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Abstract	

What	is	the	sharing	degree	of	sharing	bicycle	companies?	Real	share	or	pseudo‐share?	
What	do	sharing	bicycle	companies	need	to	do	to	make	it	work	better	after	they	know	
the	 sharing	degree?	This	paper	 first	 studies	 the	nature	of	 the	 sharing	economy.	This	
research	not	only	enables	us	to	deeply	understand	the	concept	of	sharing	economy,	but	
also	provides	a	reference	for	us	to	modify	the	equivalent	of	the	exchange‐sharing	model.	
Secondly,	this	paper	 judges	the	sharing	degree	of	a	sort	of	sharing	bicycle	companies.	
Two	comparisons	were	used	in	the	decision.	The	first	is	a	qualitative	comparison,	that	is,	
sharing	degree	of	P2P's	Airbnb	and	B2C's	sharing	bicycles;	 the	second	 is	quantitative	
comparison,	 when	 comparing,	 exchange‐sharing	 model	 after	 the	 replacement	 of	
equivalent	indicators	was	applied.	That	is,	Zipcar	and	sharing	bicycles	of	the	same	B2C	
nature	 are	 used	 for	 quantitative	 comparison.	 Finally,	 based	 on	 the	 range	 of	 sharing	
scores,	 combined	with	 the	 exchange‐share	model's	 score	 recommendations	 and	 the	
sharing	of	the	actual	situation	of	the	bicycle	company,	we	give	seven	suggestions.	
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1. Introduction	

In	recent	years,	sharing	economy	has	become	a	global	hotspot,	such	as	the	Couchsurfing,	which	
was	 founded	 in	 2004.	 Through	 registration,	 members	 can	 help	 each	 other	 or	 provide	 free	
guided	 tours.	 Founded	 in	 August	 2008,	 Airbnb	 is	 a	 service‐oriented	 website	 that	 connects	
travellers	and	homeowners	who	have	vacant	homes.	Zipcar	was	founded	in	2000	as	an	online	
rental	car	company	that	operates	through	the	issuance	of	membership	cards.	
In	China,	after	the	Didi	Taxi	fever,	sharing	bicycles,	sharing	basketball,	sharing	umbrellas,	and	
sharing	clothes	were	followed.	In	almost	a	year,	many	companies	have	racked	their	brains	and	
started	 the	company	under	 the	banner	of	 sharing	and	hope	 to	succeed.	But	are	 these	really	
sharing	economy?	The	sharing	economy	has	not	been	uniformly	defined	in	the	academic	world.	
Belk(2014)	gives	eight	detailed	examples	of	sharing	and	pseudo‐sharing	under	web	2.0	through	
research.	 The	 National	 Information	 Center	 gives	 a	 definition	 of	 sharing	 economy	 in	 2016.	
Belk(2014)	has	pointed	out	that	many	so‐called	sharing	economic	practices	are	actually	wolves	
in	sheep's	clothing[1].	It	is	not	difficult	to	see	that	the	sharing	economy	and	the	pseudo‐sharing	
economy	 are	 indistinguishable	 to	 some	 extent.	 Therefore,	 this	 paper	 conducts	 a	 research	
review	on	the	research	results	of	the	nature	of	sharing	economy	around	the	world,	making	it	
easier	for	people	to	distinguish	between	the	sharing	economy	and	the	pseudo‐sharing	economy,	
and	 this	 also	 provides	 a	 reference	 for	 us	 to	 modify	 the	 exchange‐share	 model	 equivalent	
indicators.	
On	the	other	hand,	sharing	bicycles	is	also	facing	fierce	competition.	According	to	statistics,	in	
less	than	half	a	year,	6	sharing	bicycle	companies	was	declared	bankruptcy.	Then,	in	the	era	of	
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sharing	 economy,	 what	 should	 be	 done	 to	 a	 sort	 of	 sharing	 bicycle	 companies	 in	 order	 to	
develop	better?	Therefore,	this	paper	uses	the	exchange‐sharing	model	of	Habibi	et	al.(2016).	
The	breakthrough	in	this	model	is	the	first	time	to	quantify	sharing	degree,	rather	than	simply	
distinguishing	between	true	sharing	and	pseudo‐sharing[2].	Since	the	model	can	be	scored	on	
any	enterprise	and	 is	 less	sensitive,	 this	paper	uses	more	sensitive	 indicators	to	replace	the	
indicators	of	the	model	in	an	equivalent	way.	The	paper	will	score	the	sharing	bicycle	based	on	
the	modified	model	and	give	relevant	suggestions.	

2. The	Study	for	Nature	of	Sharing	Economy	

In	sharing	economiy	fields,	Belk	is	a	famous	person	and	go	keeps	up	with	the	development	of	
the	Internet,and	conducts	research	on	the	sharing	economy	and	the	pseudo‐sharing	economy	
from	the	perspective	of	Web	2.0.	Web	2.0	applications	have	some	of	their	own	salient	features	
(open	 platforms,	 user	 sharing,	 etc.),	 which	 makes	 true	 sharing	 and	 pseudo‐sharing	 more	
confusing.	 It	derives	 interest	motivation,	community	 identity,	and	reciprocal	expectations	to	
distinguish	between	true	sharing	and	false	sharing.	Finally,	four	typical	sharing	practices	and	
four	typical	pseudo	sharing	practices	were	studied.	
John(2013)	differs	from	Belk(2014)	that	it	does	not	limit	the	sharing	economy	to	the	Web	2.0	
perspective	 and	 the	 sharing	 economy	 is	 divided	 into	 two	 categories,	 one	 is	 production	 of	
sharing	economy,	and	the	other	is	consumption	of	sharing	economy.	For	the	production	of	the	
sharing	economy,	it	points	to	two	typical	examples,	one	is	Wikipedia	and	the	other	is	completely	
free	operating	system	Linux.	For	sharing	consumption,	 that	 is,	collaborative	consumption,	 it	
emphasizes	online	and	offline	as	well	as	Zipcar[3].	
Lamberton	and	Rose(2012)	studied	the	motivation	of	sharing,	and	concluded	that	the	cost	of	
owning	or	sharing,	the	cost	of	sharing	technology,	etc.	are	the	reasons	for	promoting	sharing,	
while	morality	or	social	aspects	have	no	effect	on	promoting	sharing[4].	Chen(2009)	studied	
the	value	and	expectations	of	the	same	product	in	ownership	mode	and	no	ownership	mode.	In	
the	no‐ownership	mode,	people's	ultimate	goal	 is	not	 to	own	and	 to	 identify	 themselves[5].	
Bardhi	 and	 Eckhardt(2012)	 also	 found	 that	 people	 have	 no	 sense	 of	 identity	 in	 the	 no‐
ownership	mode[6].	Habibi	et	al.(2016)quantified	sharing	economic	model	for	the	first	time,	
and	make	recommendations	based	on	the	scores	of	the	model.	
Zhang	Xinhong(2016)	emphasized	the	characteristics	of	sharing	economy	from	five	aspects:	
property	rights,	media,	returns,	resource	utilization,	and	contribution	to	society.	It	pointed	out	
that	 the	 sharing	 economy	 refers	 to	 the	 use	 of	modern	 information	 technology	 such	 as	 the	
Internet	 to	 integrate	 and	 share	 a	 large	 number	 of	 decentralized	 idle	 resources	 to	meet	 the	
diversified	 needs	 of	 economic	 activities[7]41‐43	 National	 government	 departments	 have	
emphasized	the	use	of	Internet	technology	to	reduce	transaction	costs	between	idle	resource	
transferers	and	sharers	due	to	information	asymmetry.	It	also	can	achieve	the	improvement	of	
the	level	of	social	resources	utilization	in	the	case	of	infinite	cost[8].	
In	short,	although	people's	focus	on	sharing	economic	research	is	different,	they	all	show	the	
essence	of	sharing	the	economy,	and	these	qualities	will	provide	a	reference	for	our	model.	

3. Judgement	of	Sharing	Degree	of	Sharing	Bicycle	Corporations	under	the	
Concept	of	Sharing	Economy	

3.1. Exchange‐Share	Model	
Habibi	et	al.	(2016)	proposed	an	analysis	of	“sharing”	abuse,	“there	is	no	pure	sharing	case	in	
the	non‐ownership	consumption	mode,	but	it	has	the	characteristics	of	sharing	and	exchange,	
or	prefers	to	exchange	or	tend	to	Sharing,	combined	with	Belk's	(2010)	model,	established	a	
new	model	that	can	score	any	firm	and	give	recommendations	based	on	the	range	of	scores.	
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Table	1.	Related	score	of	Couchsurfing	

Sharing	indicator/score	 exchange	indicator/score	

Social	bonds	4.1	 Reciprocal2.6	

Joint	ownership	4.1	 Money	relevant1.85	

Dependent4.1	 Money	important1.9	

Similarity	to	real	sharing3.8	 Calculation2.3	

Social	reproduction4.0	 	

Singular3.95	 	

	
Source:	References	[2]	
Firstly,	Habibi	et	al.(2016)	initially	judged	the	sharing	of	Couchsurfing,	Airbnb,	and	Zipcar.	It	
was	initially	verified	by	14	people.	The	verification	process	was	conducted	through	interviews	
and	 related	 questionnaires	 without	 telling	 the	 company	 name.	 Through	 interviews	 and	
questionnaires,	he	got	two	inspirations.	(1)The	results	of	the	questionnaire	are	in	line	with	the	
author's	preliminary	judgment.	(2)This	also	gives	the	author	some	insights	during	the	model	
building	process.	

	
Fig	1.	Establishing	exchange	‐	share	model	

	
Secondly,	Habibi	et	al.(2016)	made	further	arguments,	obtained	81	valid	samples,	and	selected	
sharing	 indicators	 and	 exchange	 indicators.	 The	 sharing	 score	 were	 obtained	 by	 sharing	
indicators.	The	scoring	method	was	1‐disagree,	5‐strongly	agree.	Finally,	calculate	the	sharing	
score	or	exchange	score,	ie	sharing	score	=	sharing	total	score	/	sharing	number	(or	exchange	
score	 =	 exchange	 total	 score	 /	 exchange	 number).	 In	 the	 end,	 obtaining	 the	 score	 of	
Couchsurfing	is	3.95,	the	score	of	Airbnb	is	3.14,	and	Zipcar	shared	a	score	of	2.3.	
Another	result	that	proved	the	model	to	be	effective	was	that	the	author	selected	a	total	of	ten	
representative	and	shareing	indicators,	and	then	found	that	if	a	case	with	a	high	sharing	score	
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which	exchange	score	was	also	low.	The	experimental	process	is	shown	in	Figure	1.	Table	1	
shows	the	scores	of	the	top	ten	indicators	of	Couchsurfing	selected	by	Habibi	et	al.	(2016).	

3.2. Qualitative	Comparison	between	P2P	mode	of	Airbnb	and	B2C	Mode	of	
Sharing	Bicycles	

First	of	all,	from	the	mode	analysis,	Zipcar	and	sharing	bicycles	belong	to	the	B2C	model	under	
the	development	of	Internet	technology.	The	company	is	very	similar	in	terms	of	survival	and	
profitability.	Airbnb	is	a	P2P	model.	It	is	linked	to	travellers	and	homeowners	who	have	vacant	
homes.	The	homeowner’s	house	is	idle.	Many	scholars	regard	it	as	a	sharing	indicator	due	to	a	
corporation	have	made	full	use	of	idle	resources.Second,	the	P2P	model	is	not	the	same	as	the	
model	of	hotel	business	with	profit	as	its	sole	purpose.	Homeowners	get	a	certain	amount	of	
income	 by	 renting	 idle	 houses,	 tourists	 also	 get	 economic	 accommodation,	 and	 more	
importantly,	emotional	exchanges	and	mutual	help	can	be	taken	place	between	homeowners	
and	tourists,	and	these	help	are	often	unpaid.		

3.3. Quantitative	Comparison	in	B2C	Mode	Between	Zipcar	and	Sharing	
Bicycles	

Both	Zipcar	and	sharing	bicycles	belong	to	the	B2C	business	model,	so	we	can't	make	judgments	
directly	through	qualitative,	but	we	need	to	select	the	corresponding	indicators	for	quantitative	
comparison.	
Since	 the	 indicators	 of	 this	 model	 are	 aimed	 at	 all	 enterprises,	 sharing	 degree	 is	 well	
differentiated	 in	 the	 case	 of	 large	 differences	 in	 the	 survival	mode	 and	 profit	model	 of	 the	
enterprise.	 Couchsurfing	 and	Airbnb,	 although	 all	 in	 P2P	mode,	 have	 different	 survival	 and	
profit	models.	 Couchsurfing	 involves	 almost	 no	money.	 It	 is	 a	 direct	 help	 for	members	 and	
members.	like	friends	help	each	other	in	common,	without	considering	economic	interests	or	
clearly	keeping	accounts.	For	Airbnb,	there	is	still	a	need	to	reach	an	agreement	between	the	
visitor	 and	 the	 homeowner	 and	 pay	 the	 appropriate	 amount	 to	 make	 the	 appropriate	
accommodation,	so	the	model	can	be	used	to	score.	
In	the	case	that	the	company's	survival	and	profit	model	are	similar,	we	can't	judge	the	score	
very	accurately	through	the	model,	so	we	have	chosen	the	equivalent	index.	For	example,	Zipcar	
and	sharing	bicycles	are	essentially	B2C	models,	 so	 in	Habibi	et	al.	 (2016)	 indicators,	many	
indicators	 are	 almost	 indistinguishable.	 For	 example,	 reciprocity,	 co‐ownership,	 money	
relevance	and	importance,	social	connections,	dependence,	etc.	But	 it	has	a	difference	in	the	
depth	of	sharing	degree.	Therefore,	we	select	indicators	that	can	promote	more	shareability.	
Because	the	sensitivity	of	the	facilitating	factor	is	far	greater	than	the	sensitivity	of	the	result.	
We	 have	 determined	 the	 following	 evaluation	 indicators	 through	 research	 and	 actual	
conditions.	
In	 the	 equivalent	 selection	 of	 indicators,	we	 select	 according	 to	 the	main	 characteristics	 of	
sharing	economy,	the	characteristics	of	the	object,	the	driving	force	of	sharing	economy,	and	
the	promotion	of	physical	health.	
Subject	 characteristics:	 public	 participation.	 One	 of	 the	main	 characteristics	 of	 the	 sharing	
economy	 is	 public	 participation.	 The	 more	 participants	 in	 the	 sharing	 platform,	 the	 more	
significant	the	level	of	mutual	benefit	and	win‐win.	Just	like	a	book,	if	there	is	only	one	person	
to	read,	then	he	needs	to	pay	the	price	of	the	whole	book;	but	if	five	people	read	together,	the	
average	person	only	needs	to	bear	one‐fifth	of	the	price.	Based	on	this,	we	will	use	the	relative	
amount	 of	 resources	 and	 the	 use	 of	 the	 population	 as	 one	 of	 the	 indicators.	 Through	 data	
collection,	 we	 have	 obtained	 the	 number	 of	 Zipcar	 and	 the	 number	 of	 registered	 users	 of	
sharing	bikes.	Another	indicator	is	the	restriction	of	using	crowd,	Zipcar's	minimum	condition	
is	the	need	for	a	driver's	license,	and	sharing	bikes	only	need	to	be	12	years	old,	so	this	directly	
limits	the	number	of	people	who	can	participate.	
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Object	characteristics:	the	rapid	flow	of	idle	resources.	The	reason	why	the	sharing	economy	
can	be	popular	is	because	people	have	a	serious	imbalance	in	the	possession	of	resources.	Some	
people	own	a	lot	of	resources	but	which	are	not	fully	utilized.	Others	are	troubled	by	not	having	
enough	resources[7]46‐47.Therefore,	 along	with	 the	 Internet	 technology,	a	 large	number	of	
scattered	 idle	 resources	 are	 rapidly	 flowing	 to	 other	 people	 who	 lack	 resources.	 Through	
interviews	and	questionnaires,	as	well	as	our	own	experience,	it	proved	that	the	usefulness	of	
the	 tools,the	 convenience	 of	 taking	 the	 car	 and	 returning	 the	 car	 are	 important	 reasons	 to	
promote	 the	 flow	 of	 idle	 resources.	 Usefulness	 determines	whether	 or	 not	 to	 use	 the	 tool.	
Convenience	is	a	positive	factor	to	make	you	apply	the	tool.	A	driving	force	for	sharing	economy:	
an	 increase	 in	 environmental	 awareness[9].	 Due	 to	 the	 increasingly	 harsh	 environmental	
changes	in	recent	years,	especially	the	smog	and	summer	heat.	People	are	increasingly	aware	
that	the	protection	of	the	environment	is	imminent,	so	green	travel	and	low‐carbon	travel	have	
received	 great	 attention	 and	 are	 becoming	more	 and	more	 popular.	 Therefore,	 people	will	
choose	a	bicycle‐friendly	travel	tool	that	is	very	friendly	to	the	environment[10].	
Through	interviews	and	questionnaires,	we	also	learned	that	many	people	choose	to	travel	by	
bicycle	in	order	to	exercise.	Some	interviewers	believe	that	cycling	can	not	only	exercise,	but	
also	have	a	speed	between	driving	and	walking,so	it	is	a	good	choice	to	go	to	work	and	not	to	
be	 late.	 So	 promoting	 health	 is	 also	 a	 reason	 to	 promote	 sharing.	 The	modified	 equivalent	
indicators	are	shown	in	Table	2.	
	

Table	2.	Exchange‐sharing	model	equivalent	indicator	table	

	 Zipcar	 Sharing	bicycle	

relative	amount	of	
resources	

1	million	member,12	thousand	cars	
by	2017	

Relative	quantity	=	total	amount	of	
tools/number	of	members≈0.01	

106	million	user,16	million	sharing	
bicycle	by	2017	

Relative	quantity	=	total	amount	of	
tools/number	of	members≈0.16	

picking	up	the	car	
and	returning	car	

Pick	up	the	car	15	minutes	in	
advance;	

Return	to	a	fixed	position;	

Pick	up	the	car	in	real	time	
And	almost	anywhere;	

usefulness	
There	is	a	certain	road,	the	road	is	
feasible;	No	traffic	jam,	no	limit	

Solve	the	last	mile,	there	are	almost	
roads,	and	there	will	be	no	traffic	jams.

crowd	restrictions	 driver's	license	 12	years	of	age	older	

environmental	
protection	

Exhaust	emissions	 nearly	completely	environmentally	
friendly	

physical	health	
Driving	can't	exercise	like	riding	a	

bicycle	 Exercise	very	much	

	
Source:	collation	and	Research	by	author	
From	Table	2	we	can	easily	compare	them.	Sharing	bicycles	from	the	number	of	resources	is	
also	an	absolute	advantage.	For	the	convenience	of	picking	up	and	returning	the	car,	the	sharing	
bike	can	be	rode	in	real	time	and	picked	up	almost	anywhere.	Regarding	usefulness,	the	sharing	
bike	can	be	used	almost	anywhere,	even	if	you	can	carry	it	until	there	is	a	road.	The	driver's	
license	requirements	are	more	strict,	and	the	person	must	maintain	a	certain	excellent	state.	
For	environmental	protection,	sharing	bicycle	is	clearly	environmentally	friendly.	Many	people	
choose	sharing	bicycle	in	order	to	exercise,	especially	for	office	workers	and	weekend	riders.	
By	judging	the	indicator	of	promoting	sharing,	the	sharing	score	of	sharing	bike	is	greater	than	
Zipcar.	
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This	paper	used	only	twice	of	comparisons	to	get	 the	score	range	of	sharing	bikes	 for	 three	
reasons.	First,	 the	B2C	mode	and	 the	P2P	mode	are	 fundamentally	different,	 allowing	us	 to	
make	qualitative	and	quantitative	comparisons.	Secondly,	we	have	selected	indicators	that	can	
promote	more	shareable	of	enterprises	 in	 the	case	of	equivalence.	Again,	choosing	 the	right	
reference	company	and	the	scores	of	the	companies	that	need	to	be	calculated	fall	 just	right	
between	the	two	comparison	companies,	so	that	we	no	longer	need	to	make	a	third	comparison.	
Based	 on	 the	 calculations	 of	 this	 model,	 we	 come	 to	 the	 degree	 of	 share:	 Airbnb>Share	
Bike>Zipcar.	Therefore,	we	believe	that	the	sharing	score	of	the	bicycle	between	2.5	and	3.5	is	
appropriate.	

4. The	Advice	of	Sharing	Bicycle	Companies	under	the	Concept	of	Sharing	
Economy	

Table	3.	Relevant	recommendations	in	the	sharing‐exchange	model	

	
If	you	fall	toward	the	

sharing	side	 If	you	fall	in‐between	
If	you	fall	toward	the	

exchange	side	

Sharing	score	
3.5	—	5	

‘Sharing‐practice’	
2.5	—	3.5	

‘Dual‐mode	practice’	
1	—	2.5	

Pseudo‐sharing	practice	

Recommendation	
1	

Don't	stop	community	
growth	

Encourage	
community	building	

Deprioritize	community	
building	

Recommendation	
2	

Emphasize	
socialization	

Improve	efficiency	
and	utilitarian	value	

Emphasize	efficiency	
and	utilitarian	benefits	

Recommendation	
3	

Emphasize	
sustainability	

Emphasize	anti‐
industry	motivations	

Do	not	focus	on	
sustainability	and	political	

concerns	

Recommendation	
4	

Avoid	calculations	and	
references	to	money	

Minimize	the	
degree	of	calculations	

Emphasize	calculated	
benefits	

	
Note:	These	numbers	are	approximate(Belk,	2010)	
Based	on	the	scores	derived	from	this	model,	we	refer	to	Table	3	and	make	recommendations	
based	on	the	actual	situation	of	sharing	bicycles.	
Because	the	score	is	at	an	intermediate	level	(between	2.5	and	3.5),	each	feature	of	sharing	and	
exchange	 can	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 the	 consumer.	 This	 also	 gives	managers	more	 freedom	 to	
promote	sharing	and	exchange	of	related	services,	but	some	believe	that	such	efforts	should	be	
carefully	examined[9].	

4.1. Encourage	Community	Building	
Strong	 community	 awareness	 encourages	 participation	 and	 can	 also	 counter	 traditional	
business	models.	Although	 it	does	not	produce	a	strong	effect	 like	sharing	a	practice	model	
(score	 3.5‐5),	 it	 can	 promote	 the	 benefits	 that	 managers	 expect	 from	 participating	 and	
socializing.	Moreover,	a	strong	community	will	increase	customer	trust	and	loyalty.	One	of	the	
best	examples	is	that	many	people	choose	to	go	on	a	bike	outing	together	on	weekends.	Among	
them,	they	will	establish	a	variety	of	organizations	to	communicate	through	WeChat	or	Weibo.	
If	the	word‐of‐mouth	is	good,	people	will	more	agree	and	trust	the	product.	

4.2. Improve	Efficiency	and	Enhance	Practical	Benefits	
While	 customers	 are	 likely	 to	 accept	 social	 aspects,	 their	 main	 consumer	 goals	 are	 actual	
products	and	services,	not	social.	If	the	primary	purpose	of	consumption	is	met,	the	relevant	
attributes	of	the	sharing	may	be	more	easily	adopted	and	may	be	used	to	create	additional	value	
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for	the	customer.	Therefore,	it	is	important	to	prioritize	practical	efficiency	and	enhance	the	
value	 of	 utilize.	 Sharing	 bicycle	 to	 solve	 the	 last	 mile	 way	 to	 destination	 emphasizes	
convenience	and	usefulness.	 It	has	no	 fixed	parking	 spaces	and	 it	has	 simple	procedures	 to	
improve	efficiency	and	evaluate	use	value.	

4.3. Emphasis	on	Anti‐Industry	Motivation	
Uber	as	a	dual	mode	(2.5‐3.5	points),	the	reason	for	the	participation	of	Uber	passengers	is	the	
anti‐traditional	 mode	 of	 Uber.	 Sharing	 bicycle	 as	 a	 challenge	 to	 the	 traditional	 car	 rental	
industry,	its	novel	ideas	have	also	aroused	people's	desires	and	participation.	In	this	process,	
managers	should	appropriately	distinguish	between	the	goods	they	offer	and	the	products	of	
the	traditional	business	model,	thus	managers	can	avoid	a	very	important	role	in	the	exchange	
transaction.	

4.4. Minimize	the	Degree	of	Calculation	
The	dual	mode	is	inseparable	from	the	calculation,	which	is	similar	to	the	exchange	mode,	but	
it	should	emphasize	the	imbalance	of	the	calculation.	In	contrast	to	the	strict	sharing,	customers	
will	expect	traditional	forms	of	economic	compensation	and	reciprocity.	Users	of	share	bicycle	
also	want	to	get	reciprocity	outside	of	some	transactions,	such	as	free	deposits	or	more	free	
times.	

4.5. Rational	Allocation	of	Resources	
Sharing	 economy	 emphasizes	 the	 utilization	 of	 resources	 and	 the	 social	 value	 they	 create.	
Therefore,sharing	bike	needs	to	consider	the	usage	rate	when	it	is	put	on	the	market.	According	
to	 data	 from	 the	 Beijing	 Municipal	 Bureau	 of	 Statistics,	 58.4%	 of	 respondents	 had	 a	 bad	
experience	in	finding	a	car	during	the	morning	and	evening	peaks	of	the	working	day[11].	The	
demand	for	sharing	bicycles	is	closely	related	to	the	usage	rate,	which	is	determined	by	factors	
such	as	the	total	population	of	the	city,	the	density	of	bus	outlets,	the	cost	of	vehicle	use,	and	
the	 characteristics	 of	 the	 city.	 For	 example,	 in	 a	 university	 town	 built	 in	 the	 suburbs,	 the	
frequency	of	 sharing	bicycles	 is	high	because	 the	bus	outlets	are	 sparse	and	 the	streets	are	
spacious.	When	 bicycles	 are	 put	 on	 the	market,	we	 can	 also	 use	 a	 large	 amount	 of	 data	 to	
calculate	and	then	release,	avoid	sharing	bicycles	that	are	idle	or	difficult	to	find,	or	track	them	
through	real‐time	data,	and	manually	adjust	the	use	of	bicycles	when	necessary	to	improve	the	
use	effectiveness	of	sharing	bicycles.	

4.6. Guide	Consumers	to	Develop	Good	Sharing	Awareness	
According	 to	 the	 survey	 report	 of	 the	 Beijing	 Municipal	 Bureau	 of	 Statistics,	 70.5%	 of	 the	
respondents	have	experienced	malicious	vandalism[11].	On	the	Internet	or	in	life,	we	also	see	
the	phenomenon	of	sharing	bicycles	with	various	intentional	damages.	For	example,	people	live	
broadcasts	throwing	bicycles	into	the	sea,	changing	locks	privately,	bundling	multiple	vehicles,	
and	repainting	the	the	QR	code.	The	cost	of	repairing	bicycles	is	very	high.	Take	Mobike	bicycles	
as	 an	 example.	 The	 average	maintenance	 cost	 is	 as	 high	 as	 400	 yuan	 each	 time.	 Therefore,	
damage	rate,	especially	intentional	damage,	is	an	important	issue	that	enterprises	need	to	solve.	
To	solve	this	problem,	companies	need	to	guide	consumers	to	develop	a	good	sense	of	sharing	
to	reduce	vehicle	damage.	
Enterprises	can	also	introduce	standardized	manuals	for	vehicles	to	actively	guide	consumers.	
For	 example,	 when	 a	 user	 finds	 a	 small	 problem	 with	 a	 sharing	 bicycle,	 because	 he	 has	
developed	a	good	sense	of	sharing,	he	can	repair	it	or	remind	others,	which	will	not	only	make	
the	ride	more	comfortable	but	also	due	to	excellent	condition	lead	to	better	efficiency.	
Another	example	 is	that	 in	2012	a	class	committee	planned	a	class	activity	facing	the	whole	
school‐sharing	 umbrella.	 They	 bought	 dozens	 of	 transparent	 umbrellas,	 and	 asked	 the	
classmates	who	are	good	at	painting	in	the	class	to	paint	the	class	logo	on	the	umbrella	surface,	
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and	put	them	on	the	exit	of	all	the	teaching	buildings,	which	are	freely	available	to	students	who	
have	no	umbrellas	in	the	rainy	days.	The	only	requirement	is	that	the	user	will	be	returned	to	
the	 original	 location	 the	 next	 day.	 However,	 within	 five	 days,	 after	 two	 rains,	 the	 sharing	
umbrellas	distributed	by	 the	 class	 committee	had	 lost	more	 than	half	 of	 them,	 leaving	only	
seven,	so	the	event	was	forced	to	end	early.	
Based	on	this,	we	can	found	that,First	of	all,	for	the	property	of	others,	people's	moral	standards	
will	be	automatically	adjusted	according	to	the	type	and	value	of	the	property	‐	for	non‐cash	
property,	 especially	 non‐cash	 property	 of	 low	 value,	 it	 is	 very	 easy	 for	 people	 to	 produce	
dishonest	behavior	through	self‐restraint.	Secondly,	people's	attitudes	are	different,	precisely	
because	the	value	of	property	will	change	the	scale	of	people's	judgment	in	the	face	of	the	same	
nature	of	behavior.	This	effect	is	produced	because	the	umbrella	is	neither	a	cash	asset	nor	of	a	
low	value.	
Since	sharing	bicycles	are	everywhere,	and	they	are	not	cash	assets,	although	they	are	worth	
more	than	umbrellas,	we	still	need	to	be	alert	to	the	loss	of	bicycles.	

4.7. Construct	A	Reasonable	Deposit	Credit	System	
Sharing	bicycles	often	requires	a	certain	deposit	when	they	are	used.	The	security	of	the	deposit	
is	 guaranteed	and	can	be	 returned	 to	 the	user	at	 any	 time,	 involving	 the	user's	 trust	 in	 the	
enterprise.	 Sharing	 bicycles	 Because	 of	 the	 large	 number	 of	 competitors	 and	 the	 immature	
profit	model,	it	is	crucial	to	win	the	trust	of	users.	According	to	the	"Statistical	Report	on	the	
Development	of	China's	Internet	Network",	the	total	number	of	deposits	in	the	bicycle	industry	
has	exceeded	10	billion	yuan.	At	present,	the	supervision	of	this	huge	amount	of	funds	is	still	
blank,	and	users	frequently	reflect	that	the	deposit	cannot	be	returned	or	even	disappeared.	
What	is	more	serious	is	that	among	the	six	sharing	bicycle	companies	that	closed	down	in	2017,	
according	to	the	data	provided	by	Sesame	Credit,	the	user	deposit	loss	has	exceeded	1	billion	
yuan.	In	this	regard,	the	company	can	establish	a	third‐party	supervision	system	for	the	deposit	
pool,	and	the	deposit	for	sharing	the	bicycle	project	is	regulated	by	the	payment	institution's	
customer	deposit	payment	centralized	depository	model.	In	short,	the	deposit	issue	is	one	of	
the	most	 concerned	 issues	 for	 customers,	 and	 it	 is	 also	 the	most	 powerful	 commitment	 of	
companies	to	provide	trust	to	customers.	
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