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An Analysis of the Influencing Factors of the Individual Demand for New Green
Transport from the Perspective of Sharing Economy
———Taking Bike Sharing for Example

XIANG Bo'. CHEN Keke*, TIAN Longwei'

( 1. Antai College of Economics and Management, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200030, China;
2. School of Management and Engineering, Nanjing University, Nanjing 210000, China )

Abstract; Since the economic reform, China’s urbanization process has accelerated. However, it also brings
some problems, such as traffic congestion, energy crisis and environmental pollution. In order to seek sustain-
able development, “green traffic”, which aims at environmental protection, emerges at the right moment.
Meanwhile, sharing transportation, such as shared electromobile and shared bicycle, becomes one of the popu-
lar travel modes among Chinese people. Sharing economy is a newly emerged hot topic specific to the business
model research at home and abroad. So conducting an empirical test of the influencing factors of the individual
demand for shared transport, a typical case of green transport, is particularly important. The results show that
from the perspective of sharing economy, the satisfaction level of bicycle lanes, individual preference of cycling
exercise, low carbon emission and complexity level of travel all have a significantly positive correlation with the
new, green transport demand level; A city’s air pollution level and the frequency of urban residents’ fitness
exercise both have a significantly negative correlation with the new, green transport demand level; The conges-

tion level of a motor vehicle road has no significant correlation with the new, green transport demand level .

Key words: sharing economy; green transport; individual demand; empirical analysis



