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Topic :  EXAMINING THE ADOPTION OF RIDE-SHARING IN HONG KONG USING THE TECHNOLOGY ACCEPTANCE MODEL (TAM)


[bookmark: _Toc59982898]Abstract

While ride-sharing apps are widely used around the world and have captured significant revenue in the market, the number of ride-sharing users is negligible in Hong Kong. This research examines the perception factors in accepting new technology, which influenced the adaptation of Ride-sharing services in Hong Kong. Is it because Ride-sharing perceived to be too new of a technology concept or product to be adopted by Hong Kong people, or is it the lack of government and market stakeholders’ unanimity?
We will be using the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989), to examine the major factors such as perceived usefulness (PU), perceived ease of use (PEU), attitude towards use (ATU), and intention to use (IU) to see if it is the people’s technology acceptance perception that hinders the popularization of the Ride-sharing services. 
After we have conducted questionnaires on 56 users from the working class executives in Hong Kong, our results show that the majority of people perceived Ride-sharing as useful and easy to use from the constructs perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEU). Besides, the constructs attitude towards use (ATU) and intent to use (IU) further indicate that Ride-sharing services are in growing demand from the positive attitude and immense intentions. We discuss the practical implications of these findings and provide suggestions for future research. 



Keywords: Ride-sharing, Technology Acceptance Model, TAM, Hong Kong


[bookmark: _Toc59982899]Introduction

Transportation is a crucial activity in human lives as people can commute to work, obtain basic needs, and transport goods to various destinations. Due to region’s economy expansion, there is a need for the development and implementation of alternative transport methods for the reduction of road congestion because the number of vehicles is on the rise. According to research conducted in 2017 by Abu-Lebdeh (2018), private vehicles are the main cause of road traffic and environmental problems. When the number of vehicles that populate the road is reduced, the two problems can be dealt with effectively. According to Puschmann and Alt (2016), the sharing economy is one of the top trends globally, which in most parts of the world has emerged as an innovative business model to ensure the under-utilized resources are sufficiently used. One of the typical representations of the sharing economy is Uber. Uber is one of the first ride-sharing facilitators among some of its compeptitors like Lyft in the US and Didi in China. Although Didi does not compete with Uber in China directly, however it offers some limited services such as taxi ordering in Hong Kong.
Uber utilizes mobile technology through their cell phone app, which provides a mobile on-the-fly experience to people when ordering their rides (Puschmann and Alt, 2016). Uber has taken traditional taxis by storm, and it is becoming more and more popular. The popularity of Uber is seen through the frequency of downloads of the Uber app and the number of downloads in a year. The idea of economy sharing or ride sharing has not been possible without technology development (Puschmann and Alt, 2016). The adoption of services related to economy sharing, such as ride-sharing, has to take credit from technology, which determines how people will embrace and accept the changes. 
Hong Kong has over 7 million people; this city’s population density is over 7,000 people per square kilometer (Hong Kong Information Services Department, 2019). With this population density and private vehicles’ ownership continuously increased over time, it is difficult for the current infrastructure to sustain this burden. Supposedly, the heavy traffic congestion in Hong Kong is significantly reduced, the travel time and the level of pollution in the streets will reduce. However, the city struggles to find a solution to traffic congestion because there is a limited capacity to expand roads (Hong Kong Transport Advisory Committee, 2019). The city enjoys a well-established, connected, and efficient public transport system, which consists of ferries, taxies, buses, and trains. Through corporations with other stakeholders, government discourages vehicle ownership by mean of imposing financial disincentives. Even though, ride-sharing has been existed in Hong Kong for a while, it is not the primary mode of transport. It has not been recognized as a legitimate mode of transport in Hong Kong and even some parts of the world.

[bookmark: _Toc59982900]Benefits of Ride-Sharing
Ride-sharing such as Uber will offer enormous benefits to the people and society of Hong Kong. Although, Ride-sharing existed in Hong Kong since 2011, but it has not been accepted fully, but if it is considered a primary transport model, it will be much more than an impersonal ride (Sharp, 2018). It will be about creating more real connections between the driver and the passenger. People will build a connection between them because of a regular meeting when speaking about the social activities increased. No matter it serves short or long rides, it brings together different people from different backgrounds, breaking down barriers, and creating open minds.
Among the above benefits, ride-sharing can keep people mobile with more flexibility. It will liberate people because some people have had the trouble of easily getting bus or train stations, diminishing their needs to drive since ride-sharing will transport people from any part to any part of the city (Sharp, 2018). It will maintain people’s free flow from one place to another as they meet with and connect with different groups. This benefit can best describe ride-sharing as a great social dispersion agent. 
	Other related benefits of ride-sharing are that it will save costs because people will have to spend less to pay the transportation cost from one place to another rather than on fuel, which is expensive. Cutting costs will ensure societal development because the money intended for fuel will be channeled for other projects. It will also create millions of jobs for many youths in the city as they will be employed as drivers in driving companies (Sharp, 2018). People will no longer need to use their private vehicles to get to jobs; thus, they will constantly use ride-sharing to a great extent, which would reduce the rampant unemployment in the city. 
	In addition, it is a technology whose long shot reduces traffic congestion in the city. The city’s population keeps on rising while the capacity for building roads is limited or not possible to increase. Subsequently, people keep up owning private vehicles making the city congested (Sharp, 2018). It is a challenge that frustrates many people because they are forced to delay in traffic jams when reporting to work or reporting for emergency functions. The roads cannot handle many people trying to reach the same place at the same time. Ride-sharing will reduce the number of vehicles on the road, making people reach their respective destinations on time possible. 
The sharing economy is in line with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Since all member countries of the UN are adopting the universal environmental objectives aiming to cut down the carbon emission; the sharing economy helps in achieving sustainable development by efficiently utilizing the unused capitals (UNSDG, 2020). Different ecological impacts are advantageous to the sharing economy by lessening the number of resources required and helps in reducing pollutants, carbon effects, and exhausts. In the transport sector, there is an enormous advantage in the surrounding that is enhanced by vehicle sharing practice where the traveled distance and number of cars on the road are reduced. The custom of the sharing economy enables transformation in customer habits by shifting personal transportation choices from ownership to meeting needs (Posen, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc59982901]Barriers to Adopting Ride-sharing
While ride-sharing has been projected to benefit the city and its dwellers, various barriers hinder the ultimate adoption, making people prefer other modes of transport. Firstly, the government has not recognized ride-sharing as a legitimate business. The government has not pledged its support to this initiative, which has made it struggle despite being around the country for a long time. It is a challenge experienced in Hong Kong and in other countries where respective governments have not taken the technology seriously (Sharp, 2018). The government could have regulated car ownership because, as stated above, the population’s need to own cars is rising, and if the government does not regulate it, there will be room for ride-sharing. The traffic would continue to be enormous, and it will not have solved the initial problem. Therefore, there is a need for the government to corporate with relevant stakeholders and find a way in which they can regulate car ownership to provide room for ride-sharing to build and expand. People will start using it as the primary mode of transport. 
	The restrictions placed by the government on private vehicles also hinder the adoption of ride-sharing. The Hong Kong government and other governments in the world have felt the pressure of traffic congestion and environmental pollution (Sharp, 2018). They have thus, gone ahead to implement vehicle ownership and usage restrictions. In one way, one can argue that it has helped ride-sharing because the restrictions could help ride-sharing to become a more admired and attractive option by most households. For example, residents can opt to substitute ride-sharing when their vehicles are restricted. However, the restrictions pose a threat to ride-sharing because some vehicles used in ride-sharing are registered under the private vehicle sector, which means they will also encounter the restrictions. 
	Lastly, the adoption of ride-sharing will be accompanied by mobile apps that customers will use to order for their rides. It means that the specific region to offer such services should contain a dense network, which will not challenge consumers. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982902]Research Aim
The research aims to examine the perception factors, suggesting by Technology Accetance Model, in accepting the new technology that influenced ride-sharing adaptation in Hong Kong. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982903]Research Objectives
1. To examine if factors such as Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEU), Attitude towards Use (ATU), and Intention to Use hinder the popularization of the ride-sharing services.  
2. To identify if ride-sharing is recognized and accepted by people in Hong Kong using the Technology Acceptance Model.

[bookmark: _Toc59982904]Contributions of the Research
The research will provide knowledge on how to deal with the factors that hinder ride-sharing in Hong Kong. After dealing with these factors, it will provide insights on how to deal with pollution and traffic congestion in the city. The research will contribute to the knowledge of the public’s reception in car-sharing, which can be used to provide recommendations to improve the technology and future government policy in the public transportation. (Introduction 1500 words)




[bookmark: _Toc59982905]Literature Review

[bookmark: _Toc59982906]Economy Sharing
The ride-sharing concept is derived from economy sharing, which means that before discussing everything concerned with ride-sharing, it is vital to understand the nature of economy sharing. The concept of economy sharing is understood as a peer to peer activity involving the acquisition, provision, or sharing of goods and services engineered by a community-based program (Budziewicz-Guźlecka, 2017). Economy sharing is an ancient term where people used to share assets; however, it has evolved up to the internet world where one technology can be used to serve two purposes. Economy sharing is a concept of interest because the involved groups make use of underutilized resources. For example, parked cars in a sharing economy can be rented out for their efficient usage. For instance, the available physical assets are shared as services. A good example to explain the concept of economy sharing is ride-sharing technology. It is a technology where some countries struggle to keep their environment clean and decongest the city.
 Economy sharing has been primarily spurred with Uber growth and with increasing innovation of related technologies, predictions have it that the by 2025, it will be valued at $335 billion (Bukhsh et al., 2019). Just like any other concepts, the sharing economy concept has had various criticisms. One of the criticisms is that the sharing economy and its related ideas involve regulatory uncertainty. For instance, the critic talks about the regulations the national, or local authorities place on anything related to economy sharing. The regulations can give ride-sharing or any related concept in economy sharing an advantage where they charge low prices. Secondly, economy sharing involves a lack of government oversight, which can likely lead to serious abuses of the buyers and sellers in economy sharing. It means that buyers and sellers cannot be protected from the harsh treatment of handlers of economic sharing. Lastly, economic sharing has evolved and currently, the internet is the most used platform; however, critics state that the use of online platforms in economic sharing has created a harsh environment that favors racial discrimination and gender bias (Bukhsh et al., 2019). For example, the use of ride-sharing app requires one to enter personal details and a photo of the user. When such information is displayed, one can be exposed to any form of discrimination from unethical users. However, despite the negative attitudes of economy sharing, the concept and its related activities has formed a stable background in the adoption of ride-sharing.
[bookmark: _Toc59552562]
[bookmark: _Toc59982907]Overview of the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

The original TAM was developed by Davis et al. (1989), and it is one of the most popular research models used to predict the use and acceptance of information technology products or services. The other studies that have influenced and followed the study by Davis et al. (1989) re-evaluate and re-examine existing concepts of the original TAM model. According to Davis et al. (1989), there are two major factors relevant for the adoption of technology; perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEU). Apart from the definitions above of the two factors, Davis et al. (1989) define them uniquely. They define perceived usefulness as the subjective probability of a prospective user that the intended technology will improve job performance. They define perceived ease of use as the degree to which a prospective user expects the intended technology to be free of effort. According to the original TAM model by Davis et al. (1989), the two factors are crucial and are influenced by external variables in the adoption of new technology. The other factors like attitude towards use (ATU), Intention to Use (IU) and behavioral intentions to use are derived from the two co-factors (PU and PEU) as shown below. 
[image: ]
Figure 1 Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), Davis et al (1989)

The literature reviews of other authors, as discussed below, are built on the concepts of Davis et al. (1989) of the original TAM model. They present their different views on the model. According to Al-Emran et al. (2018), the technology acceptance model is one of the most influential and popular models that can describe how the public accepts information technology to achieve advanced and more explanation power. It is a model with the capability to determine the attitude of the users. Consequently, it determines the role of perceived ease of use (PEU) and perceived usefulness (PU), which further understands the user’s understanding of information. Despite most researchers and scholars providing the benefits of adopting a technology acceptance model, Wang et al. (2020) state that criticisms have not been left behind. Some studies by Satama (2014) and Lee et al. (2011) state that the model does not provide a deeper understanding of the users’ behavior. However, studies by Kim (2016) have answered the critics by incorporating other models to the technology acceptance model to study or provide insights about users’ behavior or customers. For instance, Kim (2016) incorporated the perceived credibility and the subjective norm to examine users’ behaviors and effects.
Consequently, studies by Scherer et al. (2019) advanced by showing that the PU, PEU, and the subjective norm were vital in determining users’ intention towards adopting technology or accepting to use a specific service. Wang et al. (2020) state that the technology acceptance model has been influential for decades and contains two influential primary factors that convince an individual to use a particular technology; perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness. Granić and Marangunić (2019) add by providing a practical example when he says that an old adult who finds digital technologies like playing online games as a waste of time will unlikely adopt the technology, while an old adult who finds or perceives the online games as mental stimulation agents will most probably adopt the technology. Wang et al. (2020) conclude by saying that many people have criticized the technology acceptance model. Still, it is a useful framework in gauging how a population will perceive the newly introduced technology. It is consistent with investigations behind it on the factors that can influence the adoption of new technology. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982908]Definition of Terms

The descriptions above have encompassed terms related to the technology acceptance model, for example, perceived usefulness (PU), perceived ease of use (PEU), intent to use (IU), and attitude towards use (ATU). PU, as described by Hansen et al. (2018), means the perception or belief by an individual that when they use a particular technology, it will enhance their job performance. Moslehpour et al. (2018) describe PU as the perceptions developed by consumers regarding different experiences. Furthermore, Mutahar et al. (2018) describe PU as the beliefs and expectations that an individual has when they use a particular technology to improve their job performance.  PEU is a term described by Mutahar et al. (2018)to illustrate the freeness of a particular system’s effort. ATU means the favorable and unfavorable feelings of an individual in the adoption of a specific technology. The intent to use is the willingness of an individual to use technology after introducing it in a functioning system. ATU also means the perception that technology will benefit or harm an individual. Intention to use is a term used in TAM to describe the probability that an individual will use a targeted technology.  (Literature review 1200 words)




[bookmark: _Toc59982909]Methodology, Sampling and Data Collection


Using Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) as the research framework, we developed a survey using questionnaires to collect data regarding the four major constructs of TAM. After questionnaire data are collected, we plotted the data into IBM SPSS software to analyse the results and then descriptive and inferential statistics are being interpreted in the next section of this research. Hypotheses are tested to assum

Sampling 
In this pilot test survey, we are targeted to choose the working class exectives as the sample population. It is because this demographic tends to be travelled more frequently during the weely schedule for as lease five to six days; as well as the most attained stable frequency in daily trevel. The questionnaire was tested among a selected group of working class of executives for the purpose of pilot testing. There are altogether 56 participants taken part in this questionnaire survey. The participants were invited through Whatsapp and Wechat messengers and then a url link of the Google Form, which contains the survey, was sent to the participants. The collected data sample is exported from SPSS to Excel format and is attached in Appendix I. 


Questionnaire Design

	The questionnaire is designed into two parts, part one is to collect the demographic information, and part two is to collect data relevant to the TAM model for analysis the ride-sharing adaptation in Hong Kong. The detailed questionnaire design is as below:

Part 1 - Demographics information

Questionnaire participants’ data collected are necessary to ascertain whether the individuals in a given sample, which they are the representation of the research target sample population. In the analysis summary portion of methodology, demographic or study participant characteristics are usually described and serve as independent variables in research design. By contrast, demographic variables are autonomous variables so they are not to be influenced (Salkind, 2010). 
In academic or marketing research, demographic data are important as it refers to a population's underlying characteristics. Regardless of the sector in which you are designing new goods, offering purification, selling vehicles or just trying to assess the public sentiment; recognizing that survey respondents' demographic data will have an important effect on any operation performance. Population science is demographics while population characteristics are and statistics related to a population. And the most popular standard demographic categories used in questionnaires, such as: age, gender, education level, occupation, marital status, number of children (if any), household income, ethnicity (race), etc (Jovancic, 2018).

1. Age
Age and sex have always been the most important variables in demographic survey. Segmenting a population by using demographics allows researchers to determine the size of targeted audience of the research. For marketing researches, the use of demographics helps to arbitrate amongst the targeted groups of consumers, such as from younger pop-culture to seniors’ retirement plans. Many companies have segmented their products and services into targeted ago groups .

2. Gender (Sex)
The term gender is important in demographic survey, because survey are mostly intended for marketing research purpose, and in a lot of cases you are looking for grouping participant based on their gender for statistics purpose. Be noted the term used ‘Gender’ instead of ‘Sex’, which they are being differentiated according to “The Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (APA, 2019). It refers: “Gender is cultural and is the term to use when referring to women and men as social groups. Sex is biological; use it when the biological distinction is predominant.” In recent years, people are becoming hyper-sensitive and even sometimes feel offended when asking about their gender. That’s why in the options, apart from male and female, there is an option like “prefer not to say”, etc. 

3. Education
Education level demographic variable segmenting participant into different level of education received by the participants. It can offer to differentiate target audiences into different education groups, which may help to uncover unique trends of the market. The common education demographic questions are usually asking about the highest educational level achieved by the participants. 

4. Employment/Job type
Employment/job type questions can address a wide range of topics, such as industry, organization type and size, job title, years of experience, and so on. With two quick questions, learn about respondents’ employment status and the job type they do. Here we want to specifically distinguish indoor and outdoor job type to examine if this variable affect the use of the service.

5. Household income
Household income is another important demographic data to collect in marketing survey. This option is useful to tell whether the targeted participant is able to afford the product or service you are trying to sell. Also, it distinguishes the separate income groups might have different consuming behaviours. Household income sometimes considered as less invasive or directly when asking for an individual income. 

6. Marital status
Marital status is also another common demographic variable in marketing research. Married couples are as opposed to single men or women, since their priorities and preferences are not just concerning their own selves but family as a whole. Apart from the answers single and married, divorced is sometimes an option. Also, often people feel embarrassed to disclose their marital status, especially Asian ethics, it is appropriate to have an option for “prefer not to say”. 

7. Number of children (if any)
Most families have priority in daily living choices towards their children, especially compares with families without children. And also the number of children will affect the living habit of a family. The usual available size of the Hong Kong family is 2, and this number varies between 0 to 2 as the majority mode from the census and statistics. 

8. Ethnicity (Race)
Ethnicity is important demographic variable, it is because there are minority ethnic groups among a targeted research population. By knowing these dimensions, one may know how instil feelings of belonging to a particular group of groups. And ethnic identities may help to distinct shared commitment and values of them. In this research, since we are only sampling local audience in Hong Kong and this variable will be ignored.

Part 2 – TAM Data
The second part of the questionnaire’s questions are developed following an adaptation of the original TAM in our particular case study. Respondents were asked to rate their opinion on the below questions, using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Neither disagree nor disagree, 4=Agree and 5=Strongly agree. 
Part two of the Questionnaire questions: 
	Construct
	Operational definitions
	Code
	Measured items

	Perceived usefulness (PU), adopted from Davis (1989)
	Perceived ride-sharing is useful and beneficial
	PU1
	Using ride-sharing services would enable me to get to my destination more quickly

	
	
	PU2
	Using ride-sharing services would improve my commute performance

	
	
	PU3
	Using ride-sharing services would make my tasks easier

	
	
	PU4
	Using ride-sharing services can mitigate traffic congestion

	
	
	PU5
	Using ride-sharing services can reduce greenhouse gas emission and energy consumption

	
	
	
	

	Perceived ease of use (PEU) , adopted from Davis (1989)
	Perceived that ride-sharing is easy to use
	PEU1
	Ride-sharing service is simple and easy to use

	
	
	PEU2
	Ride-sharing service is as easy to use as Radio taxi service

	
	
	PEU3
	Ride-sharing Apps are easy to download and install

	
	
	PEU4
	Ride-sharing Apps are easy to use

	
	
	PEU5
	Ride-sharing services is more available during peak hours, compares with taxis

	
	
	PEU6
	Ride-sharing services is more available at remote locations, compares with taxis

	
	
	
	

	Attitude towards use (ATU) , adopted from Davis (1989)
	Positive attitude towards using ride-sharing
	ATU1
	If I heard about a new thing/technology, I would look for ways to experiment with it

	
	
	ATU2
	Among my peers, I am usually the first one to try the new thing/technology

	
	
	ATU3
	I like to experience new things/technology

	
	
	ATU4
	I prefer to use ride-sharing than taxis

	
	
	ATU5
	I prefer to use ride-sharing even if it costs more than taxis

	
	
	
	

	Intention to use (IU) , adopted from Davis (1989)
	User intended to use ride-sharing where available
	IU1
	I plan to use ride-sharing services in the coming future

	
	
	IU2
	I intend to use ride-sharing services where I have access to it

	
	
	IU3
	I predict that I will use ride-sharing services as long as I have access to it

	
	
	
	




Hypothesis

H1 A significant positive relationship between the PEU and the PU.
H2 A significant positive relationship between the PEU and the ATU.
H3 A significant positive relationship between the PU and ATU.
H4 A significant positive relationship between the PU and IU.
H5 A significant positive relationship between the ATU and IU.





[image: ]Figure 2 Hypotheses on TAM model

	

[bookmark: _Toc59982910]Factors Influencing the Adoption of A Technology
[bookmark: _Toc59982911]Systematic Factors
	According to Lavieri and Bhat (2019), adopting technology is favored by the openness and evolution of a system with a unique hierarchy. These factors, as described by Lavieri and Bhat (2019), are macro-level social, structural, and behavioral dynamics, which impede or enable the adoption of technology. These dynamics include market competition, industrial trends, technological culture, and regulations on technology. For example, the government’s implementation of internet censorship provides the need to adopt censorship tools. 
Alternatively, regarding the adoption of ride-sharing, the government’s approach to state regulators for technology developers provides a state of balance between the risks and opportunities the new technology will present. Regulations and business incentives are also studied to affect drivers who operated in the same environment (Lavieri and Bhat, 2019). The digital divide under this factor poses a structural inequality in the communication systems drivers can use when providing services to customers. For instance, the digital divide means that some drivers may have limited access to internet devices for communication and lack relevant technological knowledge. This digital divide can also prevent the public from favorable access to ride-sharing, thus making the public not participate in the adoption of ride-sharing (Limpin, L., 2018). The digital divide, when related to the TAM model, means that if the drivers or the public have knowledge of the communication technology, they can easily use it, and it can improve their performance. This factor mainly deals with the comparison or relationship between perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use in a TAM model. Therefore, the following hypothesis was formulated from various reviews on this factor.
	H1: There exists a significant positive relationship between Perceived Ease of Use and Perceived Usefulness.

[bookmark: _Toc59982912]Audience Factors
Audience related-factors include personality traits, motivation, and social locators. However, the technology acceptance model incorporates personality traits and social locators. Social locators involve issues like gender differences in technology adoption. Studies by Limpin (2018) reveal that males are more receptive than females when it comes to technology espousal. Social locators also involve the age aspect where older people have low chances of becoming early adopters of technology because of the trend to seek certainty and circumvent risks. Personal traits influence the adoption of technology in that it describes the compatibility of an individual to the introduced technology. Relating this discussion to the TAM factors described by Davis et al. (1989), furthered by various scholars, personal traits, motivation, and social locators relate to the ATU. It means that when the audience develops a positive attitude on a target technology, they will have a high chance to recognize it as useful, and it will enhance their job performance. This assumption has derived the below hypothesis.
H2: There exists a significant positive relationship between ATU and PU. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982913]Adoption Factors
Based on the technology acceptance model, there are various adoption outcomes layers; non-adoption, discontinuance, likely adoption, actual adoption, and reinvention. These layers are critical in the adoption of technology because they describe how the population can absorb technology. Interest is an aspect described in this factor in that it describes the perception of drivers how ride-sharing will positively impact their lives. This factor describes the IU in a TAM model whereby when the population develops an interest in potential technology; they will use it as they perceive it will improve their job performance. The below hypothesis is derived from the description.
H3: There exists a positive relationship between IU and PU. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982914]Complexity Factors
Complexity is a term describing the difficult level of understanding and using technology. For instance, this factor is mainly attached to the technologies involved in ride-sharing. As stated above, ride-sharing will involve mobile technologies. Therefore, if customers have limited knowledge of the estimated arrival time of the services, costs, and vehicle information (color of vehicle, number plate, and driver information), they will unlikely adopt ride-sharing (Merat et al., 2017). However, complete knowledge of this knowledge means the likelihood to adopt the technology is high. This knowledge also presents a positive influence on ATU and PEU. It means that if the potential users recognize that a particular system or technology is easy to use, they will develop a positive attitude towards it. From discussions on this factor, the following hypothesis was proposed. 
H4: There exists a significant positive relationship between PEU and ATU. 

[bookmark: _Toc59982915]Relative Advantage
Relative advantage involves factors that determine if the technology to be adopted will contain significant benefits to users. It has a close relationship with the attitudes of the population towards a particular technology. It is a factor that explains if the innovation of a particular technology will provide more benefits than the predecessor. People will adopt ride-sharing when they perceive that it will significantly benefit their current ways of life (Sijabat, 2019). The technology does not need to repeat the benefits the population currently enjoys. The benefits should be unique to attract them, making the public easily adopt ride-sharing. Consumers will determine the overall evaluation of the ride-sharing technology by comparing it with previous abandoned technologies. For instance, customers can compare uber and taxi and evaluate their related advantages. Suppose the population has an attitude the technology will have enormous advantages, their intentions to use the technology will be high (Merat et al., 2017). The following hypothesis is derived from this factor. 
H5: There exists a significant relationship between ATU and IU. 






Analysis and Results (1500 words)
Using SPSS to analyse the questionnaire data.
· Use descriptive statistics to describe the respondent profile and other variables in the research.
· Use inferential statistics to test hypotheses and to demonstrate the reliability of the instrument. 

Descriptive statistics on demographic data



	Demographic information of the sample

	Variables
	Frequency (N)
	Percent (%)
	Cumulative (%)

	Gender
	
	
	

	  Male
	32
	57.1
	57.1

	  Female
	24
	42.9
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Age
	
	
	

	  18 – 29
	1
	1.8
	1.8

	  30 – 39
	15
	26.8
	28.6

	  40 – 49
	26
	46.4
	75.0

	  50 – 59
	10
	17.9
	92.9

	  60 or above
	4
	7.1
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Education
	
	
	

	  High School or below
	1
	1.8
	1.8

	  Diploma or Undergraduate
	13
	23.2
	25.0

	  Post-graduate or Master degree
	41
	73.2
	98.2

	  Doctoral degree
	1
	1.8
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Job type
	
	
	

	  Student
	2
	3.6
	3.6

	  Office / indoor
	51
	91.1
	94.6

	  Office / outdoor
	2
	3.6
	98.2

	  Retired
	1
	1.8
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Monthly income
	
	
	

	  20000 or below
	2
	3.6
	3.6

	  20001 – 40000
	12
	21.4
	25.0

	  40001 – 60000
	14
	25.0
	50.0

	  60001 – 100000
	17
	30.4
	80.4

	  100000 or above
	11
	19.6
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Marital status
	12
	21.4
	21.4

	  Single
	39
	69.6
	91.1

	  Married
	5
	1.8
	100.00

	  Prefer not to say
	56
	100.0
	

	Total
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Number of children
	
	
	

	  None
	29
	51.8
	51.8

	  1 – 2
	26
	46.4
	98.2

	  3 or above
	1
	1.8
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	






Gender
[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
There were 56 respondents. Men represented 57.1%, total number of 32 men. Women are repersented by 42.9%, the total number of 24 women.


Age
[image: Chart, bar chart
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The respondets were separated into six age groups. In the first group (18-29), there was only one respondent (1.8 %). In the second group (30-39) there were 15 respondents (26.8%) The third age group (40-49) contains 26 respondents (46,4%). In the fourth age group (50-59) there were 10 respondents (17.9%). The last age group (60 or above) there were 4 respondents (7.1%). 
The majority of respondetns were between 40 and 49 years old. This group represents 46.4 % of the respondents.  The same can be seen in the graph above.



Education
[image: Chart, bar chart
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The ordinal variable “Education” is represented by four levels, going from the lowest level of (high school or below) to the highest level of education (doctoral degree). First category (high school or below) is represented by one respondent (1.8%). The second category (diploma or undergraduate) is represented by 13 respondents (23.2%). The third category (post-graduate or master degree) is represented by 41 respondents (73.2%). The last category (doctoral degree) is represented by 1 respondent (1.8%). 
The majority of the respondetns fall into the “post-graduate or masrter degree” categpry, the total number of the people in this group is 41that is 73.2% of the respondents. The same results can be seen in the graph above.

Job type
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There are four different categories in this variable that can not be ordered in any way. The first category (Student) is represented by 2 respondents (3.6%). The second category (office/indoor) is represented by 51 respondents (91.1%). The third category (mobile/outdoor) is represented by 2 respondents (3.9%). The last category (retired) is represented by 1 respondent (1.8%). 
We can clearly see that the majority of the respondetnts falls into the “office/indoor” category, the total number of respondents in this category is 51, that is 91.1%. Again, The same results can be seen in the graph above describing this situation.
Monthly income
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There are five different categories in this variable that can be ordered from this ordinal variable. The first category (20000 or below ) is represented by 2 respondents (3.6%). The second category (20001-40000) is represented by 12 respondents (21.4%). The third category (40001-60000) is represented by 14 respondents (25%). The fourth category (60001-100000) is represented by 17 respondents (30.4%). The fifth category (100000 or above) is repersented by 11 respondents (19.6%) 
We can see that the largest percantege of people of the respondetnts falls into the “60001-100000” category, the total number of respondents in this category is 17, that is 30.4%. It can also be translated into - majority of the respondents are of the mid to high income group of the society.


Martial status
[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
There are three different categories in this variable that can not be ordered, since we are working with nominal variable. The first category (single) is represented by 12 respondents (21.4%). The second category (married) is represented by 39 respondents (69.5%). The third category (prefer not to say) is represented by 5 respondents (8.9%). 
We can see that majority of respondents falls into the “married” category, the total number of respondents in this category is 39, that is 69.5%. That is the majority of the respondents are of muture and married status.


Number of children
[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]
There are three different categories in this ordinal variable that can be ordered. The first category (none) is represented by 29 respondents (51.8%). The second category (1 or 2 ) is represented by 26 respondents (46.4%). The third category (3 and more) is represented by 1 respondent (1.8%). 
We can see that majority of respondents falls into the  of the “none” category, the total number of respondents that have no children is 29, that is 51.8%.


Median and mode of demographic variables

	
	Gender
	Age
	Education
	Job_type
	Monthly Family Income
	Marital Status
	No. of children

	Mediam
	1.00
	4.00
	3.00
	2.00
	3.50
	2.00
	1.00

	Mode
	1
	4
	3
	2
	4
	2
	1






Descriptive statistics of the measures on the median of the responses

Percieved_usefulness = median(PU1, PU2, PU3, PU4, PU5) – Perceived ride-sharing is useful and beneficial
Perceived_ease_of_use = median(PEU1, PEU2, PEU3, PEU4, PEU5, PEU6) – Perceived that ride-sharing is easy to use
Attitude_towards_use = median(ATU1, ATU2, ATU3, ATU4, ATU5) Positive attitude towards using ride-sharing
Intention_to_use = median(IU1, IU2, IU3) - User intended to use ride-sharing where available

	Median of the sample

	Variables
	Frequency (N)
	Percent (%)
	Cumulative (%)

	
	
	
	

	Perceived usefulness (PU)
	
	
	

	  Strongly disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8

	  Disagree
	10
	17.9
	19.6

	  Neither disagree nor agree
	16
	28.6
	48.2

	  Agree
	27
	48.2
	96.4

	  Strongly agree
	2
	3.6
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Perceived ease of use (PEU)
	
	
	

	  Strongly disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8

	  Disagree
	1
	1.8
	3.6

	  Neither disagree nor agree
	18
	32.1
	35.7

	  Agree
	29
	51.8
	87.5

	  Strongly agree
	7
	12.5
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Attitute towards use (ATU)
	
	
	

	  Strongly disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8

	  Disagree
	8
	14.3
	16.1

	  Neither disagree nor agree
	26
	46.4
	62.5

	  Agree
	18
	32.1
	94.6

	  Strongly agree
	3
	5.4
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	Intention to use (IU)
	
	
	

	  Strongly disagree
	6
	10.7
	10.7

	  Disagree
	5
	8.9
	19.6

	  Neither disagree nor agree
	26
	46.4
	66.1

	  Agree
	16
	28.6
	94.6

	  Strongly agree
	3
	5.4
	100.0

	Total
	56
	100.0
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



For the PU – Perceived ride-sharing is useful and beneficial, there is 1 (1.8%) out of 56 respondents strongly disagree with the statement. The number of people that disagree with the statement is 10 (17.9%). The number of people that could not decide whether or not the ride-sharing is useful and beneficial, was 16 (28.6%). The number of respondents that agreed that ride-sharing is useful and beficial was 27 (48.2%). And finally ,the number of respondents that strongly agreed was 2 (3.6 %). Overall, more than 50% of the respondents percieved ride-sharing as useful and beneficial (51.8%)

For PEU – Perceived that ride-sharing is easy to use, there is 1 (1.8%) out of 56 respondents strongly disagree with the statement. Also, 1 (1.8%) respondent disagrees with the statement.  The number of people that could not decide whether or not the ride-sharing is easy to use, was 18 (32.1%). Next, the category of people that agree with the statemant is 29 (51.8%). Lastly, the category of poeple that strongly agree with the statement is 7 (12.5%). Again, more than 50% of the respondents perceived ride-sharing is easy to use (64.3%).  

For ATU – Positive attitude towards using ride-sharing, 1 (1.8%) out of 56 respondents strongly disagree with the statement and does not have a positive attitude towards ride-sharing. The number of people that disagreed with the statement was 8 (14.3%). The number of people that did not have positive or negative attitude towards ride-sharing was 26 (46,4%).  Next, the category of people that have positive attitude towards ride-sharing was 18 (32.1%).  Lastly, the category of poeple  that strongly agree with the statement is 3 (5.4%). Overall, 37% of the respondents have positive attitude towards  ride-sharing. The rest of the respondents do not share the positive attitude.

For IU – User intended to use ride-sharing where available, there are 6 (10.7%) of respondents strongly disagree, they would not use that ride-sharing. Also another 5 (8.9%) respondents stated that they disagee, they also would not use ride-sharing. The number of respondents that could not decide was 26 (46.4%). The number of people that agreed that would use ride-sharing was 16 (28.6%). Another 3 people stated that they strongly agreed, they would definitely use ride-saring, should it be available. Vast majority of people can´t decide whether or not they would use ride-sharing. Only 34% of the respondents agreed that they would use ride-sharing.






 Discussion and Conclusion (1000 words)
· Interpret the meaning of the results and possible implications for researchers and practitioners.
· Evaluate the differences or similarities with other studies and offer suggestions for future research.
· Summarise your findings in relation to the research problem. 
· Propose the overall significance of the research and assess its limitations. 

Discussion for future research
For the future research , I believe the samples need to include people with limited technical knowledge and those with sufficient knowledge for proper analysis. Therefore, future studies need to provide room to accommodate a wider sampling frame for result authenticity. They also need to use other survey methods for the diversity of results. 
Consequently, future studies can focus on social influence based on its definition and categorize it into different types. However, a significant gap was seen in most studies where social influence was described in terms of how people see others. If future studies approach the concept from different views, it will provide interesting findings to expand the topic under discussion. 
Lastly, the studies have not incorporated demographic generation. Different demographic generations have different characteristics, which means that the findings collected in one generation will not be the same as findings from the other generation. Most of the studies of different authors discussed above have used respondents of more mature participants. Using such a sample cannot guarantee the perceptions of the whole population. For instance, the younger generation might have more access to advanced technologies than the older generation meaning that over-reliance on one generation will provide one-sided findings. Therefore, future research studies should provide room for mixed generations. 

Conclusion
The adoption of ride-sharing is an easy task if the respective factors influencing its adoption will be considered. Before implementing ride-sharing, there needs to be a consideration to ensure that the relative advantages surpass those of the previous means of transport. The technology to be adopted should present positive perceptions of the system’s main players, influencing the related parties. Hong Kong authorities should consider the advantages of ride-sharing to its people and the environment and educate the public on the technology. When the public realizes the associated advantages of the system, the population will easily adopt it. Furthermore, when the population is enlightened on using the involved technologies such as mobile applications, they will adopt it because of its easier usage. However, various barriers may hinder the adoption of ride-sharing technology or system in Hong Kong. Like other governments, the authorities in Hong Kong are yet to consider ride-sharing as a primary means of transport. With this little consideration, the authorities cannot pledge maximum support to ensure full utilization of the available resources to adopt ride-sharing successfully. Therefore, for this system to come into place, there is a need for government responsibility and relevant stakeholders.

Limitations
This research has some limitations on the sample selection, which it is made up of very limited number of participants, mostly are the classmates from this DBA course, and others consist of by and large mature age working class executives. And since the sampling is drawn on mainly office workers, and this is the population that possesses relatively high computer utilisation skills compare with non-office workers. And obviously, this group would have been more in favour of the mobile app driven ride-sharing service.
For these reasons they think they have a reasonable preference over using ride-sharing compare with other tradition transportation services. It would be interesting to see if similar results would be obtained with other subjects.
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Appendix I

Collected data variable in SPSS
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ID Gender Age EducationJob_typeMonthly_incom eMarital Num_child

r

enPU1 PU2 PU3 PU4 PU5 PEU1 PEU2 PEU3 PEU4 PEU5 PEU6 ATU1 ATU2 ATU3 ATU4 ATU5 IU1 IU2 IU3

12 3 3 2 3 3 1 5 4 3 2 2 5 5 3 4 2 1 4 3 4 2 2 3 3 3

21 4 3 2 1 1 1 4 4 2 4 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 4 4

31 6 3 2 5 2 2 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5

41 5 4 1 5 2 2 3 3 4 4 5 2 2 3 4 4 3 5 4 5 3 4 3 3 3

51 6 3 2 5 2 3 3 3 3 4 5 1 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 2 2 3 4

61 6 3 2 5 2 2 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4

72 4 3 2 4 2 2 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 5 5 5 2 4 3 3 3

81 5 3 2 4 2 2 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 4

91 5 3 2 5 2 2 3 3 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 3 3 3 1 2 1 1 1 1 1

101 4 3 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 4 4 3 2 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 2

111 4 3 2 5 2 2 4 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3

121 4 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 3

131 4 3 2 5 2 2 4 1 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 3

141 4 3 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 4 4 3 2 4 4 4 2 1 1 1 2

151 5 3 2 4 2 2 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 3 2 3 3 3

161 4 3 2 4 2 2 5 4 4 2 2 3 4 4 3 4 2 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 4

171 4 3 2 3 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 1 2 4 3 2 2 2

181 5 3 2 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 3 3 3 3 4 4 1 3 4 3

192 4 3 2 2 1 1 4 3 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 4 4 3 2 4 3 2 3 2 3

202 4 3 2 4 2 1 3 4 4 3 2 2 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 2 2 4 4 5

212 4 2 2 2 1 1 3 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 4 3

222 4 2 2 2 2 1 2 4 2 4 5 3 2 5 4 5 2 2 4 4 4 5 2 4 3

231 4 3 2 4 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 2 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 2 2

242 4 3 2 4 2 2 5 4 4 3 2 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 2 3 2 4 3 3 3

251 4 3 2 3 2 2 3 3 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

262 3 3 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 4

271 6 2 2 5 2 1 4 2 5 5 5 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 3 3 1 1 1 1 1

281 5 3 2 5 2 2 2 2 2 5 5 2 2 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3

291 5 2 4 3 2 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4

302 4 3 2 5 2 2 5 4 4 4 3 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5

312 4 3 2 3 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 4 3 3 3 3 4 3 1 2 4 3 2 2 2

322 3 3 2 3 3 1 5 4 3 2 2 5 5 3 4 2 1 4 3 4 2 2 3 3 3

331 5 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 3 3 4 4 2 2 3 1 1 2 3 2

342 3 3 2 3 3 1 5 4 3 2 2 5 5 3 4 2 1 4 3 4 2 2 3 3 3

351 5 3 2 3 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 3 3 3 3 4 4 1 3 4 3

362 3 2 2 2 1 1 4 4 5 1 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 2 3 5 5 5 5 5

371 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 2 4 3 1 5 3 5 3 1 1 1 1 1

382 4 3 2 4 2 2 2 3 3 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 2 4 2 2 3 2 2 2

391 5 3 2 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 3 2 3 3 4

401 3 2 3 4 2 1 3 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

411 4 2 3 2 1 1 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 4 3 3 3 3

421 4 3 2 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

432 3 3 2 4 1 1 4 3 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4

442 3 2 2 3 3 1 5 3 3 2 5 3 3 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 3 2 4 4 4

451 3 3 2 3 2 1 1 2 3 2 5 2 3 4 4 1 1 3 3 4 2 1 1 2 1

462 3 2 2 3 1 1 4 3 4 3 3 2 3 4 3 4 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 3 4

472 3 3 2 4 2 1 4 3 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3 2 4 5 3 3 4 4 4

481 3 2 2 2 1 1 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 3 4 4 4

492 3 2 2 2 1 1 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 2 1 2 3 2 4 3 3

502 3 3 2 2 1 1 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 3 2 4 2 3 4 4 4 4 4

511 4 3 2 2 3 2 3 1 2 3 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5

522 4 1 2 3 2 1 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 2 3 4 4 4

532 4 3 2 5 2 2 4 4 4 3 5 1 3 4 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3

541 4 3 2 4 2 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

552 3 3 2 4 1 1 4 3 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 4 3 4 4 3 4 4 4

562 4 2 2 2 2 1 2 4 2 4 5 3 2 5 4 5 2 2 4 4 4 5 2 4 3

#NULL!


