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Abstract: As a common consumer behavior in the context of shared consumption, 

consumer misbehavior in shared consumption (CMSC) will not only shorten the service 

life of shared products, but also make the shared consumption mode into trouble. 

Despite the significant negative impact on corporate practice, the theoretical research 

on CMSC is still at the initial stage. So far, the literature directly discussing CMSC is 

very limited. Scholars mostly regard CMSC as a simple result of the expansion of 

consumer misbehavior from traditional consumption scenarios to shared consumption 

scenarios, or only conduct research on a certain type of consumer misconduct in a 

specific consumption situation, and there is no agreement on the cognition of CMSC. 

By combing the relevant literature, this article defines the CMSC as inappropriate 

handling, damage, or overuse of the shared good during the period from obtaining to 

losing the right to use the product in the context of shared consumption. This article 

also sorts out the main influence factors and the results of the CMSC from the three 

dimensions of consumers, enterprises and platforms. Finally, this paper proposes 

possible future research directions for CMSC. 

 

Keywords: Shared consumption; customer misbehavior; consumer misbehavior in 

shared consumption. 

 

1. Introduction 

Sharing consumption mode not only reduces the repeated investment or purchase of 

products and maximizes the use value of products [1], but also helps to create a new 

low-carbon and environment-friendly economic form. As an important subject 

participating in shared consumption activities, consumers play an important role in 

promoting the development of shared consumption pattern. However, a series of 

improper behaviors shorten the service life of shared products and make the shared 

consumption mode run into trouble. In 2017, sharing E Umbrella, an umbrella sharing 
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company, lost 10 million when more than 80 percent of the 300,000 umbrellas it put 

on the market were lost within weeks. In 2018, bike-sharing company GoBee pulled 

out of France after 60 percent of its bikes were destroyed, stolen or owned in four 

months. 

Although the negative impact of consumer misbehavior in shared consumption (CMSC) 

in corporate practice is significant, the academic community has not yet paid much 

attention to it, and the theoretical research on CMSC is still in its infancy. Most scholars 

regard CMSC as a simple result of the expansion of consumer misconduct from 

traditional consumption context to shared consumption scenarios, or only focus on a 

certain type of consumer misconduct in a specific consumption context, without 

systematically defining the connotation and dimension of CMSC. Moreover, due to the 

unclear definition of the concept and the inconsistent research perspective, the 

existing researches on the influencing factors and effects of CMSC are relatively 

scattered and unsystematic. In order to make up for the above deficiencies, this paper 

firstly defines the concept of SCMC, then clarifies the connotation and dimensions of 

SCMC. Secondly, the author sort out the antecedent variables and effects of shared 

consumption misbehavior. Finally, we indicate future research directions. 

 

2. The Connotation and Dimension of CMSC 

2.1 Defining CMSC 

Shared Consumption 

Scholars' understanding of the concept of shared consumption can be divided into two 

categories: one is a relatively strict concept that emphasizes the idleness of resources, 

which refers to the economic activities in which individuals obtain profits by sharing 

idle goods or resources through the sharing platform, which is called narrow sharing 

consumption in this paper; The other is a relatively loose concept, which refers to the 

business model of resource sharing between individuals or organizations based on 

Internet technology. This article calls it generalized shared consumption. Table 1 lists 

the definitions of shared consumption by different scholars. These definitions contain 

four elements, namely subject, object, approach and goal, and reflect the 

characteristics of consumers' temporary use of products or services without ownership, 

the dependence of consumer activities on information technology such as the Internet, 

and the intermediary role of consumer platforms. In terms of the subjects, the subjects 

of the narrow shared consumption are only individuals, and with the extension of the 

shared consumption pattern, enterprises have also become the subjects of providing 

shared products or services. In terms of the object, the narrow shared consumption 

emphasizes the idleness of shared resources, while in the broad generalized shared 

consumption, the resources provided by enterprises are also included in the object. In 
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terms of approaches and goals, scholars have unanimously agreed that the completion 

of shared consumption activities requires the use of Internet platforms, and the 

purpose of shared consumption activities is to improve the utility of resources. In 

conclusion, this study believes that shared consumption refers to a business model 

that relies on the Internet technology platform to transfer the right of use of idle and 

underutilized resources between individuals or organizations in order to maximize 

social and economic benefits. 

Table 1 Shared consumption and similar definitions 

Category and 

representative 

enterprise 

Definitions Author Field 

Narrow shared 

consumption 

(Airbnb, Didi Hitch) 

A form of consumption in which idle 

resources such as space, skills, goods, etc. 

are shared in the form of monetary or 

non-monetary income 

Botsman, 

2013 
C2C 

People get a fee or other compensation by 

scheduling their possessions or allocating 

resources 

Belk, 2014 C2C 

A consumption pattern based on point-to-

point activities to obtain, give, or share 

products and services coordinated through 

community-based online services 

Hamari et 

al., 2016 
C2C 

Sharing unused products and services with 

others in a cooperative manner without 

ownership of the goods 

Botsman& 

Rogers, 

2011 

C2C 

Generalized shared 

consumption 

(Mobike, Zipcar) 

Transactions that can be market mediated 

but where no transfer of ownership takes 

place 

Bardhi& 

Eckhardt, 

2012 

C2C、

B2C 

Shared 

consumption(Airbnb, 

Zipcar) 

A business model that relies on the 

Internet technology platform to transfer 

the right of use of idle and underutilized 

resources between individuals or 

organizations in order to maximize social 

and economic benefits 

This paper B2C 

This study focuses on the B2C mode of shared consumption, for the following reasons: 

On the one hand, in the C2C mode of shared consumption, individual resource 

providers often need to have direct contact with consumers to complete the provision 

of products or services. When carrying out shared consumption activities under the 

B2C model, consumers often complete the use of products or services independently 

without direct contact with the enterprise resource provider.Due to the different 
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degree of contact with the resource provider, there are also differences in the 

anonymity of the resource provider perceived by consumers in these two modes. The 

anonymity of resource providers in C2C mode is significantly lower than that of 

enterprise resource providers in B2C mode. The anonymity and effectiveness of 

supervision are the key factors affecting the individual to carry out improper behaviors. 

On the other hand, when conducting shared consumption activities under the B2B 

model, both the supplier and the demander are enterprises and the shared resources 

are generally high-value fixed assets. Compared with individual resource users, the 

responsibility of enterprise resource users is more difficult to escape. Therefore, the 

research believes that consumers' improper behavior toward shared products mainly 

occurs in the shared consumption context of the B2C model. 

 

3. Consumer Misbehavior 

As a typical consumer behavior, consumer misbehavior is easy to occur in various 

consumption scenarios. The academic circle mainly defines consumer misconduct from 

two perspectives: the first perspective focuses on whether consumer misbehavior 

violates social norms; the second perspective focuses on whether consumer 

misbehavior harms other subjects. Fullerton et al. from the first perspective, defines 

consumer misbehavior as behavior that deliberately violates generally accepted norms 

of conduct in consumption situations. This definition emphasizes that when an act is 

judged to be inappropriate, it must violate social norms. However, consumers and 

enterprises often hold different criteria for a certain behavior, that is, consumers may 

consider the behavior as ordinary, while enterprises may judge the behavior as 

violating social norms. Some scholars also defined consumer misconduct from the 

second perspective. Harris et al. defined consumer misbehavior as actions by 

customers who intentionally or unintentionally, overtly or covertly, act in a manner 

that, in some way, disrupts otherwise functional service encounters. Yi et al.[19] defined 

consumer misbehavior as consumer behavior that caused trouble to the company, 

employees and other customers in a careless or rude way. These definitions emphasize 

that consumer misbehavior will undermine the service contact function and have a 

negative impact on enterprises and other consumers. Given that consumers and 

companies often have different normative perceptions of a certain behavior,this study 

uses the second type of perspective to define consumer misbehavior, and adopts the 

definition of Harris et al.. 

 

4. Consumer Misbehavior in Shared Consumption 

Previous studies on consumer misbehavior have focused on traditional service 

industries such as hospitality and retail. In recent years, some scholars have extended 
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the scenario of consumer misconduct from traditional consumption to shared 

consumption, pointing out that shared consumption is also prone to consumer 

misbehavior,and defined the subject of the behavior as a shared product. When 

analyzing the characteristics of shared consumption, Bardhi et al. pointed out for the 

first time that consumer negative reciprocity is prone to occur in the context of shared 

consumption, that is, consumers only consider their own interests when using shared 

products and assume that others act in the same way. Subsequently, Schaefers et al. 

set the research context as shared consumption when studying the contagion effect 

of consumer misbehavior, and defined CMSC as improper use, damage or excessive 

use of shared products by consumers.  

By combing existing literature, this study finds that there are significant differences 

between consumer misbehavior and CMSC in terms of subject and impact of behavior 

(Table 2). Compared with the three types of subjects (products, enterprise employees 

and other consumers) where consumer misbehavior may play a role, the subjects of 

shared consumption misconduct are only shared products. This is because there are 

often no staff or other consumers present in the shared consumption. It is difficult for 

consumers to interact with others, so the former will not cause direct harm to the 

latter. Because of the core position in the transaction process and the direct interaction 

with consumers, Shared products will become the direct subject of customer 

misconduct. At the same time, due to the strong liquidity of shared products, 

compared with consumer misbehavior, the traces of CMSC will be carried by shared 

products, which will lead to the contagion and spread of improper behaviors in a larger 

scope. From the perspective of whether improper behavior itself harms other subjects, 

this study defines CMSC as improper handing, damage or overuse of shared products 

by consumers during the period from obtaining to losing the right to use the products 

in the context of shared consumption. 

Table 2 The definition of consumer misbehavior and CMSC 

Consumer Misbehavior 

Source Definition Sector 

Harris & Reynolds 

(2003) 

Actions by customers who intentionally or 

unintentionally, overtly or covertly, act in a 

manner that, in some way, disrupts 

otherwise functional service encounters 

Hospitality, 

restaurant, bar 

Fullerton &Punj 

(2004) 

Behavior that deliberately violates generally 

accepted norms of conduct in consumption 

situations 

Not specified 
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Harris & Daunt 

(2004) 

Intentional behavior of a consumer that 

causes trouble to the company, its 

employees, or other customers 

Hospitality 

Yi & Gong (2008) 

Consumer behavior that caused trouble to 

the company, employees and other 

customers in a careless or rude way 

Manufacturing 

CMSC 

Source Definition Sector 

Bardhi& Eckhardt 

(2012) 

consumer negative reciprocity is prone to 

occur in the context of shared consumption 
Car sharing 

Schaefers et al., 

(2016) 

improper use, damage or excessive use of 

shared products by consumers 
Car sharing 

This paper 

improper handing, damage or overuse of 

shared products by consumers during the 

period from obtaining to losing the right to 

use the products in the context of shared 

consumption 

Car sharing, 

bike shaing, 

ect 

 

5. Dimensions of CMSC 

Scholars have made a preliminary discussion on the dimension division and definition 

of CMSC. Most scholars regard consumer misbehavior as a one-dimensional concept 

and emphasize the impact of the behavior. Such definitions, while characterized by 

simplicity and clarity, are lacking in terms of reflecting the conceptual scope of 

consumer misbehavior.Some scholars have divided consumer misconduct into three 

dimensions: the nature of behavior, the type and degree of destruction, and the 

reaction of enterprises and other consumers, which more fully reflects the broad and 

multi-faceted nature of consumer misbehavior. In fact, the existing measurement 

scale mainly measures consumer misbehavior from the three perspectives of behavior 

nature, social norms and behavior consequences: 1) A scale that focuses on the 

benefits brought by the misbehavior to the perpetrator and the attitude of others 

towards the misbehavior. 2) A scale that focuses solely on whether the behavior itself 

violates the norm of conduct. 3) A scale that focus on whether misconduct violates 

the norm of conduct and whether it affects the normal operation of the service. The 

measurement perspectives of the above three scales echo the classification of 

dimensions of consumer misbehavior by Fullerton and Punj (2004) [15].Therefore, 

based on the research of Fullerton and Punj (2004)[15], this study preliminarily divides 

the CMSC into three dimensions: nature of the act, type and degree of disruption, and 

reactions by marketers and other consumers. 



Volume 8 Issue 4 2021 
 

   51 

The nature of CMSC can be conceptualized by the complexity, the intention and the 

benefits available. Specifically, the complexity of CMSC refers to the difficulty of 

carrying it out. Stealing a shared product is more difficult to perform than scratching 

the surface of a shared product. The intention describes the motivation of consumers 

to carry out improper behaviors of shared consumption. Consumers may destroy 

shared products out of the motivation of seeking stimulation and obtaining support 

from peers. Available benefits refer to the benefits that consumers can obtain by 

implementing CMSC. Consumers may obtain psychological satisfaction or economic 

benefits from CMSC. The second dimension of CMSC is behavioral consequences, 

which answers two questions: What types of behaviors are included? What negative 

effects did the behavior cause? In different sharing consumption scenarios, the form 

of CMSC will be different. For example, when using shared umbrellas, it is a relatively 

common improper behavior to take the umbrella as one's own, while in the shared car 

consumption scene, the phenomenon of littering and littering is more serious. Different 

behaviors of improper behavior will also bring different degrees of negative effects. 

The act of taking shared products as their own may directly damage the economic 

interests of the company and reduce the service experience of other consumers. In 

addition to damaging the interests of companies and negatively affecting other 

consumer experience, sabotaging shared products may also trigger the contagious 

effects of improper behavior. The response of enterprises and other consumers is the 

third dimension of CMSC, which refers to the attitudes and actions taken by these two 

types of subjects towards consumer misconduct. The attitude towards CMSC includes 

strong opposition, contradiction, indifference or tolerance. For other consumers, their 

reaction to the CMSC includes stopping, withdrawing, acquiescing or imitating. For 

enterprises, the measures may include sanctions, supervision, guidance and tolerance. 

5.1 Factors associated with CMSC 

By reviewing studies on customer misbehavior and CMSC, this paper discusses the 

influencing factors of CMSC at the consumer level, enterprise level and social level, as 

shown in Table 4. 

Table 3 Influencing factors of CMSC 

Customer-Based Factors 

Firm-Based 

Factors 

Social-Based 

Factors 
Consumer 

Characteristic 

Consumer 

Perception 

Consumer 

Evaluation 

and Emotion 

Machiavellianism 

(Daunt and 

Harris, 2011; 

Perceived 

opportunity 

(Daunt and 

Satisfaction 

(Keeffe et al., 

2008; 

Zeelenberg 

Product brand 

strength 

(Schaefers et 

al., 2016) 

Social norm 

(Schaefers 

et al., 2016) 
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Wirtz and Kum, 

2004) 

Greer, 2015; 

Yagil, 2008) 

and Pieters, 

2004) 

Sensation 

seeking (Babin 

and Babin, 1996; 

Kallis and Vanier, 

2007) 

Psychological 

ownership 

(Bardhi and 

Eckhardt, 

2012) 

Loyalty (Wirtz 

and McColl-

Kennedy, 

2010) 

Enterprise size 

(Fullerton and 

Punj, 2004) 

Group 

identity 

(Schaefers 

et al, 2016) 

Aggressiveness 

(Mazerolle et al., 

2003; Daunt and 

Harris, 2012) 

Justice 

perception 

(Baker et al., 

2012; 

Funches et 

al., 2009) 

Negative 

emotions (Lin 

et al., 2018; 

Moon et al., 

2017) 

Reputation 

(Walsh et al., 

2009) 

Appeal 

(White and 

Simpson, 

2013) 

Morality 

(Shoham,2008) 
— — 

Supervision 

(Bardhi and 

Eckhardt, 2012) 

Social 

presence 

(Daunta and 

Greer, 2015) 

Social value 

orientation(Van 

Lange, 1999) 

— — 

Service recovery 

(Daskin and 

Kasim, 2016; 

Jung and Seock, 

2017) 

— 

 

5.2 Customer-Based Factors Affecting CMSC 

Consumers' personality traits and moral level may influence CMSC [26][29]. Trait 

activation theory points out that when the situation is related to personal values, goals, 

and ways of presenting oneself, the trait activation process of consumers will occur 
[30]. Based on this theory, this paper argues that the features of shared consumption, 

such as absence of service personnel and self-service, will reduce the degree of 

external constraints on consumer behavior and make consumers with certain 

characteristics tend to act in their own ways. In this case, Machiavellianism[23][31], 

sensation seeking [32][33], and aggression [34][35] may affect the possibility of 

individuals' CMSC. In addition to personality traits, as an important variable for predict 

consumer behavior, moral level may also affect CMSC [36][37]. 

CMSC may also be affected by social value orientation. Social value orientation can be 

divided into two dimensions: pro-social orientation and pro-individual orientation [39]. 

Some scholars have confirmed the negative impact of individualism on piracy [40]. As 

consumers who engage in shared consumption will also face the conflict of personal 
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interests (misbehavior) and collective interests (not misbehavior). This article 

speculates that, compared with pro-individuals, pro-society people are more 

concerned about collective interests[41], is willing to assume responsibility for product 

use, and are less likely to commit improper behavior. Some studies have also pointed 

out that consumers' attitudes towards CMSC will affect their subsequent behaviors. 

When a consumer has a positive attitude towards a certain behavior[42], the possibility 

of him implementing the behavior increases. 

Perceived opportunity also affect CMSC. Research has shown that consumers' 

evaluation of the attractiveness, the degree of realization, the limits of the firm and 

the severity of the firm's punishment will influence the likelihood of the perpetration 

of the misconduct such as fraudulent returns [43]-[45]. Based on this logic, consumers 

are more likely to engage in SCMC when they perceive it to be profitable and difficult 

to detect. In addition to perceived opportunities, psychological ownership also affects 

SCMC. Psychological ownership is helpful to stimulate the sense of responsibility of 

consumers, thereby positively influencing consumers' care and maintenance of 

products [46]. 

Consumers' evaluation of service experience and their emotions, such as perceived 

fairness, satisfaction, attribution of service failures, and negative emotions, may also 

affect CMSC. Consumers who perceive unfairness may retaliate against the enterprise 
[48][49]. Some studies also show that low satisfaction is the main reason for consumers 

to retaliate [50]-[52] and complain [53]. In addition, it has been proved that negative 

emotions positively affect customer misconduct [53][55]. Therefore, it can be speculated 

that in the context of shared consumption, the possibility of CMSC is increased for 

consumers who have low perception of service experience fairness, low satisfaction, 

and who attribute service failure to enterprises or generate negative emotions. In 

addition, loyalty can act as an influencing factor for Shared consumption misconduct. 

Consumers with low loyalty may be unwilling to maintain the exchange relationship 

with the enterprise or do not mind the self-presentation in their interactive relationship 

with the enterprise [45] , so they are more likely to carry out SCMC. 

 

6. Firm-Based Factors Affecting CMSC 

As an important participant of Shared consumption activities, the characteristics of 

shared products and enterprises(platforms) may also affect CMSC[56]. As an attribute 

belonging to the product itself that does not change with the use of the product [57], 

the brand strength of products may affect CMSC. Scholars have explored the 

interaction between the brand strength of products and the contagious effects of 

customer misbehavior, and found that the greater the product brand strength, the 

lower the likelihood that consumers will commit misbehavior in the face of previous 
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consumer misbehavior[5]. However, the relationship between brand strength of 

products and CMSC remains to be further explored under the condition that the 

products are well used. This paper argues that the brand strength of the product, as 

an important reflection of product value, has an impact on individuals' behaviors. The 

stronger the brand strength of the shared product is, the lower the possibility of 

individuals' improper behaviors will be. 

Research on the positive influence of enterprise size on customer misconduct has been 

abundant. For example, Hayes found in a study with college students as a survey 

sample that compared to small-scale grocery stores, subjects are more likely to 

commit theft in large-scale stores [58]. One possible explanation is that consumers are 

more likely to adopt harm-denying neutralization techniques in the face of large 

enterprises [59], believing that the harm caused by their actions to the companies is 

insignificant [60], thus increasing their willingness to carry out improper behaviors. 

Therefore, this paper argues that the larger the enterprises, the more vulnerable they 

will be to improper behaviors. 

Corporate reputation can also have an impact on CMSC. Corporate reputation 

represents consumers' overall evaluation of the company, and mainly affecting 

consumers' perception of transaction uncertainty and product quality [61][62], and will 

also positively affect customers’ loyalty and positive word-of-mouth [63]. In the context 

of shared consumption, when perceiving the high reputation of the enterprise, 

consumers may think that the enterprise is capable of providing high-quality products 

and services, so as to enhance the satisfaction and loyalty of the enterprise. At the 

same time, consumers may perceive that enterprises have a strong supervision over 

CMSC, and their perceived risk of improper conduct increases. Therefore, when 

enterprises are considered to have a good reputation, individuals are less likely to 

engage in CMSC. 

In addition to scale and reputation, corporate supervision may also have an impact on 

CMSC. Gettman et al.[64] found that corporate supervision of consumer behavior 

negatively affects the frequency of consumer misbehavior. The lower the visibility of 

behaviors, the more frequent consumers commit inappropriate behaviors. The above 

conclusions are also supported by studies in the shared consumption scenario. Bardhi 

et al. proposed in their analysis of the characteristics of car-shared consumption that 

the intensity of organizational supervision, enactment of regulations and control of 

norms would affect consumer misbehavior [14]. Similarly, Schaefers et al. also pointed 

out that the lack of enterprise supervision is one of the main reasons for consumer 

misbehavior of car sharing [5]. Therefore, the intensity of corporate supervision may 

negatively affect CMSC. The greater the intensity of corporate supervision, the lower 

the likelihood of consumers to engage in CMSC. 
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The level of service recovery in the context of service failure may also affect CMSC. 

The negative impact of service recovery level on customer vandalism has been 

empirically demonstrated [65]. In addition, studies have shown that successful service 

recovery can increase customers' satisfaction with their service experience by 

improving their perception of fairness [66], and have a positive impact on their positive 

word-of-mouth [67]. It can be reasonably speculated that the more successful and 

consistent the remedial measures taken by enterprises for consumers who experience 

service failure, the lower the possibility of such consumers to implement CMSC.  

 

7. Social-Based Factors Affecting CMSC 

Social factors emphasize the influence of others on CMSC[68], and one of the important 

factors is social norms. Social norms will bring certain behavioral pressures to 

individuals, forcing individuals to act in ways that others or society expect. When 

individuals believe that a certain type of behavior is normal and accepted by the public, 

they will be more inclined to perform the behavior [69][70]. In the context of shared 

consumption, consumers are more likely to reduce their tendency to commit improper 

behaviors when they perceive that such behaviors do not conform to social norms. In 

addition, group identity may also influence CMSC. On the one hand, high group 

identity will increase consumers' sense of responsibility and make them more 

concerned about group welfare. 

On the other hand, it will increase the influence of the group's norm of conduct on 

consumer behavior and make their behavior consistent with the group expectation [70]. 

Schaefers et al. [5] found that high group identity would reverse the contagion effect 

of CSMC. Specifically, consumers with high identification towards car-sharing 

consumers group will spontaneously maintain the cleanliness of vehicles. Therefore, 

this article speculates that compared with consumers who have low group identity 

with consumer groups, consumers with high group identity are more inclined to adopt 

behaviors that meet group expectations and are beneficial to the group, and the 

possibility of CMSC reduce. 

Propaganda appeals can use social norms to influence consumer behavior. 

Propaganda appeals can usually be used as a means to encourage consumers to 

engage in green consumption, ethical consumption and other pro-social behaviors, 

which can be divided into descriptive/normative/command appeals, altruistic/self-

interested appeals, etc. according to information types. In addition to confirming that 

the existence of propaganda appeals will affect consumer behavior, scholars have also 

explored the influence of the types of appeals on consumer behavior. For example, 

Goldstein et al [70] found that compared with general environmental protection 

information, descriptive normative information is more effective in increasing recycling 
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behaviors. Appeals may affect consumer behavior by increasing consumer perception 

of corporate supervision or changing consumer social norms. 

The presence of others may motivate consumers to manage their impressions and 

thus reduce their willingness to implement CMSC. Social impact theory points out that 

the presence of others may influence individual behavior [73]. Scholars have confirmed 

the inhibitory effect of other people's presence on consumers' shoplifting behavior [43], 

and the promoting effect on consumers' willingness to purchase  environmentally 

friendly products or more expensive products[75]. 

7.1 Consequences of CMSC 

CSMC may have an impact on perpetrator, other consumers, enterprises and society, 

as shown in Table 5. As for the implementer, once CMSC is successfully performed, 

the perpetrator may perform such behavior more frequently in the future. Second, the 

negative externalities of CMSC will harm the interests of other consumers and 

businesses. For society, CSMC will inhibit the development of shared consumption 

patterns, and as shared products are repeatedly rented by the public, products with 

traces of previous improper use by consumers will cause the spread of CSMC. 

Table 4 Consequences of CMSC 

Influence 

Subject 
Outcome Scholar (Year) 

Consumers 
Attitudes, perceptions and 

future behavior 

Daunt and Harris, 2011; Harris, 

2008 

Other 

consumers 

Emotions, perceptions, 

experiences 
Cai et al., 2018 

Future behavior Kähr et al., 2016 

Firms 
Indirect economic loss 

Lin et al., 2018；Wirtz and 

McColl-Kennedy, 2010 

Direct economic loss Harris and Reynolds, 2003 

Social 
Shared consumption model 

Hazée et al., 2019; Lawson et al., 

2016 

Contagious effect Schaefers et al., 2016 

 

7.2 Consequences for Consumers 

For the perpetrator, their successful experience of CMSC will affect their attitudes and 

perceptions, thus affecting their future behavior. Studies have revealed the positive 

impact of consumers' experiences of misbehavior on their future performance of the 

behavior[23][76]. For example, Harris[76] points out that the past experience of 

unreasonable complaint behavior will positively affect the tendency of consumers to 

carry out the behavior in the future by changing their attitude towards the behavior. 
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Consumers who have successfully implemented a certain type of CMSC may, as they 

have accumulated relevant experience and acquired relevant knowledge, perceive that 

it is low-risk, and thus perform such behavior more frequently in the future 

For other consumers, the CMSC by others will negatively affect others' emotions and 

perception of service quality, thereby reducing the consumer's service experience. The 

negative correlation between consumer misbehavior and customer service experience, 

emotion, perception of fairness, satisfaction and loyalty [79] has been proved. For 

example, Cai et al. [80] found that customer misbehavior can cause negative emotions 

such as frustration and indignation among fellow customers. In addition, other 

people's CMSC can also affect consumers' behavior. On the one hand, consumers will 

adopt a series of coping strategies to alleviate the negative emotions and perceptions 

caused by others' CSMC [80]. At this point, consumers may take the initiative to seek a 

solution, or they may adopt negative strategies that are not confrontational. 

Consumers who adopt negative strategies may express their dissatisfaction by 

negative word-of mouth, boycotting enterprises, quitting enterprises and other 

harmful ways [81]. On the other hand, as other people's CMSC will change consumers' 

social norms [5], the possibility of consumers' CMSC increases.  

7.3 Consequences for Firms 

CMSC will cause indirect or direct economic losses to enterprises. On the one hand, 

CMSC will reduce consumers' satisfaction and loyalty. Consumers with low 

dissatisfaction may reduce their use of shared products or services provided by the 

enterprise. Consumers with a moderate degree of dissatisfaction may take actions 

such as negative word-of-mouth and choosing competitors of the enterprise. While 

consumers with an extreme degree of dissatisfaction may boycott and retaliate against 

the enterprise [48][53]. In addition, loyalty will affect consumers' willingness to 

participate in Shared consumption and their behaviors in the consumption process. 

Consumers with low loyalty may withdraw from the company or unscrupulously 

commit CSMC [45]. On the other hand, CSMC may shorten the service life of shared 

products. In the long run, such intangible damage to shared products will increase the 

operating costs of enterprises, leading to negative consequences such as decreased 

corporate profits, reduced market share, and reputation damage. [82]. 

In addition to indirect losses, CMSC will also cause direct economic losses to 

enterprises [18]. First of all, enterprises should bear the cost of product maintenance 

and replacement caused by consumers' abuse of shared products. Since the CMSC are 

aimed at shared products, and such behaviors will cause negative results such as 

product loss and unavailability. Correspondingly, companies need to take measures 

such as repairs, inspections, and repurchase of shared products to deal with such 

behaviors. Secondly, measures taken by companies to prevent CMSC (such as 
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installing monitoring in the parking area of shared cars) require capital investment.  

7.4 Consequences for Social 

In the long run, CMSC will restrict the development of shared consumption pattern 

and increase individual and social costs. The quasi-public product attributes of shared 

products make shared consumption scenarios prone to "tragedy of the commons". 

Hardin [83] made the following assumptions when explaining the concept of the tragedy 

of the commons: There is a public pasture for herders to graze freely. When the public 

pasture does not have a private property system and lacks government regulation, 

every self-interested herder will follow the principle of maximizing self-interest 

determines the number of sheep grazing on the public pasture. In the end, every 

herder will graze endlessly, ruining the ranch. In the context of shared consumption, 

"pasture" is "shared product", "herdsman" is "consumer", and "sheep grazing" is 

"consumer behavior". It is not difficult to find that "overgrazing" is also prone to occur 

in the shared consumption context, that is, consumer misbehavior in shared 

consumption. This behavior eventually led to the gradual exhaustion of shared 

resources and the formation of a "tragedy of the commons". 

CMSC can trigger a social contagion effect. The contagion effect of customer 

misbehavior refers to that other customers' misconduct will lead to consumers' 

imitation, which can occur based on observation of other people's behavior or traces 

of their behavior [84]. In the traditional consumption situation, the contagion of 

customer misbehavior is only limited to the place where the misbehavior occurs. For 

example, one customer complaint behavior will lead to fellow customer complaint 

behavior [18]. Shared products can be repeatedly rented by the public in a larger time 

and space, and shared consumption Traces of misconduct will be spread in society 

through the product as a carrier, triggering infectious spread from point to surface [5]. 

In other words, if CMSC is not suppressed from the source, the initial sporadic CMSC 

may cause others to follow suit and cause large-scale spread of infection. 

7.5 Future research Direction 

Shared consumption and consumer misbehavior have been the hot issues in academic 

circles for a long time, but the research on CMSC is still in the initial stage and relatively 

lags behind the practice. On the one hand, the characteristics of shared consumption 

tend to induce improper behaviors of customers. With the development of shared 

consumption pattern, this field will become a new scene to study the consumer 

misbehavior. On the other hand, CMSC is a subset of consumer misbehavior, and 

existing literature on the latter can provide an important reference for the research on 

the former. Therefore, this paper believes that CMSC has good research value, solid 

research background and broad research space, and future research can be carried 

out from the following aspects: 
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First, research on the measurement of CMSC. So far, the measurement tools of CMSC 

have been developed based on the specific consumption situation and specific forms 

of misbehavior, and the existing research still lacks the overall scale of CMSC. The lack 

of a generally recognized and mature scale hinders the development of empirical 

research on CMSC to a certain extent. Therefore, it is necessary to further improve 

the measurement research on CMSC in the future. 

Second, the research methods of CMSC. Researcher mainly uses questionnaire surveys 

and scenario simulation methods to conduct quantitative research on CMSC, while 

field experiments are less researched. As the behavior itself violates social ethics and 

is inconsistent in definition, shared consumption misbehavior. The measured data 

faces challenges in accuracy. On the one hand, it is embarrassing to directly ask the 

subjects about the possibility or willingness of carrying out a certain CMSC. Measuring 

CMSC in terms of normative behavior items may be a viable way to improve the 

accuracy of data. In addition, giving participants positive psychological hints and 

temporarily enhancing their integrity also helped to obtain more authentic responses 
[20][86]. On the other hand, the judgment of whether a certain behavior belongs to the 

category of CMSC may differ due to individual differences, social context and cultural 

background [17]. For example, some consumers may think that it is inappropriate to 

leave shared bicycles arbitrarily, while other consumers may think that such behaviors 

are inappropriate. So it is necessary to explain the concept of CMSC when measuring 

the likelihood of individuals engaging in CMSC. 

Thirdly, empirical research on influencing factors of CMSC. Although relevant literature 

on consumer misbehavior can provide reference for the research on the influencing 

factors of CMSC. However, due to the differences between the two types of 

misbehavior, the effectiveness of the influencing factors of CMSC sorted out in this 

article needs follow-up empirical analysis. Secondly, this paper does not consider the 

interaction of influencing factors of CMSC, and does not distinguish whether a certain 

factor is a direct antecedent variable or a moderator variable, which needs further 

empirical research to confirm. For example, the relationship between consumer 

perceived unfairness and their CMSC can be mediated by emotions[19]. In particular, 

there are few discussions on shared product factors in the research on the influence 

factors of CMSC, and subsequent studies may focus on the influence of product value 

on CMSC. Finally, since shared consumption has certain moral and social attributes, it 

can be combined with relevant research on ecological consumption, green 

consumption, and ethical consumption to explore the incentives or inhibitions of social 

factors on CMSC. 

Fourth, research on mitigation strategies for CMSC. So far, marketing literature has 

focused on understanding why people engage in customer misbehavior, with limited 
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exploration of how to mitigate that behavior, and the research on mitigation strategies 

for CMSC is even more insufficient. First of all, neutralization technology and 

deterrence strategies can be used as important theoretical support for mitigating 

CMSC in the future. Deterrence strategies that "convey the objective risk of being 

formally sanctioned" and "change the universality of perceived misbehavior" can be 

corresponding to mitigating CMSC caused by "the lack of corporate supervision of 

misconduct" and "consumer perception of changes in social norms" [59]. Secondly, the 

characteristics of shared consumption, such as "no presence of service personnel" and 

"self-service", increase the difficulty of supervision in the context of shared 

consumption. Some regulatory measures that were previously feasible in the context 

of traditional consumption, such as service personnel inspection, will be greatly 

reduced in effectiveness in the context of shared consumption [14]. In the case of 

increased difficulty in actual supervision, factors at the level of consumer perception 

may play a more important role, such as perceived risk of being monitored. 
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