

Since the target audience of the questionnaire is based in Austria, the questionnaire 

was set-up in German language only. As for the structure of the questionnaire, the first 

page showed a short introduction on the purpose of the study and explained what it is 

about, as well as mentioning the selected categories of consumer durables that are 

going to be tested: consumer electronics, household goods, furniture, sports 

equipment, accessories. Also, a data protection notice was included, as well as the 

information that participation is voluntary. 

To slowly introduce the respondents to the topic of product rental and secondhand 

purchase, an icebreaker question was opening the questionnaire (Oberzaucher, 2017, 

p. 53), asking if the respondent has past experience with product rental or secondhand 

purchase of goods.  

In the following part of the survey, questions on the identified variables “attitude”, 

“flexibility”, “ownership importance”, “trend affinity” and “intention” have been included. 

The last part of the questionnaire then dealt with the respondent´s demographic 
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information, such as age and gender, and a question about the highest educational 

qualification. Since income is not of importance for testing the established conceptual 

model, it has not been included as a question in the questionnaire (Oberzaucher, 2017, 

p. 54). This set-up is visualized in Figure 7 below.  

 

Figure 7: Structure of the Questionnaire 
(own illustration) 

All variables are coded numerically (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 50). Also, the 

questionnaire was kept short to keep the drop-out rate as low as possible. 

To ensure that the questionnaire was set up in a comprehensible and logical way for 

respondents, as well as to assess the time required to finish it (Raithel, 2006, p. 63), a 

pre-test with eight participants was done. For the pre-test a diverse group of 

respondents, meaning different age groups and gender was selected. Their feedback 

was then taken into consideration and the questionnaire has been slightly modified. 

Modifications that were made included an adjustment in the labelling of the scale points 

as well as the inclusion of example products for several product categories in question 

to ensure a common understanding of the categories.  

 Operationalization 

To be able to test the derived hypotheses of the variables identified, several items have 

been used from literature and are included as items in the questionnaire, as shown in 

the following table.  



 

49 

Variable Item Source 

Intention Intention refers to the motivational factors that 

influence a behavior, including how much effort 

people give to perform the behavior (Ajzen, 1991, 

p. 181). 

I am likely to buy secondhand/to rent 

I would consider buying secondhand/renting; I 

intend to… 

It is possible for me to buy secondhand/to rent 

Slaton & 

Pookulangara, 

2022, p. 772; 

Antikainen et 

al, 2015, p. 6; 

Roos & Hahn, 

2019, p. 694 

Attitude “the degree to which a person has a favorable or 

unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of the behavior 

in question” (Ajzen 1991, p. 188) 

The idea of renting/buying secondhand is 

appealing/valuable 

The idea of renting/buying secondhand is 

interesting 

I think renting/buying secondhand would be good 

for me 

Slaton & 

Pookulangara, 

2022, p. 772; 

Roos & Hahn, 

2019, p. 694 

Flexibility “is connected to outsourcing maintenance and 

repair… by providing access to the product without 

the need to own it” (Gullstrand Edbring et al., 2016, 

p. 13) 

“convenience of being released from the burden of 

ownership associated with retention and storage of 

the product” (Moeller & Wittkowski, 2010, p. 181) 

Having to think about repair and maintenance of 

consumer goods can restrict my consumption 

I would be inclined to consume durable consumer 

goods but cannot decide for a specific product or 

brand 

Gullstrand 

Edbring et al., 

2016, p. 13; 

Lawson et al., 

2016, p. 10; 

Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 

2010, p. 184 
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I would be inclined to consume durable consumer 

goods but I do not have enough storage space 

Importance of 

Ownership 

Ownership comprises absolute control over a 

product, including the right to use it, making 

changes to it, generating and keeping revenue 

with product usage and the right to transfer the 

property rights to others (Furubotn & Pejovich, 

1972). 

Possession is important to me 

Ownership has comfort because I have access to 

my possessions 

Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 

2010, p. 184; 

Lawson et al., 

2016, p. 11; 

Gullstrand 

Edbring et al., 

2016, p. 13 

Trend Affinity Trend affinity describes the demand for new and 

up to date products (Moeller et al., 2010, p. 182). 

It is important to me that my {product} is of the 

latest style 

It is important to me that technical equipment is up 

to date 

It is important to me to utilize the latest consumer 

good 

Slaton & 

Pookulangara, 

2022, p. 772; 

Moeller & 

Wittkowski, 

2010, p. 184 

Table 1: variables and items 
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7. Results 

In this chapter the findings of the survey will be discussed, and the results of the tested 

hypotheses will be elaborated on. To start with, the descriptive statistics of the 

respondents and general answers will be presented. For this, Excel has been used to 

prepare the gathered data.  

After that, the hypotheses based on the created conceptual model have been tested, 

using the statistics software SPSS. Even though the questions were rated using a 

Likert-Scale-scale, which would indicate an ordinal metric, it is common practice to treat 

data derived from a Likert-Scale-scale in a quasi-metric manner, ensuring to be able to 

perform analysis that would require interval-scaled data (Völkl & Korb, 2018, p. 20). 

Then, different methods of analysis have been carried out, based on the requirements 

defined by how the hypotheses have been formulated, including a two measure 

ANOVA, linear regression, multiple linear regression, and a multiple linear regression 

with interaction terms.  

 Descriptive analysis 

The survey was distributed starting February 2nd 2024 and was closed for further 

participation on March 3rd 2024. The questionnaire showed a sample of 1088 

respondents, however only 315 completed the entire questionnaire, which results in a 

completion rate of 28,95 %. The calculated sample size of 385 respondents could not 

be reached, therefore for the following analysis of the results, the margin of error was 

raised to ten percent instead of five percent to account for the smaller sample size 

(Döring & Bortz, 2016, p. 841). The confidence interval underlying this thesis was 

therefore set to 90% instead of 95% as previously anticipated.  

 Sociodemographic Data 

Looking at the demographic data, it was found that most of the participants were 

female, making up for 74% (232) of all respondents, while 26% (82) were male. Only 

one person that gave “diverse” as their gender was amongst the survey participants, 

resulting in 0% of the total respondents.  
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Figure 8: Distribution of respondents by gender 

 

As far as age is concerned, the majority of respondents fall into the group aged between 

25 and 39 years with 55% (172) of all respondents, followed by those younger than 25, 

which account for 27% (85) of all respondents. 13% (42) are aged between 40 and 55 

and 5% (16) are older than 55.  

 

Figure 9: Distribution of respondents by age 

 

Most respondents hold a university degree with 56% (175) of the participants. 29% (90) 

have named the “Matura” as their highest completed education, followed by 14% (43) 

that have completed vocational school and 2% (7) that named compulsory school as 

their highest education.  
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Figure 10: Respondents by highest completed education 

 

 Past Experience 

To start the questionnaire, the respondents were asked about their experience with 

renting and buying products secondhand. The results clearly showed that buying 

secondhand is currently more common amongst the participants than renting products. 

This is visible through comparing the distribution of the results for past experience with 

renting and buying secondhand. 70% (219) of the participants reported that they have 

never rented products before while only 16% (49) have never bought secondhand 

before. Only 1% (3) of the respondents reported renting products frequently, while 15% 

(47) buy secondhand products frequently. 23% (74) rarely rent products, compared to 

32% (100) that report to rarely buy secondhand. 6% (19) stated that they occasionally 

rent products compared to 38% (119) that occasionally buy secondhand.  



 

54 

 

Figure 11: Past experience with renting and buying secondhand 

 

 Future Intention 

The respondents were asked at the end about their intention to buy durable goods 

secondhand in the future or rent those in the future. Here, 26% (82) stated that it is very 

unlikely that they are going to rent durable goods in the future, while only 4% (14) state 

that it is very unlikely that they are going to buy durable goods secondhand in the future. 

24% (76) find it unlikely that they are going to rent, compared to 7% (22) who find it 

unlikely to buy secondhand. For 34% (106) it is rather unlikely to rent in the future, while 

it is only rather unlikely to buy secondhand in the future for 14% (44). 33% (104) stated 

that for them it is rather likely that they are going to buy secondhand in the future, 

compared to 10% (32) who find it likely to rent in the future. For 2% (5) renting is very 

likely, while for 4% (13) it is likely. 23% (71) find it very likely to buy durable goods 

secondhand in the future while 19% (60) find it likely.  
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Figure 12: Future intention to rent or buy secondhand 

 

 Attitude 

The questionnaire included one question to learn more about the attitude to rent or buy 

products from predefined product categories to see how and if the attitude is different 

by category.  

Renting accessories and furniture seemed to be least attractive amongst the 

respondents, both were rated very unattractive by 47% of the respondents. Household 

goods were rated as very unattractive for renting by 40% of the respondents, followed 

by furniture that appears very unattractive for renting for 37% of the respondents.  

The responses were more dispersed for the attitude to buy products from specific 

product categories secondhand. Most votes for “very unattractive” were found for 

furniture with a total of 17% of the respondents, followed by household goods, which 

were rated very unattractive for buying secondhand by 13%. Most votes for “very 

attractive” were found for furniture, as this is seen as very attractive for buying 

secondhand by 22% of the respondents, followed by sports equipment with 14%. 
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Figure 13: Attitude towards renting by product category 

 

 

Figure 14: Attitude to buy secondhand by product category 

 

As for the rating on the Likert-Scale, 1 was the least favorable answer while 6 was the 

most favorable. For attitude therefore 6 was representing the most positive attitude 

(very attractive) while 1 was the lowest possible attitude (very unattractive). When 

looking at the general distribution of the means of the attitude towards renting products 

and attitude towards buying secondhand, it is visible that for all genders, except for 

“diverse”, attitude showed to be more positive towards buying secondhand than 
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towards renting products, which is indicated by higher values. For both, attitude showed 

to be slightly higher for female than for men.  

 

Gender Attitude rental Attitude secondhand n 

female 2,77 4,31 232 

male 2,51 4,12 82 

diverse 4 4 1 

Table 2: mean values of attitude by gender 
 

The attitude towards rental was found to be highest for the age group of 40 to 55-year-

olds with a mean of 2,95, while the attitude towards buying secondhand showed highest 

in the age group of 25 to 39-year-olds. For both, attitude was lowest amongst the age 

group older than 55 years.  

Age Attitude rental Attitude secondhand n 

< 25 years 2,58 3,89 85 

25 – 39 years 2,79 4,49 172 

40 – 55 years 2,95 4,21 42 

 > 55 years 1,81 3,81 16 

Table 3: mean values of attitude by age group 
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Looking at the respondents´ education and distribution of attitude towards the two 

concepts, attitude shows highest amongst those with a university degree for buying 

secondhand (4,37), while for renting it is found highest amongst those with compulsory 

school as their highest education (3,43).  

Highest 

education 

Attitude rental Attitude secondhand n 

Compulsory 

school 

3,43 4,00 7 

Vocational 

school 

2,42 4,09 43 

Matura 2,68 4,14 90 

University 2,76 4,37 175 

Table 4: mean values of attitude by education 

 

 Product Categories 

The respondents have been asked to rate the importance of owning the products 

belonging to different types of durable consumer goods. As indicated in Table 4, the 

mean values show that ownership is very important for all product categories, as all 

have a mean value above 4. For furniture, ownership was found to be highest with a 

mean value of 5,32 while being lowest for sports equipment with a mean value of 4,20. 

Additionally, the respondents were asked to rate how important it is to always use the 

latest products within several specific product categories. It was found to be least 

important for sports equipment and accessories, while being most important for 

consumer electronics, as again the Likert-Scale used was ranging from 1 to 6 while 1 

being the lowest value (=very unimportant) and 6 indicating the highest value (=very 

important) 
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Product Category 
Importance of 

Ownership 

Importance of using 

the latest products 

Consumer Electronics 4,98 3,14 

Household Goods 5,07 2,75 

Furniture 5,32 2,52 

Sports Equipment 4,20 2,55 

Accessories 5,17 2,75 

Table 5: mean values of ownership importance and trend importance by product category 
N=315 

 Testing of Hypotheses 

As hypotheses H1a, H1b predict a relationship between two variables, the dependent 

and the independent variable, the bivariate relationship anticipated was tested by using 

a linear regression analysis (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 228). This is a suitable 

method as a Likert-Scale has been used for the questions. Additionally, for hypotheses 

H2a, H2b, H3a, H3b, H4a, and H4b the strength of the relationship of several 

independent on a dependent variable was predicted, which was tested using a multiple 

linear regression analysis. Further, with hypotheses H2c, H2d, H3c, and H3d a 

moderation effect was determined, as it is anticipated that the effect of the determined 

independent variables may be different, and therefore moderated, based on the specific 

product category in question (Döring & Bortz, 2016, p. 147). For testing this, a multiple 

linear regression with interaction terms was used (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 270).  

 Test for Reliability 

As several items have been used to measure the dimensions “trend affinity”, “flexibility”, 

and “importance of ownership”, cronbach´s alpha has been calculated to test the 

variables for reliability. This is a suitable method for determining the consistency 

amongst several items measuring the same concept (Döring & Bortz, 2016, p. 271). 
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Cronbach´s alpha can assume values between 0 and 1 (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011, p. 

53). While there are different threshold values determined in literature, this thesis set a 

threshold value of 0,6, which can be seen as highly reliable (Hair et al., 2019, p. 255). 

The higher the value, the higher the correlation of the different items, however a 

conbach´s alpha of a maximum of 0,9 is recommended as otherwise, a too high value 

might point to reluctancy of the items (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011, p. 54).  

Reliability was found to be highest for trend affinity, with cronbach´s alpha of 0,821, 

followed by importance of ownership, which indicated a cronbach´s alpha of 0,771. 

Flexibility only showed a cronbach´s alpha of 0,559, however no item was excluded as 

the test showed that cronbach´s alpha would have only been marginally higher with 

0,571 when excluding the item about “maintenance and repair”. As this is only slightly 

below 0,6, the items were kept and taken into consideration for further analysis. 

Scale Item Mean Deviation Cronbach Alpha 

Trend Affinity 

(3 Items) 

Having the latest product 3,96 1,233 

0,821 Informing about trends 3,75 1,381 

utilizing newest good 2,59 1,272 

Ownership 

Importance 

(2 Items) 

Preference for owning 4,94 1,034 

0,771 

Comfort & easy access 
4,95 1,106 

Flexibility 

Importance 

(3 Items) 

Maintenance and repair 3,504 1,444 

0,559 Limited storage 2,98 1,285 

Decision for product/brand 2,5 1,171 

Table 6: results of reliability test 
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 Influence of Attitude on Intention 

To determine the causal relation between attitude and intention as assumed, a linear 

regression was carried out (Eckstein, 2012, p. 321). First, the prerequisites for the linear 

regression have been tested by checking the data for linearity, homoscedasticity and 

standard distribution through visualization in the created scatterplots and histogram 

(see Appendix-Figure 1-5). As the loess-line showed some irregularities only in the 

peripheral regions, it was continued as it can be assumed that the residues show 

linearity.  

Renting 

For evaluation the correlation of attitude towards product rental and intention to rent 

products, the regression coefficient R2 showed a result of 0,383 (R2 corrected is 0,381). 

This indicates that 38,3% of the total dispersion of intention to rent can be explained by 

attitude, as displayed below. The model was found to be significant with p < 0,001 as 

indicated in the F-test.  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Changes 

in F 

Df1 Df2 sig 

0,619a 0,383 0,381 0,938 194,557 1 313 < 0,001 

a) Influencing variable (constant), ATT1; Dependent variable: INT1 

Table 7: model summary H1a 

 

The β-value (β = 0,619) showed a positive correlation between attitude and intention to 

rent. It can therefore be concluded that the better the attitude towards renting, the 

higher the intention to rent. 
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 b Std. 

deviation 

β T Sig. Confidence 

interval 

(constant) 0,698 0,137  5,089 < 0,001 90% 

ATT1 0,653 0,047 0,619 13,948 < 0,001 90% 

a. Dependent variable: INT1 

Table 8: coefficient table H1a 

(n=315, R2 = 0,383, corr. R2 = 0,381; F(1, 313) = 194,557, p <0,001) 

The hypothesis H1a: Attitude towards product rental has an influence on the intention 

to rent products is therefore accepted. 

Buying Secondhand 

The regression coefficient R2 showed a result of 0,489 (R2 corrected is 0.487). This 

indicates that 48,9% of the total dispersion of intention to buy secondhand can be 

explained by attitude, as displayed below. The model was found to be significant with 

p < 0,001 as indicated in the F-test.  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Changes 

in F 

Df1 Df2 sig 

0,699a 0,489 0,487 0,978 299,196 1 313 < 0,001 

a) Influencing variable (constant), ATT3; Dependent variable: INT2 

Table 9: model summary H1b 

 

The β-value (β = 0,699) showed a positive correlation between attitude and intention to 

buy secondhand. It can therefore be concluded that the better the attitude towards 

buying secondhand, the higher the intention to buy secondhand. 
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 b Std. 

deviation 

β T Sig. Confidence 

interval 

(constant) 1,064 0,191  5,569 < 0,001 90% 

ATT3 0,743 0,043 0,699 17,297 < 0,001 90% 

a. Dependent variable: INT2 

Table 10: coefficient table H1b 

(n=315, R2 = 0,489, corr. R2 = 0,487; F(1, 313) = 299,196, p <0,001) 

The hypothesis H1b Attitude towards secondhand purchase of products has an 

influence on the intention to buy products secondhand is therefore confirmed. 

The prediction of attitude on intention is found to be higher for buying secondhand (R2: 

0,489) than it was for renting (R2: 0,383).  

 Difference by Product Category 

As it is anticipated that there is a difference in consumers intention to rent or buy 

secondhand products based on the product category, which is indicated by hypothesis 

H5a and H5b, this was tested using a repeated-measure ANOVA, since the data is 

stemming from the same group of individuals and is compared for the intention to rent 

specific products by product category, which in this case are more than two variables 

(Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 211).  

First the data was tested for outliers by visualizing boxplot for all five categories (see 

Appendix-Figure 6-7). As those didn´t show any outliers, the ANOVA was carried out. 

Also, a test for normal distribution was carried out, however even though this showed 

signs of not being distributed normally, this was disregarded as the sample size was 

bigger than 30, based on which normal distribution can be assumed (Stone, 2010, p. 

1563). 
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As there was no prior direction of the differences within the categories anticipated, a 

post hoc test was included to find out what categories did show differences amongst 

each other. Hence, the responses for each category were used as the intersubject 

variable.  

As for renting, the ANOVA showed the highest mean value for sports equipment with 

a value of 3,2. It was found lowest for furniture with a mean value of 1,98. 

Product Category Mean Deviation 

Consumer Electronics 2,29 1,3 

Household Goods 2,22 1,29 

Furniture 1,98 1,18 

Sports Equipment 3,2 1,62 

Accessories 2,1 1,33 

Table 11: descriptive statistics for attitude towards renting by product category 
(own illustration) 

 

As for buying secondhand, the likelihood to buy secondhand was found highest for 

furniture and sports equipment with an average above 4, while being lowest for 

household goods and accessories. In general, the means per product category all were 

higher for intention to buy products secondhand than for the intention to rent products. 

Product Category Mean Deviation 

Consumer Electronics 3,59 1,47 

Household Goods 3,35 1,50 

Furniture 4,02 1,59 
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Sports Equipment 4,02 1,4 

Accessories 3,35 1,63 

Table 12: descriptive statistics of attitude towards buying secondhand by product category 
(own illustration) 

As Mauchly´s test of sphericity showed p<0,001 for the attitude towards product rental 

as well as for the attitude towards buying secondhand, a correction is necessary as the 

assumption of sphericity has been violated (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 213). In 

both cases epsilon in the Mauchly-test for sphericity was higher than 0.75 with 0.925 

for rental and 0.923 for buying secondhand. Therefore, the Huynh-Feldt correction was 

used to correct for violation of sphericity.  

The repeated measures ANOVA with a Huynh-Feldt correction determined that mean 

performance levels showed a statistically significant difference between 

measurements, F(3.70, 1162.78) = 80.87, p < .001, partial η² = .21 for the case of rental 

and F(3.69, 1159,67) = 29.09, p < .001, partial η² = .09 for the case of buying 

secondhand. Therefore, the results show that at least two categories do show 

significance differences in the likelihood for rental and buying secondhand. This 

indicates that the attitude towards renting or buying secondhand is different by product 

category, which leads to the acceptance of H5a and H5b. 

Since statistical significance was confirmed, the post hoc test with Bonferroni-correction 

was interpreted to find out more about what categories exactly showed to differ in its 

likelihood. For that, the pairwise comparisons have been interpreted to evaluate where 

differences lie (Diamantopoulos, 2023, p. 213). As shown below, there are significant 

differences in the attitude towards buying secondhand between consumer electronics 

and household goods, consumer electronics and furniture, as well as for consumer 

electronics and sports equipment. No significant difference was only found for furniture 

compared to sports equipment, for consumer goods compared to accessories, and for 

household goods compared to accessories.  
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Product Category Mean 

difference 

Std. error Sig. 

Consumer 

Electronics 

Household Goods 

Furniture 

Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

0,241 

-0,432 

-0,432 

0,241 

0,075 

0,106 

0,090 

0,094 

0,023 

<0,001 

<0,001 

0,108 

Household Goods Furniture 

Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

-0,673 

-0,673 

0,000 

0,085 

0,081 

0,090 

<0,001 

<0,001 

1,00 

Furniture Cons. Electronics 

Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

0,432 

0,000 

0,673 

0,106 

0,084 

0,090 

<0,001 

1,00 

<0,001 

Sports Equipment Accessories 0,673 0,088 <0,001 

Adaption based on Bonferroni test 

Table 13: pairwise comparison for attitude towards buying secondhand by product category 

 

The effect based on the classification by Cohen (1988), using the formula 𝑓 =

 √
η²

1−η²
 reported a medium effect for the attitude towards buying secondhand with f = 

0,31. For the attitude towards renting, the effect was f = 0,52 and can therefore be 

reported as strong.  

As for the pairwise comparison for the attitude of renting for different product 

categories, there were significant differences between the categories. Only for 

consumer electronics compared to household goods, household goods compared to 
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accessories, and furniture compared to accessories no significant differences in the 

attitude could be found. Sports equipment on the other hand was found to show 

significant differences in the attitude of respondents compared to all other product 

categories.  

Product Category Mean 

difference 

Std. error Sig. 

Consumer 

Electronics 

Household Goods 

Furniture 

Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

0,067 

0,302 

-0,911 

0,190 

0,071 

0,076 

0,085 

0,072 

1,00 

<0,001 

<0,001 

0,089 

Household Goods Furniture 

Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

0,235 

-0,978 

0,124 

0,063 

0,084 

0,072 

0,002 

<0,001 

0,851 

Furniture Sports Equipment 

Accessories 

-1,213 

-0,111 

0,085 

0,066 

<0,001 

0,956 

Sports Equipment Accessories 1,102 0,082 <0,001 

Adaption based on Bonferroni test 

Table 14: pairwise comparison for attitude towards renting by product category 
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 Influences on Attitude Towards Rental 

A multiple linear regression was calculated in SPSS as several independent variables 

have been identified to predict a dependent variable (Allen, 2004,p. 4): Flexibility_total, 

Importance of Ownership_total, and Trend Affinity_total. In order to be able to interpret 

the data, certain prerequisites need to be fulfilled. Those requirements have been 

tested first and include the check for linearity of the residues, the conditional expected 

value, the sampling variation of the independent variables, homoscedasticity, 

independence of the error value, normal distribution of the residues, as well as non-

multicollinearity (Allen, 2004). 

Therefore, before interpreting the results of the linear regression, those requirements 

have been checked. For checking the linearity of the residues and the sampling 

variation of the independent variables, as well as the check of the conditional expected 

values, scatterplots have been created (see Appendix-Figure 8-12) (Eckstein, 2012, p. 

317). 

For checking the homoscedasticity of the data, the scatterplot diagram has been 

checked visually (Diamantopoulos et al, 2023, p.275). Additionally, also the Breusch 

Pagan-Test was done in order to check. As this showed to not be significant with p > 

0,1 (0,391) the homoscedasticity was confirmed, as the test checks for 

heteroscedasticity (Klein et al., 2015, p. 545).  

Chi-Square Df Sig. 

0,720 1 0,396 

Dependent variable: ATT1; predicted values from design: constant term + 

Trend_total + Ownership_total + Flexibility_total + Trend_total * 

Ownership_total + Trend_total * Flexibility_total + Ownership_total * 

Flexibility_total + Trend_total * Ownership_total * Flexibility_total 

Table 15: Breusch-Pagan-Test for Heteroscedasticity for renting 
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To check for autocorrelation of the variables, the Durbin Watson test has been done. 

This can show value from zero to four, while a value of two indicates that no 

autocorrelation exists (Allen, 2004, p. 184). As the test shows a value of 2,25, the data 

shows no sign of autocorrelation, indicating independent error values.  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Durbin Watson 

0,568a 0,323 0,317 0,935 2,248 

a. Influencing variable (constant), Flexibility_total, Ownership_total, 

Trend_total; Dependent variable: ATT1 

Table 16: model summary of multiple regression for influence on attitude towards rental 

 

For checking the normal distribution of the residues, the histogram has been checked 

(see Appendix-Figure 13).  

To test for multicollinearity, the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) have been interpreted. 

As values above 5 would indicate multicollinearity, the value should be lower than that 

(Eckstein, 2012, p. 336). This has been confirmed as the values found were 1,083 for 

Trend_total, 1,070 for Ownership_total, and 1,013 for Flexibility_total 

 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 4,242 0,326  12,994 <0,001  

Trend_total 0,243 0,049 0,239 4,921 <0,001 1,083 

Ownership_total -0,624 0,056 -0,533 -11,046 <0,001 1,070 

Flexibility_total 0,245 0,056 0,206 4,379 <0,001 1,013 

Dependent variable: ATT1 

Table 17: coefficient table (H2a, H3b, H4a) 
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As all prerequisites have been fulfilled, the results of the multiple linear regression have 

been interpreted. The overall model showed to be significant as the F-test showed: F(3, 

311)= 43,257, p < 0,001, which is indicated in Table 16.  

 Square sum df Mean of 

squares 

F Sig. 

Regression 129,772 3 43,257 49,501 <0,001 

Non 

standardized 

residues 

271,771 311 0,874   

total 401,543 314    

Dependent variable: ATT1; influencing variables: (constant), Flexibility_total, Ownership_total, Trend_total 

Table 18: results of multiple regression H2a, H3b, H4a 

  

Further, the regression coefficients (see Table 16) showed to be significant for all 

independent variables: Trend_total (t = 4,921, p < 0,001), Ownership_total (t = -11,046, 

p < 0,001), Flexibility_total (t = 4,379, p < 0,001). The beta value showed to be negative 

with -0,533, which indicates that if ownership rises by 1, the attitude towards renting 

declines by -0,533 units, confirming the hypothesis.  

Last, the quality of the model has been evaluated by interpreting R2 and the corrected 

R2 value (see Table 15). Zero indicates that there is no explanatory power of the model 

while one indicates strong explanatory power. For more correct interpretation, the R2 

value is used and would indicate that 31,7% of the dependent variable can be explained 

through the identified independent variables Trend Affinity, Importance of Ownership, 

and Flexibility. The strength of the effect was calculated based on Cohen (1988, p. 

412), the effect strength f2 showed to be 0,46, indicating high strength as a value of 

above 0,3 is interpreted as strong.  
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To conclude, trend affinity, importance of ownership and high wish for flexibility are 

found to have an influence on the attitude towards rental with F(3, 311)= 43,257, p < 

0,001, n = 315. 

31,7% of the variance of attitude towards rental is being determined by the three 

identified variables importance of ownership, trend affinity and by the wish for flexibility, 

which according to Cohen resembles a strong effect.  

Hypotheses H2a, Hbc, H4a have therefore been confirmed. 

 

 Influences on Attitude Towards Buying Secondhand 

As it was assumed based on literature, that buying secondhand might be influenced by 

the same variables, however in opposite ways, meaning that ownership importance 

positively influences the attitude towards buying secondhand while trend affinity and 

flexibility negatively influence this attitude, again a multiple linear regression was 

carried out to determine the effects.  

The requirements were tested by visual interpretation of the scatterplots and the PP-

Diagram. The linearity was not that clearly indicated in the scatterplots of the single 

independent variables, however the scatterplot of the residues confirmed a certain 

linearity (see Appendix-Figure 14-18). For checking the homoscedasticity of the data, 

the scatterplot diagram has been checked visually (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 

275).  

To check for autocorrelation of the variables, the Durbin Watson test has been done. 

This can show value from zero to four, while a value of two indicates that no 

autocorrelation exists. As the test shows a value of 2,025, the data shows no sign of 

autocorrelation, indicating independent error values. 
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R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Durbin Watson 

0,324a 0,105 0,096 1,222 2,025 

a. Influencing variable (constant), Flexibility_total, Ownership_total, 

Trend_total; Dependent variable: ATT3 

Table 19: model summary of multiple regression for influence on attitude towards buying secondhand 

 

For checking the normal distribution of the residues, the histogram has been analyzed 

(see Appendix-Figure 19). To test for multicollinearity, the VIF results have been 

interpreted. As all values are found to be below five, this is an indication that 

multicollinearity is non-existent. The results showed 1,083 for Trend_total, 1,070 for 

Ownership_total, and 1,013 for Flexibility_total. 

 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 5,373 0,427  12,592 <0,001  

Trend_total -0,106 0,064 -0,092 -1,639 0,102 1,083 

Ownership_total -0,312 0,074 -0,234 -4,225 <0,001 1,070 

Flexibility_total 0,260 0,073 0,193 3,568 <0,001 1,013 

Dependent variable: ATT3 

Table 20: coefficient table H2b, H3a, H4b 

 

As all prerequisites have been fulfilled, the results of the multiple linear regression have 

been interpreted. The overall value showed to be significant as the F-test showed: F(3, 

311)= 12,133, p < 0,001. 
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 Square sum df Mean of 

squares 

F Sig. 

Regression 54,342 3 18,114 12,133 <0,001 

Non 

standardized 

residues 

464,312 311 1,493   

total 518,654 314    

Dependent variable: ATT3; influencing variables: (constant), Flexibility_total, Ownership_total, Trend_total 

Table 21: results of multiple regression H2b, H3a, H4b 

 

Further, the regression coefficients (see Table 20) showed to be significant for only two 

of the independent variables: Ownership_total (t = -4,225, p < 0,001) and 

Flexibility_total (t = 3,568, p < 0,001). The result for Trend_total did not show to be 

significant, therefore no influence is detected.  

For ownership however, the beta value showed to be negative, against anticipation 

prior to the study, with -0,234, which indicates that if ownership rises by 1, the attitude 

towards buying secondhand declines by -0,234 units, neglecting the initial hypothesis. 

While for flexibility the influence was found to be significant, it showed a positive 

influence against previous expectation, therefore also the hypothesis for flexibility 

cannot be confirmed. 

Last, the quality of the model has been evaluated by interpreting R2 and the corrected 

R2-value (see table 19). For more correct interpretation, the R2 value is used and would 

indicate that 9,6% of the dependent variable can be explained through the identified 

independent variables. To calculate the strength of the effect based on Cohen (1988), 

the effect strength f showed to be 0,11, indicating low to medium strength as a value of 

0,15 is interpreted as medium.  
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Trend affinity, importance of ownership and high wish for flexibility are found to have 

an influence on the attitude towards buying secondhand with F(3, 311)= 12,133, p < 

0,001, n = 315, however for trend affinity the influence was not significant. 

9,6% of the variance of attitude towards buying secondhand is being determined by the 

three identified variables importance of ownership, by the trend affinity and by the wish 

for flexibility, which according to Cohen resembles a low to medium effect. 

As for trend affinity the effect on attitude towards buying secondhand did not show to 

be significant, a Pearson correlation was carried out in order to find out if the two 

variables “attitude towards buying secondhand” and “trend affinity” correlate at all. 

Results showed that both do correlate negatively with each other with a pearson 

correlation of -0,129 and p = 0,022.  

  ATT3 

Trend_total 

Pearson correlation -0,129 

Sig. (2-sided) 0,022 

N 315 

Table 22: Pearson correlation for trend affinity and attitude towards buying secondhand 

 

As the correlation was found to be negative, it can be concluded that if one of the two 

variables rises, the other will decrease. Since with this method, no causal relationship 

between the two variables can be determined, the hypothesis cannot be verified. 

 Moderating effect of product category 

For the variables “Ownership Importance” and “Trend Affinity” the respondents have 

been asked in the questionnaire to rate those two aspects in general and then also 

once per product category. By looking at the mean values for the variable of trend in 

general and the trend importance in total over all rated categories, it is visible that for 
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trend affinity, the mean is higher when rating it in general (mean = 3,34) than it is in 

relation to the product categories (mean = 2,74).  

As for ownership importance, surprisingly the mean values are almost the same for 

ownership importance in general (mean = 4,94) and when rated in relation to the 

specific product categories (mean = 4,95). With a mean value of almost five, this is an 

indication that ownership is indeed a very important aspect amongst respondents.  

Variable General By Product Category 

Trend Affinity 3,34 2,74 

Ownership Importance 4,94 4,95 

Table 23: mean values for ownership importance and trend affinity variables 

 

Since product category has been identified as a moderator in the created conceptual 

model, as indicated through Hypotheses H2c, H2d, H3c, and H3d multiple regression 

analysis with interaction terms was used, a so-called moderation analysis 

(Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 270). Moderation describes if the identified moderator 

variable, in this case the importance of the factor by product category, affects the 

relation between the independent and the dependent variable (Memon et al., 2019, p. 

4). To do that, a new variable was created based on the responses per product category 

to have one single variable. An interaction term was then calculated by multiplying the 

two predictor values (Diamantopoulos et al., 2023, p. 272). This was done for each 

variable separately.  

As for the requirements, those are the same as for a multiple linear regression. 

However, as for multicollinearity a high value for the interaction terms does not pose a 

problem that would require a different method (Mayerl & Urban, 2020).  
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Moderating effect of product category on trend affinity on attitude towards renting 

To run the analysis, the dependent variable based on the mean values for the attitude 

towards rental for each product category has been calculated. The independent 

variables identified were the variables “Trend Affinity” (Trend_total) and “Trend Affinity 

by product category” (TrendbyCategory_total), which has also been calculated from the 

importance of trends by each product category rated. The interaction term has been 

calculated with those independent variables to then perform a multiple linear regression 

analysis with the interaction term.  

The data was tested for the prerequisites for performing a moderation analysis, which 

are similar to those of a linear regression. The data was tested for linearity with the use 

of scatterplot by screening the residues of the independent variables (see Appendix-

Figure 20-22), the Breusch Pagan-Test has been interpreted for homoscedasticity, and 

the Durbin-Watson test for autocorrelation. 

Chi-Square Df Sig. 

0,213 1 0,644 

Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total; predicted values from design: 

constant term + Trend_total + TrendbyCategory_total + 

InteractionTerm_Trend 

Table 24: Breusch-Pagan-Test for Heteroscedasticity 

 

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Durbin Watson 

0,124a 0,020 0,011 1,04160 2,209 

a. Influencing variable (constant), InteractionTerm_Trend, Trend_total, 

TrendbyCategroy_total; Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total 

Table 25: Durbin-Watson Test 
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The results showed R2 of 0,02, which indicates a low variance determination based on 

Cohen (1988) as only 2% of the total variance can be determined by the independent 

variables. The overall model showed to be significant as the significance level was 

determined with 0,1: R2 = 0,02, F(3, 311) = 2,146, p = 0,094. This indicates that the 

interaction between trend affinity and trend importance by product category predict the 

attitude towards renting over the categories. The hypothesis is therefore accepted.  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

F Df1 Df2 Sign. 

0,142a 0,020 0,011 1,0416 2,146 3 311 0,094 

a) Influencing variable (constant), InteractionTerm_Trend, Trend_total, TrendbyCategory_total; 

Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total 

Table 26: model summary of multiple regression of interaction of trend affinity and product category on 
attitude towards rental 

 

The correlation of the interaction term variable showed p = 0,057 and is therefore 

significant. However, β-value (β = -0,517) showed a negative correlation and is found 

to influence the dependent variable negatively.  

 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 1,267 0,450  2,756 0,006  

Trend_total 0,325 0,145 0,345 2,242 0,026 7,512 

TrendbyCategory_total 0,326 0,191 0,296 1,703 0,090 9,594 

InteractionTerm_Trend -0,090 0,047 -0,517 -1,909 0,057 23,260 

Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total 

Table 27: coefficient table H2c 

 



 

78 

Moderating effect of product category on importance of ownership and its effect on the 

attitude towards renting 

The same was then tested for the importance of ownership and the moderating effect 

of ownership importance for specific product categories to determine the attitude 

towards rental.  

Based on the scatterplot of the residues, homoscedasticity was assumed (see 

Appendix-Figure 23-25). As the Durbin Watson showed a value of 2,001, independence 

of the error values can be assumed as well.  

The model showed to be significant with p<0,001 and R2 being 0,323 which indicates 

a strong prediction of the variance with 32,3%. R2 = 0,323, F(3, 311) = 49,452, p = 

0,001. The hypothesis that the importance of ownership by category has a moderating 

effect on the attitude to rent products is therefore supported.  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

F Df1 Df2 Sign. 

0,568a 0,323 0,316 0,866 49,452 3 311 <0,001 

a) Influencing variable (constant), InteractionTerm_Ownership, Ownership_total, 

Ownership_Category_total; Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total 

Table 28: model summary of multiple regression of interaction of ownership importance and product 
category on attitude towards rental 

 

For interpreting the results, it is important that the interaction term is significant (Memon 

et al., 2019, p. 7). Even though the variable of Ownership_Category_total does not 

show significance, the results can be interpreted as the interaction term is found to be 

significant. This leads to accepting the hypothesis that the product category has a 

moderating effect on the influence of importance of ownership on the attitude towards 

renting.  

The coefficient table showed again a negative β-value of -1,549 for the interaction term 

and is found to influence the dependent variable negatively.  
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 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 1,339 1,176  1,139 0,256  

Ownership_total 0,882 0,257 0,813 3,430 <0,001 25,833 

Ownership_Category_total 0,391 0,263 0,304 1,488 0,138 19,174 

InteractionTerm_Ownership -0,211 0,053 -1,549 -3,974 < 0,001 69,732 

Dependent variable: Att_rent_cat_total 

Table 29: coefficient table H3c 

 
 
Moderating effect of product category on trend affinity on attitude to buy secondhand 

The data was tested for linearity with the use of scatterplot by screening the residues 

of the independent variables (see Appendix-Figure 26-28), the Breusch Pagan-Test 

has been interpreted for homoscedasticity, and the Durbin-Watson test for 

autocorrelation. 

Chi-Square Df Sig. 

1,004 1 0,316 

Dependent variable: Att_sndhnd_cat_total; predicted values from design: 

constant term + Trend_total + TrendbyCategory_total + 

InteractionTerm_Trend 

Table 30: Breusch-Pagan-Test for Heteroscaticity 
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R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

Durbin Watson 

0,169a 0,029 0,019 1,13491 2,034 

a. Influencing variable (constant), InteractionTerm_Trend, Trend_total, 

TrendbyCategory_total; Dependent variable: Att_sndhnd_cat_total 

Table 31: model summary with Durbin Watson 

 

Even though the prerequisites for conducting the multiple linear regression have been 

fulfilled, the coefficient table showed no significant effect of the interaction term with a 

significance of 0,921 (p > 0,1). Therefore, no interaction effect can be determined, 

leading to the conclusion to reject hypothesis H2d as it was not found that product 

category moderates the influence trend affinity has on attitude towards buying 

secondhand. 

 

 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 3,854 0,501  7,692 <0,001  

Trend_total 0,060 0,158 0,058 0,378 0,706 7,512 

TrendCategory_total 0,021 0,209 0,017 0,099 0,921 9,594 

InteractionTerm_Trend -0,045 0,051 -0,235 -0,872 0,384 23,260 

Dependent variable: Att_sndhnd_cat_total 

Table 32: correlation table for moderation analysis of trend affinity and buying secondhand 
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Moderating effect of the product category and the influence of ownership on the attitude 

to buy secondhand 

Again the prerequisites for carrying out the moderation analysis have been checked 

based on the scatterplot, P-P diagram, and the histogram (see Appendix-Figure 29-

31). 

For the moderating effect the importance of ownership by category has on the general 

importance of ownership and its influence on attitude to buy secondhand, the overall 

model showed an R2 of 0,116, indicating that 11,6% of the variance can be explained 

with the model, which is still low variance indication. F(3, 311) = 13,664, p = 0,001  

R R2 Corr. R2 Std. 

deviation 

F Df1 Df2 Sign. 

0,341a 0,116 0,108 1,082 13,664 3 311 <0,001 

a) Influencing variable (constant), InteractionTerm_Ownership, Ownership_total, 

Ownership_Category_total; Dependent variable: Att_sndhnd_cat_total 

Table 33: model summary of multiple regression of interaction of ownership importance and product 
category on attitude towards buying secondhand 

 

However, looking at the moderation effect of the interaction term, this showed not to be 

significant with p = 0,101. It can therefore be concluded that the importance of 

ownership by category does not have a moderating effect between ownership 

importance in general and the attitude to buy products of specific categories 

secondhand. H3d is therefore rejected. 
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 B Std. 

error 

β T Sig. VIF 

(constant) 3,671 1,470  2,497 0,013  

Ownership_total 0,321 0,321 0,271 1 0,318 25,833 

Ownership_Category_total 0,229 0,329 0,163 0,698 0,486 19,174 

InteractionTerm_Ownership -0,109 0,066 -0,732 -1,643 0,101 69,732 

Dependent variable: Att_sndhnd_cat_total 

Table 34: coefficient table H3d 

 

 Research Question 

The specific factors “trend affinity”, “flexibility”, “ownership importance” and “attitude” 

underlying this thesis have been identified through prior literature research as 

determinants of attitude towards renting or buying products secondhand. With the 

results of the primary research conducted, the global research question can now be 

answered. 

How do specific factors influence consumers' intention to choose renting and buying 

secondhand for different types of durable consumer goods? 

It has been confirmed that for both modes of consumption, buying secondhand and 

renting, the attitude towards the concept determines the intention to adopt it, 

highlighting the importance of attitude in the consumer adoption process. 

For renting, it has been found that attitude is positively influenced by trend affinity. The 

more trend affine a person is in general, the higher the attitude towards renting. 

However, this effect is moderated by product category as the importance of trends 

differs by product category. No determining relationship of trend affinity on the attitude 

towards buying secondhand could be found. However, both do correlate negatively with 

each other.  
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Against previous anticipations it was found that a high importance of ownership does 

not have a positive effect on the attitude and therefore on the intention to buy 

secondhand. On the contrary, it was found that with higher importance attached to 

ownership, the attitude towards buying secondhand is decreasing. As anticipated, the 

same effect has been found for the attitude towards renting products: those who value 

having ownership over their products are less likely to rent products. In general, a high 

importance ascribed to ownership was found throughout all groups of durable 

consumer goods in question.  

As for flexibility, results showed that the more flexibility consumers seek, the higher 

their attitude towards renting products, supporting the idea that rental is perceived as 

a flexible option of consumption. However, against prior anticipation, the same effect 

has been found for attitude towards buying secondhand, indicating that also buying 

secondhand is perceived as meeting the desire for flexibility.  

It has been found that there are differences in the respondent´s attitude towards renting 

or buying secondhand across different types of durable consumer goods. This indicates 

that the type of product in question plays a significant role in the consumer adoption 

decisions for renting or buying products secondhand. In general, attitude towards 

buying secondhand was found to be higher for all categories amongst the respondents 

than it is for renting. This leads to higher intention to adopt the behavior of buying 

secondhand rather than renting.  

In summary, the intention to rent or buy durable goods secondhand is influenced by 

personal attitudes, trend affinity, the importance of ownership, and the need for 

flexibility, all of which interact with the type of product category.  
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 Summary of findings 

As all hypotheses have been tested, a short summary of the findings is presented in 

this section.  

Number Hypotheses Method Result 

H1a Attitude towards product rental has an 

influence on the intention to rent products 

Linear 

regression 

Confirmed 

H1b Attitude towards secondhand purchase of 

products has an influence on the intention 

to buy products secondhand 

Linear 

regression 

Confirmed 

H2a Trend affinity positively influences the 

attitude towards product rental 

Multiple 

regression 

Confirmed 

H2b Trend affinity negatively influences the 

attitude towards buying secondhand 

Multiple 

regression 

Rejected 

H2c Product Category moderates the influence 

trend affinity has on attitude towards 

product rental 

Multiple 

regression with 

interaction 

terms 

Confirmed 

H2d Product Category moderates the influence 

trend affinity has on attitude towards 

buying secondhand 

Multiple 

regression with 

interaction 

terms 

Rejected 

H3a Importance of ownership positively 

influences attitude towards secondhand 

purchase of products 

Multiple 

regression 

Rejected 
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H3b Importance of ownership negatively 

influences attitude towards product rental 

Multiple 

regression 

Confirmed 

H3c Product Category moderates the influence 

importance of ownership has on attitude 

towards product rental 

Multiple 

regression with 

interaction 

terms 

Confirmed 

H3d Product Category moderates the influence 

importance of ownership has on attitude 

towards secondhand purchase of products 

Multiple 

regression with 

interaction 

terms 

Rejected 

H4a High importance of flexibility has a positive 

influence on attitude towards product rental 

Multiple 

regression 

Confirmed 

H4b High importance of flexibility has a negative 

influence on attitude towards buying 

secondhand 

Multiple 

regression 

Rejected 

H5a There is a difference in consumers´ attitude 

towards renting products by product 

category 

Repeated 

measure 

ANOVA 

Confirmed 

H5b There is a difference in consumers´ attitude 

to buy products secondhand by product 

category 

Repeated 

measure 

ANOVA 

Confirmed 

Table 35: overview of hypothesis analysis 
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8. Interpretation & Discussion 

This paper used a research model derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior to 

make assumptions about consumers' actual intentions to engage in either renting or 

buying durable goods secondhand. This proved to be a valid model as it had been used 

previously in the context of collaborative consumption to test various factors influencing 

consumers' intentions to engage in this form of consumption (Hamari et al., 2016; Roos 

& Hahn, 2019; Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 2018; Borusiak et al., 2020). This has been 

confirmed in this thesis as it has been found that attitude influences intention to adopt 

product rental and buying secondhand. 

One central aspect found in literature that is strongly discussed as an argument for 

collaborative consumption is the “burden of ownership” (Schaefers et al., 2016, p. 576). 

Based on this assumption, the flexibility attached to non-ownership was evaluated in 

this paper, such as not having to take care about maintenance, repair (Morewedge et 

al., 2021, p. 200), and storage (Lamberton & Rose, 2012, p. 111) while postponing a 

definite purchase decision. However, looking at the findings, it appears that the 

flexibility offered by avoiding these ownership-related burdens did not significantly 

influence consumer preference. It seems that for the respondents the burden of 

maintenance and repair is most relevant, however this might not be as significant for 

the product categories in question compared to other products, such as cars.  

As anticipated, the desire for flexibility seems to have a positive effect on attitudes 

towards renting. However, against prior anticipation, it does not have a negative effect 

on attitudes towards buying secondhand. It was found that with higher importance of 

flexibility, the attitude towards buying secondhand will rise as well, having the same 

effect as for attitude towards renting. This could indicate that even though products are 

owned and maintenance and repair have to be taken care of, this does not seem to be 

much of a burden for the respondents. This suggests that it may not be a relevant factor 

for consumer adoption decisions for the specific consumer durables underlying this 

study. It also posits that the perceived inconveniences of maintenance, repair, and 

storage may not be as prohibitive as the literature implies. As already stated by Bhardi 
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& Eckhardt (2012), it has been confirmed in this study that ownership is still the 

preferred mode of consumption amongst the respondents for all different types of 

durable goods, leading to the conclusion that the “burden of ownership” might not be 

perceived as such by the respondents.  

As expected, a high valuation of ownership negatively affects attitudes towards renting. 

It has been confirmed that this influence on attitude is moderated by the product 

category, indicating that the effect of importance of ownership on the attitude to rent 

specific products varies by the importance of ownership for the specific category in 

question. Surprisingly, importance of ownership was determined to have a negative 

influence on attitude to buy secondhand. Which is an interesting revelation countering 

the traditional emphasis on ownership in consumer behavior literature. The product 

category was not found to moderate this relationship either. Hence for choosing to buy 

secondhand, preference for ownership is not found to be a driver for adoption. This 

might be related to the concept of materialism, indicating that the ownership of 

secondhand goods might not carry the same weight in consumers' attitudes as owning 

new items or at least that this is not an important aspect that is taken into consideration 

when choosing to buy secondhand.  

Trend affinity was not found to have a substantial effect on secondhand buying 

behavior. The negative correlation between trend affinity and attitude towards buying 

secondhand, albeit weak, suggests that those who highly value trendiness may prefer 

to own new items rather than secondhand ones. However, as indicated by previous 

research, a significant relationship between trend affinity and attitudes towards renting 

was found. This aligns with the notion that renting allows consumers to engage with 

rapidly evolving trends without a long-term commitment. Using the latest products in 

general was found to be most important for consumer electronics, while being least 

important for furniture and sports equipment. As opposed to the attitude towards rental, 

which was found to be most positive for sports equipment. The importance of a trend 

for a particular product category can therefore not be used to determine the rental 

probability of products in a category. Also for buying secondhand, the attitude was most 
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positive towards buying furniture and sports equipment, while being lowest for 

accessories and household goods.   

 

As found in the results, the attitude towards buying products secondhand is generally 

more positive than for renting products. This leads to the conclusion that renting 

products is less common than buying secondhand, which was confirmed by the 

respondents as 70% reported to have never rented before compared to only 15% who 

reported to have never bought secondhand before. Hence, past behavior may be an 

important aspect that also influences the attitude towards renting and buying 

secondhand (Lang & Joyner Armstrong, 2018, p. 38). 

9. Recommendations 

The complex interplay of the different factors “flexibility”, “ownership importance”, “trend 

affinity”, and “attitudes” suggests that marketers looking to promote those forms of 

consumption through renting and buying secondhand should consider these factors 

and how they may vary across different product categories. 

As found in this thesis, it is currently not common amongst the respondents to rent 

durable consumer goods, while buying such goods secondhand is already frequently 

adopted in most cases. Consequently, based on previous findings that highlighted the 

influence of past experience on future intentions (Kurisu et al., 2021, p. 15), it would be 

recommended to first increase utilization of renting options to familiarize consumers 

with the concept. To start with, the category of sports equipment showed the highest 

potential for the adoption of rental options, which has already been mentioned in 

literature (Brandt, 2021). Hence, this would be a possible starting point to develop 

concepts and models for rental options and introduce consumers to this alternative form 

of consumption. This can then serve as a best practice example for promoting rental 

options and can be useful for applying the concept also to other, additional product 

categories.  
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For promoting rental options, it is recommended to specifically highlight the advantages 

that are relevant to consumers. A specifically important aspect for this is not having to 

take care of maintenance and repair for consumer goods where this can be an issue, 

in this context specifically for electronics. Also, it should be highlighted what the 

consumer´s obligations are when it comes to using rental options and where the 

responsibilities of the actual owner of the goods lie. There might be some fear or 

uncertainty as far as the responsibilities and duties of each party are concerned. 

For collaborative consumption practices to be successful and more common than 

currently, it will be essential to change the way consumers feel about possession and 

ownership. As has been confirmed in this study, consumers still prefer to own the goods 

they use. Since it is the central aspect of collaborative consumption to share the 

ownership, at least over time, the advantage of such concepts as well as the need for 

it needs to be promoted much more strongly, especially regarding resource efficiency 

and overconsumption.  

As the actual usage of the products within the product category groups used in the 

questionnaire has not been taken into consideration, it is suggested to consider this 

aspect for further research. It is possible for example that sports equipment is not used 

at all and therefore also willingness to rent or buy such products secondhand is low as 

there is no intention to use these at all. Therefore, future studies on this subject could 

include the factor “use frequency” of specific products to find out if and how this has an 

influence on renting or buying secondhand. In addition, the product groups in the 

questionnaire are quite broad, e.g. the group “Household Goods” includes several 

types of electronic goods, ranging from necessities to luxuries, within which there may 

be differences in consumers' attitudes towards renting or buying secondhand. Further 

research could therefore focus on just one product group to look more closely at how 

preferences differ between different types of products within that group. As sports 

equipment currently showed the biggest potential for more frequent adoption of rental 

practices, it is recommended to further look into this category and find out more 

specifically what makes this product category more interesting for renting than other 

consumer durables.  
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Additionally, further research could be dedicated to identifying additional determinants 

that have an influence on consumers attitude towards secondhand buying since in this 

study, the tested factors did not show to have a high impact in determining the attitude 

towards buying secondhand. It is clear that attitudes towards ownership and 

secondhand purchasing are shaped by a set of factors, many of which may still need 

to be identified and understood. 

10. Conclusion & Limitations 

This thesis was aiming towards providing further insights into consumer adoption 

intention in the context of collaborative consumption. It focused specifically on the 

similarities and differences of two modes of consumption: product rental and 

secondhand purchase. By identifying and testing aspects for their influence on 

consumer adoption of renting and buying secondhand, new insights were generated as 

to how the importance of ownership, need for flexibility, and trend affinity influence 

consumers attitudes towards renting and buying secondhand. As the discussion of 

ownership is a very central aspect of collaborative consumption discussions, parts of 

this thesis have focused on this characteristic, as ownership is indeed very much 

ingrained in consumers' minds and continues to be the preferred mode of consumption. 

In addition, this research has contributed to a better understanding of which consumer 

durables are more suitable to rent or buy secondhand from the consumer's perspective, 

providing some direction for future application areas.  

However, there are several limitations to the study that must be acknowledged. Firstly, 

the study's sample may not fully represent the broader population, thus potentially 

limiting the generalizability of the findings. Moreover, the research considered only a 

selected set of factors that may influence consumer attitudes or intentions. 

Consequently, the study does not provide a complete picture of the myriad elements 

that could determine consumer preferences toward renting or buying secondhand. As 

such, the findings should be interpreted with an understanding that they represent a 

snapshot rather than an exhaustive analysis of consumer attitudes. Particularly in the 

context of secondhand purchases, the statistical methods employed did not 
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demonstrate a high determination effect, which means the results may not robustly 

signify the impact of the studied factors. This limitation calls for a cautious approach 

when considering the statistical significance and the strength of the conclusions 

regarding secondhand purchasing behaviors. 

Additionally, the constructs of attitude and intention were measured using single-item 

scales. While this approach provided a focused view, it may have failed to capture the 

multi-dimensional nature of these constructs. Single-item measures are typically less 

reliable than multi-item scales, which may affect the validity of the findings. 

Finally, the reliability of the 'flexibility' variable was relatively low. This suggests that the 

conceptualization and operationalization of 'flexibility' in this context may require 

refinement. Future studies should aim to develop a more precise and reliable 

measurement of flexibility to accurately capture its influence on consumer behavior in 

collaborative consumption. 

Future research would benefit from addressing these limitations by employing a 

representative sample, a broader set of factors, multi-item scales for measuring 

constructs, and a refined approach to the concept of flexibility. Such improvements 

would provide a more comprehensive understanding of the attitudes and intentions that 

drive consumers towards product rental and buying secondhand. 
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A-1 

 

 Questionnaire 

The following online questionnaire has been used to collect the data between February 

2nd 2024 and March 3rd 2024. 
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 Hypothesis Tests 

 Test for Attitude and Intention 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 1: Test for normal distribution (H1a) 
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Appendix-Figure 2: Test for homoscedasticity (H1a) 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 3: Test for normal distribution (H1b) 

 



 

 

A-8 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 4: Test for linearity (H1b) 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 5: Test for homoscedasticity(H1b) 

 

 Anova Results 

The boxplots did not show any outliers, therefore it was continued with ANOVA 
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Appendix-Figure 6: Boxplot for attitude to buy secondhand 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 7: Boxplot for attitude to rent 
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 Multiple Regression Requirements for Attitude towards 

renting 

Tests for sampling variation of the independent variables: 

 

Appendix-Figure 8: Scatterplot for linearity for trend affinity and attitude towards rental 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 9: Scatterplot for linearity for ownership importance and attitude towards renting 
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Appendix-Figure 10: Scatterplot for linearity for flexibility and attitude towards renting 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 11: scatterplot for linearity of the residues and the conditional expected values 
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Appendix-Figure 12: P-P-diagram for linearity of residues 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 13: Check for normal distribution of residues for attitude towards renting 
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 Multiple Regression Requirements for Attitude towards 

buying secondhand 

  

 

Appendix-Figure 14: Scatterplot for linearity for trend affinity and attitude towards buying secondhand 
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Appendix-Figure 15: Scatterplot for linearity for ownership importance and attitude towards buying 
secondhand 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 16: Scatterplot for linearity for flexibility and attitude towards buying secondhand 



 

 

A-15 

 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 17: scatterplot for linearity of the residues and the conditional expected values 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 18: P-P-diagram for linearity of residues 
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Appendix-Figure 19: Check for normal distribution of residues for attitude towards buying secondhand 
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 Requirements for Moderation Analysis 

Trend Affinity & Rental 

 

Appendix-Figure 20: Scatterplot for homoscedasticityedacity of residues for trend affinity and attitude 
towards rental 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 21: P-P-diagram for linearity of residues 
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Appendix-Figure 22: Q-Q-diagram for linearity of studentized residuals 
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Appendix-Figure 23: Scatterplot for homoscedasticity of residues for ownership importance and attitude 
towards rental 
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Appendix-Figure 24: P-P-diagram for linearity of residues 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 25: normal distribution of residues 
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Appendix-Figure 26: P-P diagram for linearity of residues 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 27: Scatterplot for Homoscedasticity 
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Appendix-Figure 28: normal distribution of residues 

 

Importance of Ownership & Buying Secondhand 

 

 

Appendix-Figure 29: P-P-diagram for linearity of residues 
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Appendix-Figure 30: Scatterplot for homoscedasticity of residues for ownership importance and attitude 
towards buying secondhand 

 

Appendix-Figure 31: normal distribution of residues 
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