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The proliferation of home sharing in the extant marketing and tourism literature has only been accelerated in
recent times due to the emergence of the sharing economy. This paper contends that it is now an opportune time
to pursue a stock take of existing knowledge in order to guide future marketing and tourism research on home
sharing. Therefore, the goal of this paper is to review and propose an agenda for home sharing from a marketing
and tourism perspective. Through a framework-based systematic review, this paper offers an organized, retro-

spective view of the antecedents, decisions, and outcomes (ADO) of home sharing in marketing and tourism. The
paper also provides a snapshot on the theories, contexts, and methods (TCM) employed to gain this under-
standing before concluding with a discussion on the extant knowledge gaps and the ways in which these gaps
could be addressed through pertinent ideas for future marketing and tourism research on home sharing.

1. Introduction
1.1. Background of this systematic review

Home sharing, which encapsulates accommodation services at pri-
vate residences, is not new. This is because many people have tradi-
tionally offered accommodation in private homes, such as bed and
breakfasts, farm stays, guesthouses, and homestays (Lynch &
MacWhannell, 2000). In the early 2000s, these traditional forms of
accommodation in private vicinities represented approximately one
quarter of available tourist accommodation (Di Domenico, 2008). Fast
forward to today, home sharing has become ubiquitous among travelers
due to the emergence of the sharing economy (Hossain, 2020).

Of the home sharing companies operating today, the most well-
known is Airbnb, an online peer-to-peer (P2P) platform that facilitates
marketing exchanges between hosts and guests, whereby the host is a
non-commercial provider (i.e., not a registered business) who has and is
willing to offer a space suitable for overnight stays (e.g., entire place,
private room, shared room) to the guest, who is an end user seeking
paid accommodation in private vicinities (Airbnb, 2019). Airbnb is
regarded as an iconic business model and the prototypical exemplar of
home sharing (Mikhalkina & Cabantous, 2015) and thus takes center
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stage in this paper. This deliberate decision is predicated on the call by
Dolnicar (2019), who encouraged future research to concentrate on
home sharing arising from online and paid (e.g., Airbnb) rather than
offline (e.g., classifieds in print media, word of mouth) or unpaid
trading (e.g., Couchsurfing) of P2P accommodation due to the dis-
ruptive effects brought by the former rather than the latter two to the
contemporary marketplace. There is also substantive significance for
research in this direction as home sharing that is paid and facilitated
through online platforms has grown into a global phenomenon due to
greater connectivity and network effects brought by the Fourth In-
dustrial Revolution, with more than five million home-sharing listings
by hosts in over 191 countries and 81,000 cities (Airbnb, 2019). Similar
home-sharing platforms that facilitate online and paid marketing ex-
changes between hosts and guests are also considered in this paper
(e.g., Xiaozhu, Tujia).

Though home sharing was hardly a topic of academic interest in the
past (Oskam & Boswijk, 2016), its proliferation in academia has coin-
cided with the emergence, disruption, and dominance of the largest
networked home-sharing service in the industry, Airbnb, which is now
bigger than the world’s top five hotel brands put together in terms of
number of beds offered and market valuation (Hartmans, 2017). The
emergence of numerous systematic reviews on the sharing economy
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(Cheng, 2016; Hossain, 2020; Ryu, Basu, & Saito, 2019; Ter Huurne,
Ronteltap, Corten, & Buskens, 2017), including home sharing
(Belarmino & Koh, 2020; Dann, Teubner, & Weinhardt, 2019; Dolnicar,
2019; Guttentag, 2019; Prayag & Ozanne, 2018; Sainaghi, 2020;
Sainaghi & Baggio, 2019), adds credence to this observation, as such
reviews are typically undertaken when the literature in the field of
scholarly interest is vast enough to warrant consolidation (Kahiya,
2018), irrespective of time or newness (Lim, 2016).

1.2. Problems of existing systematic reviews

Despite the availability of existing systematic reviews on the sharing
economy, including home sharing, three major issues continue to per-
sist, and thus, deserve further attention.

First, systematic reviews on the sharing economy often encompass
myriad forms of sharing services (e.g., home, office, and ride sharing).
Though such reviews may be useful to gain a basic understanding, this
paper argues that such reviews are unlikely to contribute to an in-depth
understanding as they are too broad to meaningfully account for the
unique peculiarities that may exist in home sharing. For example, the
systematic review carried out by Cheng (2016), which included co-ci-
tation and content analyses of 66 publications on the sharing economy,
was limited to insights pertaining to normalized citations, strength of
co-citation ties, and language-based semantic associations in a rela-
tively short review period from 2010 to 2015. Similarly, the systematic
review conducted by Ryu et al. (2019), which involved a content
analysis of 297 publications on the sharing economy from 2008 to
2017, had a larger review sample and a longer review period than
Cheng (2016), but was nonetheless limited to descriptive statistics and
trends. Such insights characterizing the systematic reviews by Cheng
(2016) and Ryu et al. (2019) are often perceived to be superficial, if not
skeptical, by many researchers as they do not deal with theories, con-
texts, and methods as much as they do with bibliometric associations
and descriptions (Paul & Criado, 2020). In another instance, the sys-
tematic review initiated by Ter Huurne et al. (2017), which relied on a
qualitative synthesis of 45 publications from 2002 to 2016, had nar-
rowly focused on trust in the sharing economy. Though such a review
may be useful for people who wish to gain an in-depth understanding of
trust, it is unlikely that the review will gain significant attention and
impact from the broader community, who are more likely to be inter-
ested in state-of-the-art insights beyond a single construct (Paul &
Criado, 2020). In contrast, the systematic review performed by Hossain
(2020), which included 219 publications on the sharing economy from
2014 to 2018, had a larger review sample but a shorter review period
than Ter Huurne et al. (2017). Though Hossain (2020) did cover a good
range of theories and constructs, he did not discriminate the insights
across the two dominant sharing-economy sectors that emerged from
his review—i.e., accommodation and transportation—thereby, offering
limited takeaways for home sharing.

Second, systematic reviews on home sharing, to date, have de-
scribed disparate fragments of home-sharing literature without an or-
ganizing framework, which is problematic given that the product of a
high-quality systematic review should result in reconciliation as op-
posed to continued estrangement of the literature (Fernandez, 2019).
For example, Belarmino and Koh (2020) carried out a critical review of
107 publications on P2P accommodation between 2010 and 2017 and
discussed nine themes that emerged from that review, whereas Dann
et al. (2019) conducted a content analysis of 118 publications on
Airbnb from 2013 to 2018 that revealed five themes, Dolnicar (2019)
produced a knowledge map of 122 publications on online and paid P2P
accommodation from 2010 to 2018 that uncovered 21 themes,
Guttentag (2019) carried out a content analysis of 132 publications on
Airbnb from 2013 to 2018 that shed light on six themes, and Sainaghi
and Baggio (2019) revealed nine themes from a cross-citation review of
189 publications on P2P accommodation platforms from 2010 to 2019.
However, neither Belarmino and Koh (2020), Dann et al. (2019),
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Dolnicar (2019), Guttentag (2019), nor Sainaghi and Baggio (2019)
specified whether these themes were structurally independent or in-
terrelated to one another, which in turn, signals a noteworthy knowl-
edge gap. An organizing framework is especially important in this re-
gard as such a framework typically connects the dots and results in a
structured assembly of relationships that exist in the literature (Paul &
Benito, 2018). Though some scholars did attempt to utilize an orga-
nizing framework, they appear to have chosen a framework that speaks
to only a limited set of stakeholders. For example, the systematic review
performed by Prayag and Ozanne (2018), which included 71 publica-
tions on home sharing from 2010 to 2016, presented insights into the
home-sharing ecosystem from the multi-level perspective of landscape,
regime, and niche. Such insights may be useful for policy makers, but
not for scholars who are interested in identifying the extant gaps and
key takeaways for future research, as evidenced by the notable absence
of an agenda for future research, and for executives who wish to gain a
one-stop collection of pragmatic insights relevant for industry im-
plementation. More recently, Sainaghi (2020) reviewed 189 publica-
tions on P2P accommodation platforms from 2010 to 2019 and orga-
nized the ensuing insights based on three main actors: hosts, platforms,
and guests. Though this review spoke to a wider range of stakeholders
than Prayag and Ozanne (2018), it remains limited to a standalone
subset of themes, some (e.g., interaction) of which were narrowly
confined to a single actor (e.g., host), which may be in fact related to
two or more actors (e.g., host, platform, and guest). These extant gaps
highlight the need for a framework-based systematic review that is
predicated on established organizing frameworks to clarify the re-
lationships that exist among the findings of past studies and to craft a
holistic agenda that speaks more relevantly to the disparate needs of a
variety of stakeholders, as premier journals, such as the Journal of
Business Research, are read not only by scholars in academia, but also by
executives from the industry (Burton, Gruber, & Gustafsson, 2020).

Third, a systematic review on home sharing from a marketing per-
spective remains absent to date—it has so far been limited to a tourism
perspective. Historically, the essence of marketing has been omnipre-
sent in the market transactions between the buyer and the seller in
organized markets (Sheth, 2020). Indeed, marketing, as a discipline,
has a noteworthy track record of organizing and synthesizing disparate
branches of knowledge to drive future agenda (Lim, 2020; Paul & Mas,
2020). Thus, it becomes sensible for marketing to play a more promi-
nent role in systematic reviews to strengthen the industry relevance and
research impact of home sharing—that is, to empower hosts of private
homes with marketing knowledge so that they can avoid experiencing
premature exits from the sharing economy, especially in times of global
crises, as many hosts have experienced during the coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19) pandemic. More importantly, the marketing (i.e.,
theory-driven) and tourism (i.e., context-driven) perspectives, when
taken together, can provide us with a holistic understanding of home
sharing, which we otherwise would not be able to gain when these
perspectives are applied independently.

1.3. Questions answered through this systematic review

To this end, this paper contends that it is now an opportune time to
pursue a stock take of existing knowledge in a more robust manner in
order to guide future marketing and tourism research on home sharing.
To do so, this paper adopts a framework-based systematic review to
answer the following questions: (1) what do we know; (2) how do we
know; and (3) where should we be heading with respect to home
sharing at the tipping point of marketing and tourism.

1.4. Originality of this systematic review
This paper differs from existing systematic reviews in three major

ways.
First, unlike the generic focus of existing systematic reviews on the



W.M. Lim, et al.

sharing economy (e.g., Cheng, 2016; Hossain, 2020; Ryu et al., 2019),
including that which is narrowly focused on a single construct (e.g.,
trust; Ter Huurne et al., 2019), this paper endeavors to take a specific
yet comprehensive approach to its systematic review. In particular, the
subject of review will be specific to home sharing arising from online
and paid P2P accommodation marketing exchanges, and the scope of
review will consider an extensive array of constructs that influence and
proliferate through those exchanges.

Second, unlike the (semi-)structured approach employed by past
scholars in their systematic reviews of home sharing (e.g., Belarmino &
Koh, 2020; Dann et al., 2019; Dolnicar, 2019; Guttentag, 2019;
Sainaghi & Baggio, 2019), this paper adopts the framework-based sys-
tematic review approach to provide a more robust encapsulation of
home sharing, wherein insights from the existing literature are not only
clarified using the theories, contexts, and methods (TCM) framework
(Paul, Parthasarathy, & Gupta, 2017), but also organized to commu-
nicate a structured assembly of relationships through the antecedents,
decisions, and outcomes (ADO) framework (Paul & Benito, 2018).

Third, unlike the discipline-agnostic approach undertaken in past
systematic reviews (e.g., Cheng, 2016; Hossain, 2020; Ryu et al., 2019),
this paper adopts and applies a marketing lens in sourcing for and re-
porting on its framework-based systematic review, which is in line with
the call by Dolnicar (2019) to focus on home-sharing research that
involves exchanges that are value-based (e.g., space in return for a fee).
Indeed, the concept of marketing, which encapsulates “the activities,
set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, deli-
vering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients,
partners, and society at large” (American Marketing Association, 2017),
is highly suitable to the agenda of this review as it underpins the en-
deavor of the review to unravel the antecedents, decisions, and out-
comes characterizing home sharing as a tourism product for marketing
exchange in the extant marketplace. Hence, the one-stop insights de-
rived from this systematic review is poised to empower the marketing
of home sharing for tourism growth and beyond.

1.5. Contributions of this systematic review

The framework-based systematic review of marketing and tourism
literature on home sharing emerging from online and paid P2P ac-
commodation should produce three major contributions.

First, the review answers the call by Dolnicar (2019) for greater
research on online and paid P2P accommodation. The review, which is
an appraisal of accumulated knowledge, “deserves higher priority now
than adding a new experiment or survey” (Glass, 1976, p. 4), as there is
a need to reconcile the sheer volume of research (Paul & Criado, 2020),
to overcome the limitations of past reviews (Kahiya, 2018), and to re-
direct future research in light of recent calls by leading scholars in the
field (e.g., Dolnicar, 2019).

Second, the review helps scholars to gain structured insights on the
nature of relationships among the antecedents, decisions, and outcomes
for online and paid P2P accommodation using the ADO framework
(Paul & Benito, 2018), and the theories, contexts, and methods that
were used to reveal existing insights can be used to uncover new in-
sights using the TCM framework (Paul et al., 2017). These frameworks
should help to harmonize fragmented knowledge and to mitigate the
production of isolated knowledge (Kahiya, 2018). Indeed, insights that
are synthesized logically will equip scholars with a good grasp of the
state of the literature, which in turn, provides a starting point to build
on existing knowledge and advance the field (Kumar, Paul, & Unnithan,
2019).

Third, the review empowers industry practitioners and policy ma-
kers with state-of-the-art insights on home sharing of online and paid
P2P accommodation. Unlike past systematic reviews that consider each
theme as independent (e.g., Belarmino & Koh, 2020; Dann et al., 2019;
Dolnicar, 2019; Guttentag, 2019; Sainaghi & Baggio, 2019), the review
herein considers emerging themes as interdependent, and thus,
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provides well-mapped insights underpinned by well-established fra-
meworks (i.e., the ADO and TCM frameworks) on the nature of re-
lationships among pertinent considerations in home sharing. Hence,
non-academic readers stand to gain practical tips developed based on a
structured synthesis of the extant literature, including a preview of
what to expect from future research in this area.

1.6. Structure of this systematic review

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The paper begins with
a discussion of the methodological peculiarities of its framework-based
systematic review. Following that, using the ADO framework, the paper
reports on the structured assembly of antecedents, decisions, and out-
comes, which enables the paper to explain “what do we know” about
home sharing. Next, using the TCM framework, the paper reports on the
theories, contexts, and methods used by previous scholars to uncover
these past findings, thereby answering the question of “how do we
know” about home sharing. Finally, the paper proposes a potentially
fruitful agenda for future marketing and tourism research on home
sharing based on the insights from the ADO and TCM frameworks, and
thus, shedding light on “where we should be heading” with respect to
the intersections of home sharing, marketing, and tourism.

2. Method
2.1. Systematic review

Systematic review is a scientific form of secondary research that
relies on reproducible methods and procedures to identify, select, and
appraise prior studies in response to a research agenda (Paul & Criado,
2020). The agenda and contribution of systematic reviews typically
include producing state-of-the-art insights on a focal phenomenon;
flagging inconsistencies and knowledge gaps that limit empirical gen-
eralizations in a topical domain; and driving the theoretical, contextual,
and methodological development of future research that advance from
the current state-of-the-field (Hulland & Houston, 2020; Palmatier,
Houston, & Hulland, 2018). The noteworthy value of systematic re-
views has been widely recognized and highly solicited, as evidenced
through the establishment of premier journals that exclusively publish
review articles (e.g., Academy of Management Review, International
Journal of Management Reviews, Journal of Economic Literature, Psy-
chology Bulletin), special issue calls (e.g., Paul & Rowley, 2020; Paul,
Dwivedi, Pappu, & Roy, 2019) and publications (e.g., Hulland &
Houston, 2020; Paul & Criado, 2020) dedicated to systematic reviews.

Similar to empirical papers, systematic reviews can be conducted in
numerous ways. In general, there are four broad classifications of sys-
tematic reviews: domain-based, theory-based, method-based, and meta-
analytical reviews (Paul & Criado, 2020). The essence of these classi-
fications is explained, as follows:

e Domain-based reviews are centered on a topical domain and can be
conducted in five different ways: (1) structured reviews that focus
on widely-used theories, constructs, contexts, and methods (Canabal
& White III, 2008; Hao, Paul, Trott, Guo, & Wu, 2020; Kahiya, 2018;
Paul & Feliciano-Cestero, 2020; Paul & Singh, 2017; Rosado-
Serrano, Paul, & Dikova, 2018); (2) framework-based reviews that
use a framework that scholars can either adopt from others or de-
velop on their own (Lim, 2020; Paul & Benito, 2018); (3) biblio-
metric reviews that focus on statistics and trends (Donthu, Kumar, &
Pattnaik, 2020; Randhawa, Wilden, & Hohberger, 2016; Vallaster,
Kraus, Lindahl, & Nielsen, 2019); (4) hybrid reviews that integrate
the tenets of two or more review types (Dabi¢ et al., 2020; Lim,
2016; Paul et al., 2017; Kumar et al., 2019); and (5) theory devel-
opment-based reviews that propose new theories, hypotheses, and/
or propositions (Lim, 2020; Paul, 2019a; Paul & Mas, 2020).

e Theory-based reviews are focused on analyzing the role of a specific
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theory in a given field. Examples of theory-based reviews include
the role of gradual internationalization versus born-global models in
international business (Paul & Rosado-Serrano, 2019), the role of
self-determination theory in marketing (Gilal, Zhang, Paul, & Gilal,
2019), and the role of theory of planned behavior in consumer be-
havior (Hassan, Shiu, & Parry, 2016).

Method-based reviews are dedicated to analyzing the utilization of a
specific method in a subject area. Examples of method-based re-
views include the use of structural equation modeling in marketing
(Hair, Hult, Ringle, Sarstedt, & Thiele, 2017), the use of qualitative
case research in international entrepreneurship (Ji, Plakoyiannaki,
Dimitratos, & Chen, 2019), and the use of behavioral experiments in
operations and production management (Perera, Fahimnia, & Tokar,
2020).

Meta-analytical reviews are focused on statistical assessments of
prior empirical research on a specific research topic, whereby the
common effects are identified through consistency in the direction
of effect, effect size, and statistical power, and the reason for var-
iations are explained. Examples of meta-analytical reviews include
antecedents of foreign subsidiary divestment (Schmid & Morschett,
2020), celebrity endorsements (Knoll & Matthes, 2017), health
motives and organic food purchases (Rana & Paul, 2020), and host
country risks and foreign ownership strategies (Tang & Buckley,
2020).

In this paper, a domain-based systematic review using the frame-
work-based approach is conducted to answer the questions of what do
we know, how do we know, and where should we be heading with
respect to home sharing in marketing and tourism. In particular, the
framework-based approach is chosen over other domain-based ap-
proaches because of the limitations of existing semi-structured or
structured systematic reviews on the sharing economy (e.g., Cheng,
2016; Hossain, 2020; Ryu et al., 2019; Ter Huurne et al., 2017), in-
cluding home sharing (e.g., Belarmino & Koh, 2020; Dann et al., 2019;
Dolnicar, 2019; Guttentag, 2019; Prayag & Ozanne, 2018; Sainaghi,
2020; Sainaghi & Baggio, 2019), in organizing the relationships that
entail home sharing in marketing and tourism. The organization of
extant relationships is important, as without it, the field will suffer from
the continued estrangement of the extant literature (Fernandez, 2019).
To this end, the framework-based approach to systematic reviews is a
highly suitable approach that can address this gap, as a review using
this approach can reap the benefit of organizing frameworks, which can
help to connect the dots (i.e., results) of past studies in a structured
assembly of relationships (Paul & Criado, 2020). The organizing fra-
meworks that will guide the systematic review herein will be discussed
in the next section.

2.2. Organizing framework

An organizing framework in a systematic review is a structure that
is used to guide the integration of peculiarities from disparate streams
of literature. Many established scholars and premier journals have
called for “well done” reviews (e.g., Hulland & Houston, 2020; Journal
of the Academy of Marketing Science), whereby a review is “well done”
when it structures its content—e.g., theories, constructs, contexts, and
methods—scientifically and logically (Hulland & Houston, 2020; Paul &
Criado, 2020). Therefore, the structure of a systematic review is im-
portant, and organizing frameworks are a means to provide this struc-
ture in ways that enhance rigor, improve relevance, and facilitate im-
pact (Paul & Criado, 2020).

There are several organizing frameworks that have been cham-
pioned by past scholars. For example, Paul and Rosado-Serrano (2019)
developed and applied the theory, construct, characteristics, and
methodology (TCCM) framework, whereas Paul et al. (2017) coined
and employed the TCM framework to account for peculiarities per-
taining to theory, context, and method. Many semi or fully structured
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reviews do cover some or all of these elements, but it is important to
acknowledge Paul and Rosado-Serrano (2019) and Paul et al. (2017) as
the inaugural scholars who have established the combinations of these
elements in organized ways. Other examples of organizing frameworks
include the interrogative framework used by Xie, Reddy, and Liang
(2017), which considers six function words consisting of what, when,
who, why, how, and where, and the ADO framework by Paul and Benito
(2018), which considers the assembly of relationships among constructs
in the form of antecedents, decisions, and outcomes.

In this paper, two organizing frameworks are selected to develop a
comprehensive review of the extant literature on home sharing in
marketing and tourism: the ADO framework and the TCM framework.
The tenets of these frameworks are elucidated, as follows:

e The ADO framework was developed by Paul and Benito (2018),
wherein “A” refers to antecedents, “D” refers to decisions, and “O”
refers to outcomes. In essence, antecedents clarify the reasons for
engaging or not engaging in behavior, whereas decisions explain the
types of behavioral performance or non-performance, and outcomes
encapsulate the evaluations that emerge after behavioral perfor-
mance or non-performance.

The TCM framework was established by Paul et al. (2017), wherein
“T” refers to theories, “C” refers to contexts, and “M” refers to
methods. In particular, theories encapsulate the perspectives that
scholars rely upon to guide their investigation, whereas contexts
depict the circumstances that entail in an investigation, and
methods shed light on the nature of empirical evidence through
which the investigation develops.

The combination of the ADO and TCM frameworks is necessary for
two major reasons. First, the ADO framework is an excellent framework
to organize the findings (i.e., constructs and its ensuing relationships) of
past research in a structured assembly (Paul & Benito, 2018). However,
on its own, the ADO framework may be inadequate to direct future
research as it does not explain the theories, contexts, or methods that
could guide future research. Second, the TCM framework is an excellent
framework to organize the underpinnings of past research (Paul et al.,
2017), and thus, equip future scholars with tools to replicate or make
new discoveries in the field. Yet, on its own, the TCM framework may
be inadequate to drive future research as it does not deal with topical
content as much as the ADO framework.

To this end, the integration of the ADO and TCM frameworks, as
depicted in Fig. 1, allows us to leverage the strengths and overcome the
shortcomings of each framework. More specifically, the ADO frame-
work answers the questions of “what do we know” (existing) and
“where should we be heading” (new), whereas the TCM framework
answers the question of “how do we know” with respect to the pre-
ceding questions. Noteworthily, this is the first time that a framework-
based systematic review is using more than a single organizing frame-
work, thereby exemplifying a significant advancement in framework-
based systematic reviews and raising the standards for future systematic
reviews intending to use organizing frameworks as a means to achieve a
holistic review of a topical domain.

2.3. Procedure

The preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses (PRISMA) protocol is applied to curate a collection of articles
relevant to home sharing in the fields of marketing and tourism (Moher,
Liberati, Tetzlaff, Altman, & Group, 2009). This protocol consists of four
stages—i.e., identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion—and
was selected because it provides a clear guideline for the reviewing
process (Ter Huurne et al., 2017). The details of each stage are pre-
sented in Fig. 2 and explained in detail in the next sections.
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Fig. 1. An integrated ADO-TCM framework for framework-based systematic review (adapted from Paul and Benito (2018) and Paul et al. (2017)).

2.3.1. Identification

The identification stage was executed based on five considerations
in the following order: (1) source type, (2) source quality and relevance,
(3) search engine, (4) search period, and (5) search keyword.

First, in terms of source type, the review considers only articles
published in journals. Other publications were not considered for nu-
merous reasons. In particular, books and book chapters were excluded
as they rarely contribute to scholarly advancement, whereas grey lit-
erature such as conference papers, industry reports, and working papers
were omitted because they do not usually receive as much independent
scrutiny as journal articles.

Second, in terms of source quality and relevance, the review adopts
a tripartite criteria, whereby articles are deemed to be “high quality”
and “relevant” if they are published in journals that are (1) indexed and
(2) ranked “A*” or “A” in (3) the field of research of “marketing and
tourism” in the Australian Business Deans Council (ABDC) journal
ranking list. The decisions with respect to the criteria emerged from the
discussion, deliberation, and consensus among the authors, with the
main underpinning rationales disclosed, as follows:

e The ABDC journal ranking list was chosen as it is a widely-used
benchmark for journals in business that are of international standard
(Hao et al., 2020). In particular, the ABDC journal ranking was
chosen over the Chartered Association of Business Schools (CABS)
journal guide for two major reasons. First, the ABDC journal ranking
list (2019) is more recent than the CABS journal guide (2018) at the
time of writing. Second, the field of research in the ABDC journal
ranking list—i.e., “marketing and tourism”—is explicitly relevant
for this review, which is interested in home sharing in marketing
and tourism. In contrast, “marketing” is separated from “sector
studies” as a field of research in the CABS journal guide, wherein the
latter consists of an array of related (e.g., hospitality, tourism) and
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unrelated (e.g., sports, transport) sector-based journals, thereby
making the CABS journal guide inferior to the ABDC journal ranking
list for the purpose of this review.

The ABDC journal ranking list was chosen over the Web of Science
and Scopus journal rankings for a variety of reasons. First, journals
could appear only in a single field of research in the ABDC journal
ranking list, but in multiple fields of research in the Web of Science
and Scopus journal rankings, which creates more confusion than
clarity when quality measures are considered (e.g., Q1/Q2 in
“tourism, leisure, and hospitality management,” but Q3/Q4 in
“marketing,” or vice versa). Moreover, the ABDC journal ranking list
transcends beyond using citations as a quality measure—i.e., an
inherent limitation of Web of Science and Scopus—as journal
rankings in this list are collectively determined by senior scholars
and subject-matter experts who also consider the prestige and rigor
of these journals among peers in the field.

The journal ranks of “A*” and “A” were selected as the source-
quality threshold for article inclusion in this review. In particular,
the source-quality threshold of “A*” and “A” offers two major ben-
efits. First, it enables the review to focus on novelty as opposed to
replication (i.e., inherent attribute of “A*” and “A” journals), and
second, it helps authors to curate a more manageable collection of
articles for review.

Including source quality and relevance in the identification
stage—as opposed to the eligibility stage—was a strategic and
pragmatic decision. This is because the “marketing and tourism”
journal titles that are ranked “A*” and “A” in the ABDC journal
ranking list are already known and thus can be used for the search in
the identification stage. Moreover, the number of journal titles that
meet this criterion is relatively small—i.e., 76 journal titles—and
thus manageable. More importantly, conducting a search by journal
titles ensures that all relevant articles that must be considered from
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Identification criteria:
. Source type: Journal article.

Articles identified through . Source quality: “Marketing and tourism”
Identificati . P journal titles ranked “A*” or “A” in
entification database searchmg N the ABDC journal ranking list (n = 76).
(n=1,145) o Search engine: Google Scholar.
. Search period: 2008 to 2020.
. Search keyword: Airbnb.
\ 4 Screened and excluded (7 = 60):
Articles retained after e Non-journal articles: 35 publications.
Screening screening search results P ¢ Not"A®or"A"rank: 6 journal articles.
e Clone journal title: 1 journal article.
(n=1.085) . Duplicate copies: 18 copies.
v Eligibility assessed and excluded (n = 863):
K K . Content relevant but not conceptual or
Articles retained after empirical article: 6 journal articles.
Eligibility eligibility assessment »| o  Conceptual or empirical article but
(n=222) content not relevant: 840 journal articles.
e Not conceptual or empirical article and
content not relevant: 17 journal articles.
v
Articles included in
Inclusion the review for content analysis
(n=222)

Fig. 2. Flowchart of the article selection process using the PRISMA protocol.

each journal title are covered.

Third, in terms of search engine, Google Scholar was selected due to
its accessibility (i.e., free to use by anyone, anywhere, anytime) and
sophistication (i.e., world’s largest academic search engine)
(Gusenbauer, 2019). Moreover, most, if not all, academic articles that
avail through academic databases (e.g., EBSCO, Ingenta, ProQuest,
ScienceDirect), indexes (e.g., Scopus, Web of Science) and publishers
(e.g., Emerald, Sage, Springer, Taylor and Francis) are searchable
through Google Scholar, which makes this search engine highly effi-
cient and effective for systematic reviews. It should also be noted that
Scopus and Web of Science may be more relevant as a quality criterion
for article inclusion or exclusion, rather than as a search engine, be-
cause of the time lag in their indexing of “in press” articles (i.e., pub-
lished ahead of print)—a practical insight that was uncovered when the
authors explored and deliberated on the alternatives for search engines
at the identification stage.

Fourth, in terms of search period, this review identified articles on
home sharing in marketing and tourism based on a search that starts
from 2008, which is the year that the world’s first and largest online
and paid P2P accommodation platform was established (Airbnb, 2019),
and that ends at June 25, 2020 to ensure that all relevant and recent
articles at the time of writing had the opportunity to be considered for
inclusion in this systematic review, which follows a similar practice in
the recent systematic review by Dolnicar (2019). The 12-years review
period is also longer than the review period in existing home-sharing
systematic reviews by Belarmino and Koh (2020) (i.e., seven years from
2010 to 2017), Dann et al., 2019 (i.e., five years from 2013 to 2018),

539

Dolnicar (2019) (i.e., eight years from 2010 to 2018), Guttentag (2019)
(i.e., five years from 2013 to 2018), Prayag and Ozanne (2018) (i.e., six
years from 2010 to 2016), Sainaghi (2020) (i.e., nine years from 2010
to 2019), and Sainaghi and Baggio (2019) (i.e., nine years from 2010 to
2019). More importantly, the inclusion of recent articles in 2019 and
2020 herein will contribute fresh and timely insights.

Fifth, in terms of search keyword, the review considered and uti-
lized only a single keyword—i.e., “Airbnb”—as opposed to multiple
keywords. This decision was reached after three strategic deliberations.
First, the authors had to ensure that the search strategy closely re-
sonates to the focus of the review, that is, home sharing emerging from
online and paid marketing exchanges for P2P accommodation, and
Airbnb, as the poster child for online and paid home sharing, ex-
emplifies this focus, which is in line with the call by Dolnicar (2019) for
greater research in this area. Second, the authors read existing home-
sharing systematic reviews by Belarmino and Koh (2020), Dann et al.,
2019, Dolnicar (2019), Guttentag (2019), Prayag and Ozanne (2018),
Sainaghi (2020), and Sainaghi and Baggio (2019) and came to the
conclusion that Airbnb is omnipresent in most, if not all, articles on
home sharing, regardless of whether or not the subject of home sharing
is online and paid, thereby indicating that “Airbnb” is a “must-cite”
example in home-sharing research and that a search using “Airbnb” as a
sole keyword would be sufficient to locate articles of interest for this
review. Third, and perhaps more importantly, the authors conducted
and compared two exploratory Google Scholar search—i.e., one using a
single keyword (i.e., “Airbnb”) versus another using multiple keywords
(i.e., “home sharing,” “peer-to-peer accommodation,” “host,” “plat-
form,” “guest,” “Airbnb”)—and found that using a single keyword

” o«
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produced more search results as opposed to using multiple keywords
(i.e., single keyword = 59,900 results; multiple keywords 234 re-
sults). The ensuing discussion, deliberation, and consensus among the
authors suggest that using “Airbnb” as a single keyword for the search
was most pragmatic and transparent given the outcome of the ex-
ploratory search. The large number of search results from the ex-
ploratory search can be mitigated when the source quality and re-
levance criterion—i.e., “marketing and tourism” journal titles ranked
“A*” or “A” in the ABDC journal ranking list—is applied.

To put it simply, a Google Scholar search using “Airbnb” as a key-
word for the period of 2008 to 2020 was conducted for each of the 76
“marketing and tourism” journal titles ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC
journal ranking list (i.e., one search for each journal title) (see
Appendix 1). In total, 1,145 articles were returned from the search. This
return on search is considered to be appropriate at the time of writing,
as the largest number of discipline-agnostic articles relevant to home
sharing that was most recently reported in home-sharing systematic
reviews stood at 189 articles (Sainaghi, 2020; Sainaghi & Baggio,
2019).

2.3.2. Screening

The screening stage was executed using a two-step approach: the
first step was to identify and exclude articles returned from the search
that were not published in the journal titles that were searched,
whereas the second step was to screen articles that were duplicates for
exclusion.

In total, 60 articles were excluded based on the two-step approach
at the screening stage. In particular, 35 articles were excluded because
they were not journal articles (e.g., books, book chapters, conference
papers, industry reports, and working papers) and six journal articles
were excluded because they were not published in “marketing and
tourism” journal titles ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC journal ranking
list. The reason behind the emergence of these publications in the
search results may be attributed to the concise and generic names of
some journal titles that were used in the search (e.g., Journal of Business
Research, Tourism Management). Moreover, one journal article was ex-
cluded because it was published by a predatory (clone) journal bearing
the same name as a legitimate (original) journal title. This rare en-
counter was unsurprising given the rise of predatory journals, lurking to
“trick” inexperienced scholars who need to survive the “publish or
perish” culture that is prevalent in academia today. Finally, 18 articles
were excluded because they were duplicates in the form of institutional
and social networking (e.g., ResearchGate) copies to the original ver-
sion of journal articles.

2.3.3. Eligibility

The eligibility stage was executed based on two major considera-
tions: article type and content relevance.

In terms of article type, this review only included conceptual and
empirical articles published in “marketing and tourism” journal titles
ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC journal ranking list as they typically
receive detailed, and perhaps the highest level of, scrutiny through an
independent peer-review process. However, editorials and book reviews
published in these journals were excluded because these articles are
often excused from peer review. Systematic reviews in these journals
were also not considered as they were deemed to be redundant for the
present review.

In terms of content relevance, the full text of the articles that pro-
gressed from the screening stage were thoroughly assessed in the elig-
ibility stage to ensure only articles that focused on home sharing
emerging from online and paid marketing exchanges for P2P accom-
modation were included.

In total, 863 articles were excluded from progressing to the next
(inclusion) stage as they did not meet the eligibility assessment of ar-
ticle type and content relevance. In particular, six articles with relevant
content were excluded because they were not conceptual or empirical

540

Journal of Business Research 122 (2021) 534-566

articles (e.g., systematic reviews), whereas 840 conceptual or empirical
articles were omitted because of non-relevant content. Seventeen arti-
cles were not considered because they were neither conceptual nor
empirical articles (e.g., editorials, books and systematic reviews) and
their content was not relevant to the focus of this review.

2.3.4. Inclusion

The inclusion stage encapsulates a countercheck and a content
analysis of articles in the review.

A random check in “marketing and tourism” journals ranked “A*”
and “A” in the ABDC journal ranking list was conducted for “in-press”
articles on home sharing at the website of publishers. The countercheck
confirmed that no new records other than the ones included herein
could be found, which reaffirms the earlier contention on the sophis-
tication and timeliness of Google Scholar as a highly efficient and ef-
fective search engine for systematic reviews.

In total, 222 conceptual and empirical articles were included for the
content analysis in the review (see Appendix 2).

A content analysis guided by the ADO and TCM frameworks was
performed to extract, code, and organize the data from the reviewed
articles (Paul & Benito, 2018; Paul et al., 2017). In line with the pursuit
of objectivity and systemization for systematic reviews (Kahiya, 2018),
this review considers a protocol focusing on (1) bibliometric aspects of
authorships, citations, and publication outlets; (2) antecedents, deci-
sions, and outcomes; and (3) theories, contexts, and methods of home-
sharing research. Following the guidelines suggested by Braun and
Clarke (2006), two coders who were experts in the sharing economy
and systematic reviews read the articles independently to familiarize
with the data (i.e., content). Following that, the coders generated initial
codes and then compared and combined them into categories in line
with the ADO and TCM frameworks. The associations—or relation-
ships—between the codes, were also noted as this served as a prelude to
the synthesis. The vote counting method is used as it allows us to ag-
gregate the associations between codes that reflect the antecedents,
decisions, and outcomes of home sharing, whereby a vote is allocated
each time an association was encountered—e.g., 10 occurrences of as-
sociations will yield 10 votes (Kahiya, 2018). The same voting method
is applied for the categories of marketing knowledge adopted from
Rossiter (2001, 2002) to describe the rigor of associations. The asso-
ciations and categories were then reviewed and agreed on to ensure
that they reflect the codes and content of the articles. The outcome of
the content analysis is reported in the next sections.

3. What do we know?

Home sharing is a domain that has gained increasing academic at-
tention in recent years. Though the period of search for articles began in
2008, the review indicates that home sharing only made its debut in
“marketing and tourism” journals ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC
journal ranking list in 2015 (see Fig. 3).

Since the appearance of three conceptual and empirical articles on
home sharing in premier marketing and tourism journals in 2015, the
proliferation of home-sharing research in these journals have steadily
increased to five articles in 2016 (1 67%), 21 articles in 2017 (1 320%),
31 articles in 2018 (148%), 88 articles in 2019 (1184%), and 75 articles
in 2020 as of June 25, 2020. The total number of citations for the 222
articles included in the review stood at 9,062 citations, wherein the 10
most cited articles, with an average of 1,238.9 citations per year,
contributed to 51.5% (or 4,675 citations) of the total number of cita-
tions (see Tables 1 and 2). These statistics are highly im-
pressive—especially when they are compared with that of other sys-
tematic reviews in the field. For example, the most cited article in the
systematic review by Kahiya (2018) took 39 years to accumulate 2,203
citations, whereas the most cited article herein—i.e., Guttentag
(2015)—took only five years to reach 51.7% of that number (or 1,140
citations) and will very likely meet and surpass the citations of that
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Fig. 3. Articles included in the review (n = 222). Note: As of June 25, 2020.

article in a shorter timeframe. The leading authors in the field are
Daniel Guttentag (male) and Iis Tussyadiah (female) who are tied with
three articles each appearing in the 10 most cited articles in this review.
In contrast, the leading journal for home-sharing research depends on
the metric that is used to gauge the stature of “leading.” In particular,
International Journal of Hospitality Management is the leading journal in
terms of the numbers of articles published on home sharing (42 arti-
cles), whereas Tourism Management takes pole position in terms of the
number of citations received for the articles that the journal publishes
on home sharing (1,729 citations). Both journals are ranked “A*.” In
total, home-sharing research has appeared in 31 out of 76 (48%)
“marketing and tourism” journals ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC
journal ranking list (see Table 2).

Building on the bibliometric above, the next sections of this paper
will shed light on the antecedents, decisions, and outcomes of mar-
keting exchanges for home sharing in the marketplace. In total, the
review of 222 articles reveals 10 categories of antecedents with a total
of 133 constructs, one category of decisions with a total of five con-
structs, and two categories of outcomes with a total of seven constructs.
The paper provides an overview of these constructs in Fig. 4 and the
ensuing associations, which are guided by the ADO framework, are
presented alongside the categorization of marketing knowledge in
Table 3.

3.1. Antecedents

Antecedents encapsulate the reasons for engaging or not engaging in
behavior, and thus, they may produce a direct influence on decisions or
an indirect influence on outcomes (Paul & Benito, 2018).

In the present review, 10 categories of antecedents in the marketing
exchange of home sharing that were related to (1) guest, (2) platform,
(3) host, (4) property, (5) location, (6) social factors, (7) trust, (8)
value, (9) macroenvironment, and (10) tourism were revealed. When a
marketing lens is applied, this review contends that these antecedents

Table 1
Ten most cited articles in the review.

could be logically organized into a new marketing schema that the
authors originally coin herein as the 3Ps of marketing exchange, namely
participants, products, and properties. In particular, (1) guest, (2) plat-
form, and (3) host are the participants, whereas (4) property is the
product, and (5) location, (6) social factors, (7) trust, (8) value, (9)
macroenvironment, and (10) tourism are the properties of marketing
exchange in home sharing.

The antecedents and their ensuing associations were also supported
by Rossiter’s (2001, 2002) categories of marketing knowledge: first-
order knowledge relating to descriptions of concepts in isolation,
second-order knowledge relating to empirical generalizations and non-
causal associations of concepts, and third-order knowledge relating to
principles about cause-and-effect. In total, the review found 1,044 as-
sociations for a total of 133 antecedents across the 10 categories of
antecedents, whereby 562 associations were directly related to deci-
sions and 482 associations were indirectly related to outcomes. The
voting method suggested by Kahiya (2018) is applied with which the
association between constructs occurred—as opposed to the number of
studies—is given a vote. The same method is also applied to the cate-
gories of marketing knowledge with which concepts and/or associa-
tions that belong to a category of marketing knowledge are given votes.
The next sections detail the peculiarities of the antecedents and their
ensuing associations.

3.1.1. Guest-related antecedents

Guest-related antecedents encapsulate the characteristics of guests
that could impact marketing exchange in home sharing. In total, 26
guest-related antecedents were uncovered with the support of 99 votes
from second-order knowledge and 25 votes from third-order knowl-
edge: attachment, attitude, behavioral control, desire, empathy, ex-
perience (staying), familiarity, guest profile, involvement, length of
booking, motivation, openness to experience, party type and size, per-
sonal innovativeness, personality, power distance, price sensitivity,
psychological distance, reciprocity, self-brand connection, sense of

Rank Author(s) Total citations (n = 4,675) Rank Author(s) Citations per year (n = 1,238.9)
1 Guttentag (2015) 1140 1 Guttentag (2015) 228.0
2 Mohlmann (2015) 863 2 Ert et al. (2016) 193.5
3 Ert et al. (2016) 774 3 Mohlmann (2015) 172.6
4 Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2016) 406 4 Guttentag, Smith, Potwarka, and Havitz 120.0
(2018)
5 Tussyadiah (2016) 301 5 Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2016) 101.5
6 Gutiérrez, Garcia-Palomares, Romanillos, and Salas- 299 6 Gutiérrez et al. (2017) 99.7
Olmedo (2017)
7 Guttentag and Smith (2017) 241 7 Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2018) 93.0
8 Guttentag et al. (2018) 240 8 Guttentag and Smith (2017) 80.3
9 Wang and Nicolau (2017) 225 9 Tussyadiah (2016) 75.3
10 Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2018) 186 10 Wang and Nicolau (2017) 75.0

Note: Citations per year = Total citations + Current year (2020) minus year of publishing.
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Table 2
List of journals in the review.
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Article rank  Journal title Article (n = 222)

Citation rank

Journal title Citation (n = 9,062)

1 International Journal of Hospitality Management 42
2 Current Issues in Tourism 27
3 Annals of Tourism Research 24
4 Tourism Management 23
5 International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality 22
Management
6 Journal of Travel Research 12
7 Tourism Economics 9
=8 Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management 8
=8 Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing 8
10 Tourism Geographies 5
=10 Tourism Management Perspectives 5
12 Psychology & Marketing 4
13 Cornell Hospitality Quarterly 3
=13 International Journal of Tourism Research 3
=13 Journal of Consumer Marketing 3
=13 Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research 3
=13 Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 3
=18 International Journal of Consumer Studies 2
=18 Journal of Business Research 2
=18 Journal of Sustainable Tourism 2
=18 Tourism Analysis 2
=22 Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research 1
=22 Australasian Marketing Journal 1
=22 International Journal of Research in Marketing 1
=22 Journal of Consumer Behaviour 1
=22 Journal of Destination Marketing & Management 1
=22 Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management 1
=22 Journal of Marketing Management 1
=22 Marketing Science 1
=22 Quantitative Marketing and Economics 1
=22 Tourism Recreation Research 1

1 Tourism Management 1,729
2 Current Issues in Tourism 1,636
3 International Journal of Hospitality Management 1,630
4 International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality =~ 959
Management
5 Journal of Consumer Behaviour 863
6 Journal of Travel Research 757
7 Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing 465
8 Annals of Tourism Research 419
=9 International Journal of Tourism Research 154
= Tourism Management Perspectives 154
11 Tourism Economics 105
12 Journal of Business Research 98
13 Journal of Marketing Management 85
14 Psychology & Marketing 68
15 Tourism Geographies 65
16 Quantitative Marketing and Economics 35
17 Journal of Consumer Marketing 31
18 Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management 23
19 Tourism Recreation Research 20
=20 Journal of Destination Marketing & Management 17
=20 Marketing Science 17
=22 Cornell Hospitality Quarterly 12
=22 Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management 12
24 Journal of Sustainable Tourism 4
25 Tourism Analysis 3
=26 Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research 2
=26 Australasian Marketing Journal 2
=28 International Journal of Consumer Studies 1
=28 International Journal of Research in Marketing 1
=28 Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research 1
=28 Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 1

power, sociodemographics, strategic behavior, tolerance, trip purpose,
and value orientation. In general, these guest-related antecedents po-
sitively influence booking intentions (33 positive votes) and actual stay
(14 positive votes) among guests. The experience and familiarity of
guests with home sharing also had noteworthy effects on encouraging
affective and conative loyalty (Cheng & Jin, 2019; Mohlmann, 2015;
Liang, Choi, and Joppe, 2018a, 2018b). Yet, guest-related antecedents
appear to have little to no influence on host behavior such as property
listing (two positive votes, one neutral vote, two negative votes) and
pricing (three neutral votes). Finally, the absence of first-order knowl-
edge relating to concepts that explain guest-related antecedents is ob-
served, indicating that existing investigations on guest-related ante-
cedents have relied heavily on insights from the existing literature (e.g.,
general consumer behavior, guest behavior in hotel settings), and thus,
future research at this level could explore new guest-related attributes
that may be potentially unique to home sharing to enrich our under-
standing in this area.

3.1.2. Platform-related antecedents

Platform-related antecedents denote the characteristics of home-
sharing platforms that could impact the facilitation of marketing ex-
change in home sharing between guests and hosts. In total, 16 platform-
related antecedents were revealed based on four votes focusing on first-
order knowledge and 104 votes focusing on second-order knowledge:
accuracy of information, algorithmic management, brand impression,
comparability, customer service support, cybersecurity, ease of use,
enjoyment, financial benefits, quality assurance, policy, privacy, system
functionality, telepresence, usefulness, and variety. In general, these
platform-related antecedents had a positive influence on guest booking
(nine positive votes). Yet, it is equally concerning that platform-related
antecedents, such as customer service, cybersecurity, quality assurance,
and system functionality (Huang, Coghlan, & Jin, 2020; Tussyadiah &
Pesonen, 2018), were found to negatively influence the actual stays of
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guests (eight negative votes), which indicates that platform-related
antecedents are likely to be responsible for the intention-behavior gap
in home sharing. Whereas, algorithmic management in home-sharing
platforms, such as Bayesian social learning and dynamic pricing, was a
platform-related antecedent that had a noteworthy impact on the pri-
cing of home sharing (six positive votes, one neutral vote, and four
negative votes), which in turn, corresponds to the economic returns
encountered by hosts (Gibbs, Guttentag, Gretzel, Yao, & Morton, 2018;
Koh, Belarmino, & Kim, 2019; Kwok & Xie, 2019). Finally, the absence
of third-order knowledge relating to cause-and-effect is noted, and
given that home-sharing platforms are technologically-enabled, it may
be worthwhile for future research to pursue eye-tracking experiments
that could potentially reveal novel insights with respect to the content
and navigational features that guests and hosts pay most attention to
when they use the platforms to book or list shared homes, thereby
strengthening theory in this area.

3.1.3. Host-related antecedents

Host-related antecedents refer to the characteristics of hosts that
could impact marketing exchange in home sharing. In total, 18 host-
related antecedents were uncovered based on 10 votes from first-order
knowledge, 145 votes from second-order knowledge, and three votes
from third-order knowledge: acceptance rate, confirmation efficiency,
communication, entrepreneurial capital, experience (hosting), flex-
ibility, friendliness, helpfulness, host profile, informational disclosure,
integrity, marketing message, personalization, place making, price po-
sitioning, property clustering, property quantity, and review. In gen-
eral, host-related antecedents had a positive impact on booking inten-
tions (24 positive votes), actual stays (13 positive votes), and cognitive
(11 positive votes), affective (20 positive votes) and conative (9 positive
votes) loyalty among guests, with communication (e.g., ease, openness,
responsiveness) and informational disclosure (e.g., profile, number of
photos) regarded as some of the most important host-related attributes
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Table 3
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Knowledge map of the antecedents, decisions, and outcomes of marketing exchanges in home sharing.

Antccedents

Outeomes.

Toyaly

Trpact

Say
©

Support
PR

Cognitive
Cah)

Affective
@

Tourism growth (€ v

(G.H.P)

T - - 1 - - 5 1 - - 1 - =+ 0 - = 3

T - o - . - - 1 -+

Note: G = guest. H = host. P = platform. R = resident. C = country. + = positive relationship. - = negative relationship. 0 = no relationship.

n for antecedents,

decisions, and outcomes = frequency of votes with which the association between constructs occurred as opposed to the number of studies. green = 50 votes or more
with which concepts and/or associations belong to a category of marketing knowledge. yellow = 10 to 49 votes with which concepts and/or associations belong to a
category of marketing knowledge. red = less than 10 votes with which concepts and/or associations belong to a category of marketing knowledge.

that guests consider and evaluate pre-, during, and post-marketing ex-
change in home sharing (Belarmino, Whalen, Koh, & Bowen, 2019;
Han, Shin, Chung, & Koo, 2019; Lee, Yang, & Koo, 2019). Whereas,
property quantity was a noteworthy host-related attribute that sig-
nificantly influenced the price listed by hosts for home sharing
(Moreno-Izquierdo, Ramén-Rodriguez, Such-Devesa, & Perles-Ribes,
2019; Moreno-Izquierdo, Rubia-Serrano, Perles-Ribes, Ramén-
Rodriguez, & Such-Devesa, 2020). Finally, the low number of votes
focusing on third-order knowledge is observed, and thus, future re-
search may wish to dive deeper into the cause-and-effect of different
host-related information on guest behavior so that hosts can strategi-
cally share information that would yield desired behavior among po-
tential guests, such as those that lead to bookings and actual stays of
shared homes.

3.1.4. Property-related antecedents

Property-related antecedents encapsulate the characteristics of
shared homes made available by hosts for end users seeking accom-
modation. In total, 14 property-related antecedents were revealed
based on 11 votes focusing on first-order knowledge, 152 votes focusing
on second-order knowledge, and one vote focusing on third-order
knowledge: ambience, amenities, cleanliness, comfort, house rules,
occupancy, physical barriers, popularity, privacy, product performance
risk, safety, service quality, substitutability, and underutilized asset. In
general, property-related antecedents had a positive impact on booking
intentions (21 positive votes), actual stays (12 positive votes), and af-
fective loyalty (16 positive votes) among guests whilst significantly
influencing the pricing (19 positive votes and 11 negative votes) and
economic returns (8 positive votes) of hosts. The standout property-
related attribute that affected both guests and hosts was amenities
(Gibbs et al., 2018; Lyu, Li, & Law, 2019), whereas occupancy had an
obvious effect on price, and larger spaces would command higher prices
(Moreno-Izquierdo et al., 2019, 2020). Finally, the low number of votes
focusing on third-order knowledge is observed, and thus, future re-
search that manipulates property-related attributes, such as amenities,
at shared homes should be worthwhile as such insights would enable
the continued delivery of high quality home-sharing experience to new
and returning guests.
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3.1.5. Location-related antecedents

Location-related antecedents pertain to the surrounding with which
the shared home is situated. In total, 14 location-related antecedents
were uncovered based on six votes from first-order knowledge, 121
votes from second-order knowledge, and four votes from third-order
knowledge: accessibility, agglomeration, authenticity, cultural richness,
competition, convenience, distance, population density, resident per-
ception, safety, serenity, tourism clusters, traffic, and urban-rural di-
vide. In general, location-related antecedents positively influence
booking intentions (19 positive votes), actual stays (13 positive votes),
and affective (14 positive votes) and conative (6 positive votes) loyalty
among guests, with authenticity and cultural richness emerging as key
considerations (Shi, Gursoy, & Chen, 2019; Tussyadiah & Pesonen,
2016). In contrast, distance had a negative influence on the price that
hosts charge (Gibbs et al., 2018), whereas the emergence of tourism
clusters increases their listings and economic returns (loannides,
Roslmaier, & Van Der Zee, 2019). The lack of first- and third-order
knowledge is noted but may not be easily addressed due to the lim-
itations in the locus of control of the elements pertaining to location.
Authenticity and cultural richness were standout attributes, but a single
host effort may be inadequate to create a significant change in the area.
Thus, future research in this area may wish to explore the dynamics for
community organizing that could help create and transform neighbor-
hoods with home-sharing potential into authentic and culturally-rich
tourism clusters.

3.1.6. Social-related antecedents

Social-related antecedents denote the peculiarities that emerge
when people take center stage in home sharing. In total, 17 social-re-
lated antecedents were revealed based on seven votes focusing on first-
order knowledge, 101 votes focusing on second-order knowledge, and
11 votes focusing on third-order knowledge: attitudinal barriers, cos-
mopolitanism, cultural differences, empowerment, interaction, inter-
dependence, online social network, privacy, sense of community,
sharing economy philosophy, social closeness, social presence, social
similarity, social utility, spatial distance, space appropriation, and
subjective norms. In general, social-related antecedents have a more
prominent effect for guests as opposed to hosts, as bookings (19 positive
votes), stays (nine votes), cognitive (six positive votes), affective (19
positive votes), and conative (14 positive votes) loyalty, and value co-
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creation (four positive votes) were especially prominent guest-related
decisions and outcomes impacted by social-related considerations.
Social interaction was the standout attribute that largely affected guests
as well as a minority of hosts when deciding whether or not to parti-
cipate in marketing exchanges for home sharing (Lin, Fan, Zhang, &
Lau, 2019; Philip, Ozanne, & Ballantine, 2015). It was interesting to
note that many social-related antecedents that were revealed through
this review could in fact help explain the nature of social interactions
(e.g., cultural differences, sense of community) (Cheng & Zhang, 2019;
Philip et al., 2015). Yet, the low number of votes focusing on first- and
third-order knowledge of social-related antecedents suggests that future
research might be better off focusing on social-related antecedents that
could be encouraged, such as causal studies that lead to tangible re-
commendations to curate convivial social interactions. For studies that
wish to pursue a social science understanding, contextual considera-
tions, such as the impact of COVID-19, might be a potentially fruitful
pathway, which this paper will elaborate more substantively toward the
end.

3.1.7. Trust-related antecedents

Trust-related antecedents consist of the attributes that create con-
fidence toward marketing exchanges in home sharing. In total, eight
trust-related antecedents were uncovered based on five votes from first-
order knowledge, 82 votes from second-order knowledge, and four
votes from third-order knowledge: attractiveness, benevolence, certifi-
cation, competence, verification, reputation, risk, and trust as a multi-
dimensional construct. In general, trust-related antecedents are pre-
valent considerations among guests when they book shared homes in
the marketplace (16 positive votes), and when present, increases their
willingness to pay (11 positive votes). Indeed, trustworthy hosts are
typically earmarked through various means, such as certification and
reputation indicators on home-sharing platforms (Moreno-Izquierdo
et al.,, 2019, 2020). Nevertheless, the impact of trust-related ante-
cedents on the prices that hosts could charge is mixed. For example,
certification such as Superhost status had more neutral votes (four) than
positive votes (three), whereas reputation indicators such as ratings had
more positive votes (five) than neutral votes (two). The low number of
votes for first-order and third-order knowledge is observed, and thus,
future research may wish to engage in studies that increase the breadth
of first-order knowledge with respect to trust-related antecedents, with
which studies that endeavor to deliver third-order knowledge could
examine through causal means such as field experiments.

3.1.8. Value-related antecedents

Value-related antecedents refer to the benefits and costs associated
with marketing exchange in home sharing. In total, nine value-related
antecedents were revealed based on three votes focusing on first-order
knowledge, 117 votes focusing on second-order knowledge, and two
votes focusing on third-order knowledge. In general, value-related
antecedents had the strongest influence on bookings (19 positive votes),
affective (18 positive votes) and conative (12 positive votes) loyalty,
and value co-creation (10 positive votes). Economic value was the main
driver behind the positive impact on these decisions and outcomes
(Tussyadiah, 2016; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016), whereas social value
was a noteworthy driver of affective loyalty (Jiang, Balaji, & Jha, 2019;
Wang, Asaad, & Filieri, 2020). The multi-faceted antecedents to value
co-creation is also interesting as the 10 votes it garnered comprised of
economic, emotional, epistemic, ethical, functional, green, and social
values (Jiang et al., 2019; Zhang, Jahromi, & Kizildag, 2018). Never-
theless, the votes from first-order and third-order knowledge remain
low, and thus, future research is encouraged to actively explore and
empirically manipulate the ways in which these different values could
be activated and delivered through the marketing exchanges that entail
in home sharing.
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3.1.9. Macroenvironment-related antecedents

Macroenvironment-related antecedents denote the forces in the
marketing environment that affect the marketing exchanges in home
sharing and beyond. In total, five macroenvironment-related ante-
cedents were derived based on three votes focusing on first-order
knowledge, 48 votes focusing on second-order knowledge, and three
votes focusing on third-order knowledge. In general, macroenviron-
ment-related antecedents had the largest impact on the listing and
pricing decisions of hosts in home sharing, with eight and five positive
votes, respectively. In particular, economic and regulatory forces were
the two main contributors to these votes for hosts (Moreno-Izquierdo
et al., 2019, 2020), whereas the sustainability agenda appears to have a
promising impact on the booking intentions and actual stays of shared
homes among guests (Agag, 2019; Philip et al., 2015). The overall votes
of marketing knowledge for macroenvironment-related antecedents are
generally low to medium, and thus, could benefit from additional stu-
dies, especially in the era of the ‘new normal’ that ensues the COVID-19
global humanitarian crisis.

3.1.10. Tourism-related antecedents

Tourism-related antecedents characterize the unique peculiarities
emerging from travel. In total, six tourism-related antecedents were
uncovered based on three votes from first-order knowledge and 19
votes from second-order knowledge: destination attractiveness, desti-
nation engagement, seasonality, travel benefits, travel memorability,
and tourist arrivals. In general, tourism-related antecedents positively
influence the listing of hosts with five positive votes. Nevertheless, the
seasonality that entails in tourism requires hosts to increase and reduce
prices, thereby producing mixed outcomes in economic returns (Heo,
Blal, & Choi, 2019; Li & Srinivasan, 2019), whereas travel memorability
is a standout tourism-related antecedent that encourages conative loy-
alty among guests (Mody, Hanks, & Dogru, 2019a; Mody, Suess, &
Lehto, 2017). The overall votes of marketing knowledge for tourism-
related antecedents are generally low to medium, and thus, greater
exploration and empirical testing is needed to enrich insights in this
area, such as by progressing destination attractiveness from a first-order
knowledge to a second- or third-order knowledge by means of empirical
testing and experimentation.

3.2. Decisions

Decisions relate to behavioral performance or non-performance, and
thus, they serve as a direct response to antecedents and a precursor of
outcomes (Paul & Benito, 2018).

The review reveals six major decisions that entail in marketing ex-
changes for home sharing: booking, listing, pricing, responsible con-
duct, actual stays, and support. The votes amongst antecedents and
decisions appear to be concentrated around guest decisions, whereby
guest booking intentions and actual stays received 223 and 115 votes,
respectively. More specifically, when guests are considered, guest-re-
lated antecedents appear to be in the forefront in shaping bookings,
with 47 votes. This is followed by location-related antecedents with 31
votes, host- and property-related antecedents with 28 votes each, value-
related antecedents with 25 votes, social-related antecedents with 23
votes, trust-related antecedents with 21 votes, platform-related ante-
cedents with 13 votes, macroenvironment-related antecedents with six
votes, and tourism-related antecedents with one vote. A similar trend is
observed for actual stays, thereby indicating that consistency in mar-
keting efforts throughout the marketing exchange process is necessary
to ensure that bookings translate into actual stays.

Whereas, host decisions such as listing and pricing received 61 and
135 votes, respectively. In particular, when hosts are considered,
macroenvironment-related antecedents take pole position in influen-
cing listings, with 17 votes. This is followed by location-related ante-
cedents with 11 votes, value-related antecedents with nine votes, social-
related antecedents with seven votes, tourism-related antecedents with
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six votes, guest-related antecedents with five votes, and platform-,
host-, property-, and trust-related antecedents with two votes each.
Pricing decisions, however, appear to be very much dependent on host-
related antecedents, which garnered a total of 37 votes. This is followed
by property-related antecedents with 30 votes, location- and trust-re-
lated antecedents with 17 votes each, platform-related antecedents with
11 votes, macroenvironment-related antecedents with eight votes,
tourism-related antecedents with four votes, and guest-related ante-
cedents with three votes.

Responsible conduct and support were interesting decisions that
emerged from the review, though the former received only one vote
from integrity, which is a host-related antecedent (Farmaki, Stergiou, &
Kaniadakis, 2019). As for the latter, guest-related antecedents were
paramount to the support among hosts, platforms, and residents for
home sharing—eight votes garnered. Social-related antecedents were
next on the list with six votes, followed by property- and value-related
antecedents with four votes each, location-related antecedents with
three votes, and macroenvironment-related antecedents with two votes.
Indeed, the decisions of responsible conduct and support are important
to the success and sustainability of home sharing, and thus, deserve
additional attention—especially given the increasing concerns of dis-
crimination in the marketplace for home sharing in recent times
(Farmaki & Kladou, 2020; Zhu, 2020).

3.3. Outcomes

Outcomes refer to the evaluations that emerge subsequent to be-
havioral performance or non-performance (Paul & Benito, 2018). The
review reveals two major outcomes of home sharing—namely loyalty
and impact.

3.3.1. Loyalty

Loyalty is a prominent outcome among guests who have had the
opportunity to stay in shared homes transacted via online and paid
home-sharing platforms. In line with Zhu, Cheng, Wang, Ma, and Jiang
(2019), the content analysis of the review herein reaffirms that guest
loyalty is manifested in three prominent ways, namely:

® cognitive loyalty, which derives from comparisons of previous
knowledge or recent information that leads to disclosure and re-
commendation of a preferred alternative (Baute-Diaz, Gutiérrez-
Tano, & Diaz-Armas, 2020; Shi et al., 2019);

o affective loyalty, which emerges from pleasurable experiences that
lead to attachment, brand love, satisfaction, trust, and psychological
ownership (Lee et al., 2019; Mody & Hanks, 2020); and

e conative loyalty, which relates to future stays and listings of shared
homes (Wang et al., 2020; Ye, Ying, Zhou, & Wang, 2019).

Among the three manifestations of loyalty, affective loyalty
emerged with the highest number of votes (178 votes), followed by
conative (105 votes) and cognitive (54 votes) loyalty. When cognitive
loyalty is considered, host- and trust-related evaluations appear to have
the highest impact with 12 votes each, followed by guest- and platform-
related evaluations with nine votes each, social-related evaluations
with six votes, and property-, location-, and value-related evaluations
with two votes each. Whereas, when affective loyalty is considered,
platform-related evaluations produced the highest impact with 28
votes, followed by host- and property-related evaluations with 27 votes
each, value-related evaluations with 26 votes, social-related evaluations
with 22 votes, trust-related evaluations with 14 votes, guest-related
evaluations with 11 votes, and macroenvironment-related evaluations
with 2 votes. Finally, when conative loyalty is considered, platform-
related evaluations had the highest impact with 19 votes, followed by
social-related evaluations with 18 votes, guest- and value-related eva-
luations with 14 votes, host-, property-, and trust-related evaluations
with 9 votes each, tourism-related evaluations with three votes, and
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macroenvironment-related evaluations with two votes. More im-
portantly, these loyalty outcomes were mostly related to guests as op-
posed to hosts, whose evaluations mainly revolved around future list-
ings and psychological ownership (Lee et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2020),
and thus, future research that examines the loyalty of hosts to home-
sharing practices in the marketplace would help to fill in the extant gap
in this area.

3.3.2. Impact

Impact is another noteworthy outcome of marketing exchange for
home sharing in the marketplace. While existing insights on loyalty
were highly focused on the guest perspective, most outcome constructs
organized under impact spoke to a broader range of stakeholders. In
total, four impact outcomes were revealed through the review: eco-
nomic returns, externalities, tourism growth, and value co-creation.
Economic returns, which affect hosts, received the highest number of
votes (74 votes). This is followed by externalities (30 votes), which
affect countries and (neighborhood) residents, value co-creation (29
votes), which affects guests, hosts, and platforms, and tourism growth
(12 votes), which affects country performance. Upon detailed scrutiny,
the review indicates that economic returns—such as property appre-
ciation, listing performance, and host revenue—were most impacted by
host-related evaluations (15 votes), followed by platform- and property-
(11 votes each), trust- (seven votes), tourism- (five votes), guest- (four
votes), value- (three votes), and macroenvironment-related (two votes)
evaluations. Whereas, externalities—such as environmental, socio-
economic, and tourismphobia outcomes—were most impacted by
property-related evaluations (14 votes), followed by social-, value-, and
macroenvironment-related evaluations (four votes each), and guest-
and host-related evaluations (two votes each). Tourism growth received
the most votes from macroenvironment-related evaluations (four
votes), followed by property- and value-related evaluations (two votes
each), and social-related evaluations (one vote). Finally, value co-
creation, as the name suggests, was most impacted by value-related
evaluations with 16 votes, followed by social- (six votes), host- (three
votes), property- (two votes), and platform-related (one vote) evalua-
tions.

4. How do we know?
4.1. Theories

Theories are a means for scholarly advancement. Like a compass,
theories provide scholars with a guide that they can use to search for
answers to their research questions in the pursuit of meeting their re-
search objectives. Guided by theories in the form of the ADO and TCM
frameworks (Paul & Benito, 2018; Paul et al., 2017), the present review
of conceptual and empirical articles on home sharing published in
“marketing and tourism” journal titles ranked “A*” or “A” in the ABDC
journal ranking list reveals a number of pertinent insights on the the-
ories for home-sharing research.

First, this review found an astonishing amount of theories that have
been used to guide home-sharing research (see Table 4). In total, 75
different theories have been applied to home-sharing research in 110
articles. Indeed, the sheer volume of theories is rare and remarkable,
especially given that the earliest articles on home sharing in this review
were only five-years old at the time of writing—i.e., Guttentag (2015),
Mohlmann (2015), and Philip et al. (2015).

Second, the ratio of 1.5:1 for the number of articles with theory to
theory indicates that the current theoretical landscape of home-sharing
research in “A*” and “A” journals may have the breadth but not the
depth in scholarly insights. Indeed, the broad range of theories corre-
sponds to the breadth of antecedents, decisions, and outcomes that was
depicted in Fig. 4 and the lack of depth in the first- and third-order
knowledge illustrated in Table 3.

Third, the large number of theories indicates that there is no
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Table 4
List of theories.

Theory Main focus N articles Theory Main focus N articles
Agency theory Participants 1 Revealed preferences theory Participants 1
Agglomeration theory Properties 1 Semantics perspective Properties 1
Appeals (rhetorical) theory Participants 2 Service dominant logic Product 3
Attachment theory Participants 1 Service language model Properties 1
Bottom-up spillover theory Participants 1 Sharing-exchange continuum Product 1
Cognitive appraisal theory Participants 2 Signaling theory Product 4
Competitive advantage theory Product 1 Similarity-attraction theory Properties 2
Construal level theory Participants 7 Social categorization theory Properties 1
Crime pattern theory Properties 1 Social comparison theory Properties 1
Diffusion of innovation theory Properties 3 Social contact model Properties 1
Disruptive innovation theory Properties 4 Social exchange theory Properties 6
Environmental commitment and sacrifice theory Properties 1 Social model of disability Properties 1
Fogg behavior model Participants 1 Social penetration theory Properties 1
Grounded theory Participants 7 Social presence theory Properties 3
Entrepreneurship theory Properties 1 Sociotechnical theory Properties 1
Expectation-(dis)confirmation theory Participants 1 Spatial triad theory Product 1
Hedonic pricing model Properties 10 Stimulus-organism-response theory Participants 2
Information systems success model Properties 1 Tax planning theory Properties 1
Interactive value formation Properties 1 Technology acceptance model Properties 1
Intimacy theory Participants 1 Theory of asymmetric information Participants 2
Lifecycle model Properties 1 Theory of boundary spanning Product 1
Macroeconomic theory Properties 1 Theory of consumption systems Properties 1
Marketing exchange theory Product 1 Theory of extended self Participants 1
Means-end-chain theory Participants 2 Theory of formal and substantive rationality Participants 1
Microeconomic theory Properties 1 Theory of monopolistic competition Properties 1
Moral identity theory Participants 1 Theory of planned behavior Participants 4
Motivation theory Participants 1 Theory of power Participants 1
Network sociality theory Properties 1 Theory of reasoned action Participants 3
Plutchik’s emotion wheel Participants 1 Theory of self Participants 1
Observational learning theory Participants 1 Transaction theory Properties 1
Power theory Participants 1 Triple tier systems framework Properties 1
Practice theory Properties 1 Trust theory Properties 2
Prism of epistemic culture Properties 1 Trust transfer theory Properties 1
Prospect theory Properties 2 Two-factor (motivation-hygiene) theory Participants 1
Protection motivation theory Participants 1 Utilization maximization theory Participants 1
Rational action (choice) theory Participants 2 Value-belief-norm theory Participants 1
Relational demography theory Properties 1 With theory 110
Rent gap theory Properties 1 Without theory 112
Resource-based theory Properties 1 222

Note: 3Ps of marketing exchange = participants, product, properties. Participants = guest, host, platform. Product = property. Properties = location, social factors,
trust, value, macroenvironment, tourism. See full list of articles and associated theories in Appendix 3.

Table 5
Contextual coverage.

Context n of articles % of articles Context n of articles % of articles
Population Countries (cont.)
Guests only 97 43.7 Norway 3 1.2
Host only 93 41.9 Portugal 3 1.2
Host and guests 24 10.8 South Korea 3 1.2
Residents only 8 3.6 Thailand 3 1.2
Austria 2 0.8
Platform Greece 2 0.8
Airbnb 192 86.5 Netherlands 2 0.8
Xiaozhu 8 3.6 New Zealand 2 0.8
Tujia 1 0.5 Turkey 2 0.8
Others 21 9.5 Brazil 1 0.4
Denmark 1 0.4
Countries Egypt 1 0.4
United States 79 30.6 Estonia 1 0.4
General International 47 18.2 Iceland 1 0.4
China 27 10.5 India 1 0.4
Australia 19 7.4 Jamaica 1 0.4
Spain 16 6.2 Jordan 1 0.4
United Kingdom 12 4.7 Malta 1 0.4
Canada 6 2.3 Russia 1 0.4
Italy 6 2.3 Sweden 1 0.4
Finland 5 1.9 Switzerland 1 0.4
France 3 1.2 Vietnam 1 0.4
Germany 3 1.2
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Table 6
Research approach.
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Approach N of Sample articles

articles

Conceptual (n = 4)

Conceptual analysis 4 Dolnicar and Zare (2020); Guttentag (2015).

Qualitative (n = 78)

Content analysis (e.g., Leximancer software) 31 Adamiak (2018); Brochado, Troilo, and Aditya (2017).

Thematic analysis (e.g., NVivo software) 27 Farmaki et al. (2020); Shi et al. (2019).

Case study 7 Grimmer, Vorobjovas-Pinta, and Massey (2019); Keogh, Kriz,

Barnes, and Rosenberger (2020).

Netnography 5 Randle and Dolnicar (2019); Sthapit and Bjork (2019).

Co-occurrence analysis (e.g., Gephi software) 4 Cheng and Foley (2018); Cheng and Zhang (2019).

Other qualitative analyses (e.g., critical incident analysis, Lexical analysis) 4 Pera et al. (2019); Tussyadiah and Zach (2017).

Quantitative (n = 148)

Regression analysis (e.g., methods = binomial, binomial logistic, frontier, hedonic, 72 Abrate and Viglia (2019); Cai et al. (2019); Falk et al. (2019)
instrumental variables probit, logistic, multinomial logistic, multiple, ordered logit, Mahadevan (2020); Wu, Ma, and Xie (2017); Xie and Mao (2017);
ordinal, ordinary least squares, panel, poisson, principal component, probability, Yang and Mao (2020).
quantile, spatial, stepwise, time series, tobit, weighted; software = R, SPSS, and Stata)

Structural equation modeling (e.g., method = covariance-based, partial least squares; 43 Agag and Eid (2019); Suess et al. (2020).
software = AMOS, SmartPLS)

Other quantitative analyses (e.g., ANOVA, t-test) 33 Belarmino et al. (2019); Guttentag et al. (2018);

Experimental (n = 14)

Multiple experiment 8 Pera et al. (2019); Shugqair, Pinto, and Mattila (2019)

Quasi-experiment 3 Song, Xie, Park, and Chen (2020); Su and Mattila (2019).

Choice experiment 1 Karlsson et al. (2017).

Simulated experiment (e.g., agent-based modeling) 1 Vinogradov, Leick, and Kivedal (2020).

Single experiment 1 Liu and Mattila (2017).

shortage of theories that could be considered and deployed in future
home-sharing research. Hedonic pricing model was the most popular
theory (10 articles). This is unsurprising given that most articles in our
review examined a wide range of attributes that avail on home-sharing
listings, which resonates the call and premise of the hedonic pricing
model for multi-attribute investigations (Cai, Zhou, & Scott, 2019;
Chattopadhyay & Mitra, 2020; Chen & Xie, 2017; Falk, Larpin, &
Scaglione, 2019; Gibbs et al., 2018; Moreno-Izquierdo et al., 2019,
2020; Onder, Weismayer, & Gunter, 2019; Tang, Kim, & Wang, 2019;
Tong & Gunter, 2020). The other two theories that join the hedonic
pricing model to make up the top three most-used theories for home-
sharing research are the construal level theory (seven articles) and the
social exchange theory (six articles). The rest of the theories were used
by less than five articles. However, we believe that the paradox of
choice is a potential issue that future scholars may encounter as a result
of having too many theories to choose from. To mitigate this potential
problem, the 3Ps of marketing exchange, which was originally conceived
earlier to organize the 10 antecedents of marketing exchange in home
sharing, is applied to help future scholars identify suitable theories that
resonate with the main focus of their home-sharing research: partici-
pants, product, or properties.

Finally, this review finds that premier journals in marketing and
tourism remain receptive to research that relies only on literature re-
views to guide scholarly investigations, as evidenced by 112 out of 222
(50.5%) articles that did not use a theory. This shortcoming may be
attributed to existing systematic reviews that failed to offer a compre-
hensive list of theories for future research, which is now resolved
through the present review.

4.2. Contexts

Contexts relate to the circumstances that entail in the investigation
(Paul et al., 2017). This review considers three main contexts that
characterize the 222 articles under study: population, platform, and
countries (see Table 5). In terms of population, 43.7% of articles in the
review concentrated on guests, whereas 41.9% of articles focused on

548

hosts, 10.8% of articles considered both hosts and guests, and 3.6% of
articles shed light on residents only. The population mix of guests and
hosts appears to be healthy, but additional attention may be given to
residents in future research given the importance of neighborhoods in
creating a convivial experience for guests of shared homes (Stergiou &
Farmaki, 2019). Next, in terms of platform, most articles have focused
on Airbnb as a home-sharing platform (86.5%), with a small number of
articles considering its local competitors, such as Xiaozhu (3.6%) and
Tujia (0.5%) in China. This is unsurprising given the dominance of
Airbnb worldwide. Finally, in terms of countries, most studies on home
sharing have been conducted in the United States (30.6%). The com-
position of countries is worrying as Africa and Asia appear to be un-
derrepresented, and thus, deserves scrutiny in future research.

4.3. Methods

Methods entail the nature of empirical evidence that investigations
develop (Paul et al., 2017). This review considers two major attributes
of methods that characterize the 222 articles under study: research
approach and research data.

The research approach that was used in home-sharing research is
fourfold: conceptual, qualitative, quantitative, and experimental (see
Table 6). Two-thirds of the articles in the review employed a quanti-
tative method (148 articles), with regression-based analysis (72 arti-
cles) being the most preferred method of analysis due to the variety of
quantitative data that could be analyzed using this method. Seventy-
eight articles pursued a qualitative approach, with content analysis (31
articles) and thematic analysis (27 articles) being the top two most
preferred methods to analyze qualitative data. Conceptual and experi-
mental methods were least used, which in turn, corroborates with the
lack of first- and third-order knowledge that we uncovered and en-
courage future research to pursue previously.

The research data that was used had a healthy balance between
primary and secondary data (see Table 7). It appears rather odd in the
first instance that many studies have decided to use secondary data, but
the availability and relevance of such data for home-sharing research



W.M. Lim, et al.

Table 7
Research data.
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Data

n of articles ~ Sample articles

Primary (n = 124)
Qualitative (n = 40)

In-depth interviews

Focus group interviews

Online interviews (e.g., Skype)
Written interviews

Observation
Online observation
Quantitative (n = 84)

Online survey (n = 68) MTurk
Self-collected
Qualtrics
SoJump
SurveyMonkey
Third party
CATI
Prolific Academic
Toluna

Offline survey

Secondary (n = 139)

Listings (n = 89)

Airbnb listings (n = 80) AirDNA

Inside Airbnb
Self-collected: Unspecified
Self-collected: Python

Self-collected: Ruby
Self-collected: ParseHub
Unspecified third party
Valais Tourism Observatory
Xiaozhu listings: Self-collected (Python)
Tujia listings: Self-collected (Python)

23 Farmaki et al. (2020); Keogh et al. (2020).

6 Buhalis et al. (2020); Kim et al. (2020).

6 Farmaki (2019); Philip et al. (2015).

2 Kim et al. (2020); Paulauskaite, Powell, Coca-Stefaniak,
and Morrison (2017).

2 Buhalis et al. (2020); Jokela and Minoia (2020).

1 Sthapit and Bjork (2019).

27 Birinci, Berezina, and Cobanoglu (2018); Mody and
Hanks (2020).

15 Hajibaba and Dolnicar (2017); Wang et al. (2020).

11 Mody et al. (2019b, 2019c¢); Moon et al. (2019).

4 Shi et al. (2019); Ye et al. (2019, 2020).

Amaro et al. (2019); Yang et al. (2018, 2019).
Garau-Vadell et al. (2019); Liang et al. (2018a, 2018b).
Berg, Slettemeas, Kjorstad, and Rosenberg (2020).
Jiang et al. (2019).

Baute-Diaz et al. (2020).

Ju, Back, Choi, and Lee (2019); Priporas et al. (2017a,
2017b).

el N

(o))

Adamiak (2018); Ert and Fleischer (2019).

Gil and Sequera (2020); Tussyadiah and Park (2018).

Chen and Xie (2017); Xie and Mao (2017 (2019).

3 Martin-Fuentes et al. (2018); Sun, Liu, Zhu, Chen, and
Yuan (2019).

2 Liang et al. (2017, 2020).

1 Ju et al. (2019).

1 Li and Srinivasan (2019).

1 Falk et al. (2019).

8 Wu et al. (2017); Xie and Chen (2019).

1 Liu et al. (2020).

1

Online reviews (e.g., Airbnb community, AirbnbHell, Facebook, TripAdvisor, TrustPilot, Twitter, self- 8 Sthapit (2019); Sthapit and Bjork (2019).
collected)
Government data and report 17 Volgger, Pforr, Stawinoga, Taplin, and Matthews
(2018); Wyman, Mothorpe, and McLeod (2020).
Industry data and reports (e.g., CoreLogic, Infogroup, Smith Travel Research) 4 Muller (2020); Yang and Mao (2020).
Online forum (e.g., Airbnb, Facebook) 5 Cheng, Zhang, and Wong (2020); Zhu (2020).
Other sources of secondary data (e.g., Airbnb stories on YouTube; online comments on The Guardian; 4 Hassanli, Small, and Darcy (2019); Pera and Viglia
newspapers on ProQuest; blogs, magazines, newspapers, webpages) (2016).
Location data (e.g., Google Earth, Open Street Map) 2 Xu, Hu, La, Wang, and Huang (2020); Yang and Mao
(2020).

has made secondary data especially popular and useful. In particular,
89 out of 139 articles relied on secondary data pertaining to listings on
home-sharing platforms. AirDNA (32 articles) and Inside Airbnb (21
articles) were the mostly wide-used secondary data for Airbnb listings,
whereas Python (12 articles) was the software that was utilized the
most to crawl and scrape listings as an alternative to purchasing listings
from AirDNA and Inside Airbnb. In terms of primary data, online sur-
veys were highly popular, with Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) (27
articles) and Qualtrics (11 articles) representing the most-used crowd-
sourcing alternatives to administer online surveys. Most qualitative
studies relied on in-depth interviews (23 articles), with online inter-
views (6 articles) emerging as the second alternative alongside focus
groups (6 articles). The alternative to interviews were observations,
which indicates the lack of variety in data artefacts that could be sui-
tably used to enrich the symbolic meanings that typifies qualitative
insights. Nevertheless, the acceptance of data collected by third parties
in premier marketing and tourism journals is noteworthy, and perhaps
suitable, at least for the near future, due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
which has deterred in-person data collection for public health reasons.
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5. Where should we be heading?

At the end of each section in the preceding review, we briefly ad-
vised future research on the ways to strengthen the categories of mar-
keting knowledge underpinning the antecedents, decisions, and out-
comes of marketing exchange in home sharing. Moreover, we cued
future research on home sharing to consider the unique peculiarities
that we uncovered from our review of the theories, contexts, and
methods that entail home-sharing studies published in premier jour-
nals. These “tips” for future research were intentionally relayed upfront
as we made a deliberate decision to dedicate the next sections for
pathways that we believe will substantially advance the theoretical
novelty, contextual relevance, and methodological rigor of future re-
search on home sharing in view of recent developments and un-
precedented global changes. Specifically, the profound effect of COVID-
19, declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization (WHO) on
March 12, 2020, on travel has fundamentally affected home sharing
and the way future marketing and tourism research on home sharing
ought to be conducted. The pandemic’s impact on home sharing cannot
be ignored and that future marketing and tourism research from this
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point onwards must not pretend that this seismic change is irrelevant.
Hence, what we intend to curate in the next sections are pathways that
reimagine the marketing exchange in home sharing in view of the ‘new
normal’ (see Table 8 for a summary). This pertains to public-health
measures—such as social distancing, travel and mobility bans, com-
munity lockdowns, limits on public gatherings, stay-at-home cam-
paigns, and self- or mandatory-quarantine—that have halted global
travel and will alter hospitality and tourism marketing.

5.1. Pathways for advancing theoretical novelty

Despite having identified in the systematic review 75 different
theories applied to home-sharing research, we opined that many of
these theories, on their own, will not provide novel insights to home
sharing for marketing and tourism scholarship in times of global crises
and pandemics. In light of the 3Ps of marketing exchange presented
herein, we further propose three novel theoretical lenses to enrich
home-sharing research in light of COVID-19 and predicted future out-
breaks.

5.1.1. Reimagining social interactions

As revealed in our review, social-related antecedents could explain
the nature of social interactions between hosts and guests (Cheng &
Zhang, 2019; Philip et al., 2015). While the host is central to the guest’s
experience of home sharing (Lynch, 2005), and there is evidence of a
reciprocal nature of encounters between guests and hosts (Fischer,
Pahus, & Bager, 2019), we predict that interactions will be very dif-
ferent during COVID-19 and a post-pandemic period. This is because
people are now encouraged to (1) distance themselves socially, (2)
avoid physical contact such as touching and shaking hands, and (3)
employ hygienic practices, which may mean the difference between
catching and not catching the virus. Personal, one-to-one interactions
used to be home sharing’s competitive edge over hotels that offer a
service with no personal ties. Thus, the value of interactions that
transpire in authentic experiences and when socializing with the locals
(Guttentag, 2015; Shi et al., 2019) are now questionable.

Given the ‘new normal,” we encourage future research to explore the
potential of technology in mediating the social dynamics of host-guest
relations without undermining the personability of the experience. This
is because during the COVID-19 lockdown, technology became the tool
that people depended on to keep life going, with business meetings
conducted via videoconferencing, virtual dinner parties emerging, and
university lectures running online. Similarly, social and cultural ex-
periences in travel are carried out online such as Airbnb’s latest cam-
paign, “Go there without going anywhere.” Airbnb’s latest offering of
experiences and unique activities has moved online where hosts can
now offer cooking classes or bee-keeping virtual tours online, which
goes on to show that the concept of home sharing may evolve and
transcend beyond the delivery of accommodation services and into the
offering of other social practice-led home-based experiences. To shed
light on how social practices in home sharing can evolve from collo-
cated to tech-mediated, yet retain their core meanings, future re-
searchers are encouraged to consider three research questions:

e How do hosts and guests reassemble social practices and interac-
tions in tech-mediated spaces?

e What conditions are required to maintain the core meanings of so-
cial interactions in home sharing?

e How can social practice-led home-based experiences enable the
“home” in home sharing to be commercialized beyond accom-
modation?

Using practice theories as a theoretical framing, future researchers
could investigate how social interactions are translated online by
looking at the role of technology during social-practice performances.
They can further challenge the boundaries of co-presence to explain
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what hosts and guests gain and lose during tech-mediated interactions
by combining practice theory with assemblage thinking as a novel
theoretical approach. Specifically, assemblage thinking (DeLanda,
2016) holds the potential to capture the requisite components and
conditions for reassembling social-relational practices that have capa-
city to adapt to change (i.e., new environments, new channels) and
evolve, which we believe are important nuances that could enrich our
understanding of social interactions in the ‘new normal.’

5.1.2. Reimagining motivations

Decisions to use home sharing as a tourism product for marketing
exchange will also be different during (and after) COVID-19. Generally,
there are risks when traveling to a new country or sharing a home with
a stranger. From the tourist’s perspective, perceived risks are important
predictors of tourists’ behaviors in avoiding travel to infected destina-
tions (Cooper, 2008), thereby creating potential implications for
property-related antecedents. Indeed, visitors’ sense of safety influences
their behavior to travel (Zou & Meng, 2019), and this sense will be
heightened during a pandemic, and after borders open and restrictions
ease, where those sharing a home will require greater efforts to gain
trust in the other. This implies that hosts will have to maintain high
standards of cleanliness and both parties must ensure that they are not
carrying the virus, knowingly or unknowingly, with new screening
practices likely to emerge.

Existing studies have found that online photos and physical inter-
actions can build and solidify trust and manage expected experiences
among participants in the marketing exchange of home sharing (Ert,
Fleischer, & Magen, 2016; Guttentag, 2015). Future researchers could
investigate how social distancing requirements and wearing face masks
that cover most of the facial features—whether these become normal-
ized—can hinder trust being built in home sharing where critical trust
constructs may no longer exist in an ecosystem of the ‘new normal.’
Vulnerability is presented as an important concept to research; trusting
parties must be vulnerable to some extent for trust to become opera-
tional (Doney & Cannon, 1997). In times of crisis, one party often
perceives themselves to be physically more vulnerable than others in
efforts of self-protection (Dean, Wentworth, & LeCompte, 2019). Other
research avenues can look to compare the fundamental human moti-
vation to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) when traveling to new
destinations compared to perceptions of vulnerability and fears of
contamination that may also hinder trust in the host and the sharing
experience.

From the host’s perspective, the poor demand for home sharing
despite the ability and willingness of hosts to share their home in times
of pandemics puts them at financial risk. COVID-19 has worsened an
already difficult situation for hosts (e.g., job insecurity, income in-
stability, lack of insurance and other benefits) due to intensifying
competition emerging from the growth of tourism micro-entrepreneurs
(Sigala & Dolnicar, 2017) and non-standard working opportunities
(Stewart & Stanford, 2017) in the marketplace. Hosts may experience
increased financial pressures if they solely depended on traditional
home-sharing marketing exchanges (e.g., accommodation) to cover
their mortgages with no alternative income streams, health insurance,
or income protection schemes to cover them for a loss of income or in
case they get infected while ‘working and sharing.” From the perspec-
tive of internal marketing and the people perspective of the marketing
mix, hosts become vulnerable unofficial employees that may not be
entitled to government subsidies provided to those impacted by COVID-
19 (Sigala, 2020). This is especially true for home-sharing workers, as
opposed to casual employees (Goods, Veen, & Barratt, 2019). COVID-19
highlights the struggles of non-standard workers, and how they must
look for different ways to support themselves during forced closures or
changing the way they host, with the need to rethink long-term viability
of these types of ‘gigs’ in hospitality and tourism (Martins, Riordan, &
Dolnicar, 2020). Further research can utilize emotional labor
(Hochschild, 1983) as a theoretical approach to understand the
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pressures emerging from marketing exchanges of gig work during
global crises.

Fear and concerns for sharing homes during the COVID-19 outbreak also
puts a spotlight on the manifested forms of discrimination and xenophobia
that were already evident in home sharing based on race or socio-economic
class (Cheng & Foley, 2018; Schor & Attwood-Charles, 2017). Responsible
conduct related to host integrity, and guest support of hosts, platform and
neighborhood residents, which emerged from the review as part of their
decisions to use home sharing will be of utmost importance to the sus-
tainability of home sharing. Despite efforts to end discrimination against
others (e.g., Airbnb’s anti-discrimination policy pre COVID-19), the issue is
heightened with disease racialization. With no basis in medical facts, in-
cidents are being reported on the avoidance of Chinese businesses, services,
and disease racialization (e.g., Aguilera, 2020). Hence, we recommend fu-
ture research to consider a set of research questions in relation to the mo-
tivations to travel and/or share a home:

e How does perceived risk of travel and contamination impact trust in
the host, property, and platform? What implications does this have
on the likelihood of booking and/or having a positive home-sharing
experience?

e How do tourists negotiate the need to belong while traveling to new
destinations and staying in shared homes in light of perceptions of
vulnerability and fears of contamination?

e How does emotional labor manifest in hosting during a pandemic
outbreak? How does it impact a host’s vulnerability and wellbeing?

e How does digital discrimination manifest in host practices and guest
booking selection? To what extent does race and/or country of
origin impact these decisions? How are notions of power balance
and freedom (e.g., part of the sharing economy ethos) impacted with
current digital discrimination?

e What can marketers do to overcome the aforementioned challenges
and to convince hosts and guests of the continued relevance and
value of home sharing to meet their needs?

5.1.3. Reimagining shared spaces

The systematic review found that property-related antecedents had
a positive impact on booking intentions, with amenities having the
most effect on both hosts and guests (Gibbs et al., 2018; Lyu et al.,
2019). In this current climate, property-related antecedents might have
an even greater importance to both parties, especially with cleanliness,
privacy, amenities, and physical barriers being highly needed during
this pandemic. In light of the increased demands for personal hygiene
and safety, the idea of sharing a home with strangers seems more sus-
ceptible and dangerous. Potential proximity, touch, and sleeping where
someone previously slept will cause much fear in both hosts and guests
given the sharing ethos that was once carefree (i.e., a relaxed and
trusting attitude to health and safety standards). Further, existing re-
search demonstrates that guests are already working hard to ‘sell
themselves’ to hosts during the booking process (where hosts conduct a
risk assessment when deciding whether to accept a booking) compared
to the general sense of a hotel guest that does not require much vetting
by the hotel (Karlsson, Kemperman, & Dolnicar, 2017). We would ex-
pect this practice to be heightened during and post COVID-19. Simi-
larly, guests will practice extra caution when choosing between a
heavily staffed hotel versus a micro-entrepreneur providing a home to
several different guests at a time. By using multi-sensory stimuli mar-
keting, future research can explore the impact of different sensory
elements on perceptions of cleanliness and hospitality in a shared
home, as it is employed in retail servicescapes (Spence, Puccinelli,
Grewal, & Roggeveen, 2014).

Douglas (1966) argues that germ theory is merely a rationalization of
our disgust of unwanted symbolic contamination by others. In Goffman
(1971) terms, this involves interpersonal contamination of one’s personal
space, touching and bodily contact, staring, noise pollution, and bodily
excreta, such as bodily odor or body heat (e.g., on toilet seats). Sharing
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intimate possessions and spaces is thus considered a taboo as contagion
theory would suggest (e.g., Belk, 1988). However, in the case of home
sharing during and after a pandemic, the fear of contamination is heigh-
tened, with both symbolic contamination and infectious diseases that cannot
be seen or easily traced. Contagion and germ theories—both of which have
not been covered by prior studies in our review on home sharing—raise a
new set of research questions for future research:

o If the pandemic causes more individuals to become germophobes,
how does the concept of contamination impact the marketing of
home sharing in the longer-term?

® Does the call for social distancing mean the end of sharing home
spaces that entail social closeness, and the ideals of sharing and
caring for others that the so-called sharing economy has brought to
the surface? If so, what can marketers do to avoid the demise of
home sharing and to ignite another wave of disruption that home
sharing could bring to the marketplace?

5.2. Pathways for enhancing contextual relevance

Our review has shown that home sharing has been investigated across
myriad contexts in marketing and tourism. Yet, we opined that much of the
diversity in existing home-sharing research is clustered (e.g., Western con-
texts), and thus, we encourage future research in the area to consider three
new pathways that we reckon will enhance the contextual relevance of
scholarly insights on home sharing in marketing and tourism.

5.2.1. Reimagining cultures

Our systematic review revealed that most empirical studies on home
sharing are set in the American and European context. We believe that
home sharing is a unique context that would benefit from replication in
non-Western contexts (e.g., Africa and Asia). We suspect that the
antecedents relating to guest, host, trust, value, and social aspects of
home sharing are likely to be susceptible to cultural influences—as
precluded by the findings of cross-cultural differences by past scholars
in the area of international marketing (Ito, Walker, & Liang, 2014;
McCort & Malhotra, 1993). We encourage future research to examine
collective-oriented values that may moderate or intervene the effects of
these antecedents on decisions and outcomes relating to marketing
exchange in home sharing. Furthermore, cross-cultural research is
crucial in establishing the validity and generalizability of theories and
concepts (Slater & Yani-de-Soriano, 2010). That is, we believe that
cross-cultural studies would be particularly helpful in understanding
the often-mixed results regarding the relationship between existing
antecedents, decisions, and outcomes. Future home-sharing research
should also delve into understanding cultural or ethnic differences with
respect to consumer sentiments, expectations, and motives linked to
home sharing experience. To put it simply, we propose two additional
research questions for future research that would enhance the con-
textual relevance of home-sharing studies in marketing and tourism:

e Do culture(s) moderate the relationships between antecedents, de-
cisions, and outcomes in home sharing, and if so, how?

e What can hosts do to cater to cultural differences among guests in
home sharing?

5.2.2. Reimagining externalities

History has proven that disasters often lead to significant changes in
human society. As consumers cope with the COVID-19 pandemic and
adapt to the ‘new normal,” what determines their attitudes, perceptions,
and decisions may become different. Future research should take into
account, for example, the moderating effects of psychological con-
structs caused by the pandemic such as emotions (e.g., panic, fear,
gratitude, and empathy) on the relationships between the antecedents,
decisions, and outcomes. There is also a need for research on exploring
how the shift of consumption priorities and goals affects consumers’
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travel and accommodation choice in home sharing. Moreover, future
work in this area will require accurate and comprehensive forecasts of
the impact of COVID-19 pandemic on home-sharing demand that are
essential to practitioners for decision-making, planning, and resource
management. Thus, we propose two new research questions relating to
context for future research on home sharing in marketing and tourism:

e How do participant-related attributes moderate the relationship of
product- and property-related attributes affecting the decisions and
outcomes of marketing exchange in home sharing?

e How has the priorities of marketing exchange shifted in light of new
externalities such as COVID-19 and how has these shifts impacted
the decisions and outcomes of marketing exchange in home sharing?

5.2.3. Reimagining platforms

We observed that the reviewed studies are predominantly focused
on Airbnb as a home sharing platform, and because the history and
nature of one platform differs from another, future research should
replicate and extend some of these studies to other platforms, such as
FlipKey, Homestay, Xiaozhu, and Tujia. Also, we believe that more
attention needs to be devoted to examine and compare the relative
impact of platform-related antecedents (e.g., algorithmic management,

Table 8
Future research directions.
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brand impression, customer service support, policy, etc.) across various
platforms as this was a notable shortcoming that we observed from our
review. Future research could also explore the symbolic meanings that
people hold about different home-sharing brands. Insights derived from
these analyses can be used for brand comparison purposes to build
competitive advantages. Trust is considered a prerequisite for the suc-
cess of home-sharing hosting. Recent research has reported the impact
of anthropomorphism (i.e., the attribution of human characteristics or
behavior to non-human entities) on people’s assessment of the trust-
worthiness of a product or service (Foehr & Germelmann, 2020).
Building on existing studies on trust-related antecedents that were
largely focused on Airbnb, future research could test the trust-related
effects of brand anthropomorphism on behavior using other platforms.
To this end, we propose two more research questions that we believe
will enrich contextual understanding in future research on home
sharing in marketing and tourism:

e Do marketing exchanges in home sharing differ according to plat-
forms, and if so, how?

e How do hosts and guests perceive home-sharing brands and what
can these brands do to strengthen their relationship with and trust
among these participants of marketing exchange in home sharing?

Themes Research questions

Methods

Pathways for advancing theoretical novelty
Reimagining social

interactions tech-mediated spaces?

What conditions are required to maintain the core meanings of social

interactions in home sharing?

How do hosts and guests reassemble social practices and interactions in

Ethnographic fieldwork combining autobiography, reflexive/travel
writing, sensory anthropology, formal/informal interviews, and/or
participant observations.

Reimagining motivations

Reimagining shared spaces

How can social practice-led home-based experiences enable the “home” in
home sharing to be commercialized beyond accommodation?

How does perceived risk of travel and contamination impact trust in the
host, property, and platform? What implications does this have on the
likelihood of booking and/or having a positive home-sharing experience?
How do tourists negotiate the need to belong while traveling to new
destinations and staying in shared homes in light of perceptions of
vulnerability and fears of contamination?

How does emotional labor manifest in hosting during a pandemic
outbreak? How does it impact a host’s vulnerability and wellbeing?
How does digital discrimination manifest in host practices and guest
booking selection? To what extent does race and/or country of origin impact
these decisions? How are notions of power balance and freedom (e.g., part
of the sharing economy ethos) impacted with current digital discrimination?
What can marketers do to overcome the aforementioned challenges and to
convince hosts and guests of the continued relevance and value of home
sharing to meet their needs?

If the pandemic causes more individuals to become germophobes, how
does the concept of contamination impact the marketing of home sharing
in the longer-term?

Does the call for social distancing mean the end of sharing home spaces that
entail social closeness, and the ideals of sharing and caring for others that
the so-called sharing economy has brought to the surface? If so, what can
marketers do to avoid the demise of home sharing and to ignite another
wave of disruption that home sharing could bring to the marketplace?

Pathways for enhancing contextual relevance

Reimagining cultures

Reimagining externalities

Reimagining platforms

Do culture(s) moderate the relationships between antecedents, decisions,
and outcomes in home sharing, and if so, how?

What can hosts do to cater to cultural differences among guests in home
sharing?

How do participant-related attributes moderate the relationship of
product- and property-related attributes affecting the decisions and
outcomes of marketing exchange in home sharing?

How has the priorities of marketing exchange shifted in light of new
externalities such as COVID-19 and how has these shifts impacted the
decisions and outcomes of marketing exchange in home sharing?

Do marketing exchanges in home sharing differ according to platforms,
and if so, how?

How do hosts and guests perceive home-sharing brands and what can
these brands do to strengthen their relationship with and trust among
these participants of marketing exchange in home sharing?

Sentiment analytics using big data combined with survey-based
research.

In-depth interviews.

Focus groups and in-depth interviews.

Mixed methods such as netnography, interviews, and surveys.

Experiments and surveys using projective techniques.

Focus group and in-depth interviews using projective techniques.

Participant observation online (communities/forums/blogs/social
media) and offline (homes shared) and in-depth interviews.

Experiments and surveys.

Experiments and surveys.

Experiments and surveys.

Secondary data analysis of industry and company reports, stock market
analysis, travel statistics, and country policies.

Experiments using projective techniques and psychophysiological
measures in neuroscience.
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5.3. Pathways for improving methodological rigor

Notwithstanding the multitude of methods that could be employed for
home-sharing research, as observed through our review, we maintain that
new methods must emerge in order to equip future scholars with addi-
tional tools that could yield richer and more rigorous insights on home
sharing in marketing and tourism. Hence, we dedicate three sub-sections
that speak to each category of marketing knowledge, namely first-order
knowledge relating to concepts, second-order knowledge relating to as-
sociations, and third-order knowledge relating to causes-and-effects.

5.3.1. Reimagining first-order knowledge

Our findings revealed the lack of (new) first-order knowledge re-
lating to home-sharing research—most studies appear to have bor-
rowed concepts from other streams of literature (e.g., general consumer
behavior, guest behavior in hotel settings). In light of this shortcoming,
we encourage future research to adopt conceptual approaches pre-
dicated on systematic reviews to develop new concepts and theories
that will advance our theoretical understanding in this area. Future
research could consider theory development-based reviews (Lim, 2020;
Paul, 2019a; Paul & Mas, 2020). This approach to systematic review
helps analyze and challenge existing assumptions, arguments, and
philosophies, which serves to provide a radical view of home sharing
and its place in the marketing and tourism domains, and thus, to de-
velop new concepts and theories in the area. Another type of systematic
review that could lead to first-order knowledge is theory-based review
(Gilal et al., 2019; Paul & Rosado-Serrano, 2019; Hassan et al., 2016).
This form of review has holds considerable potential given the absence
of depth in conceptual and theoretical insights in home-sharing re-
search as well as the ‘new normal’ in the aftermath of the COVID-19
pandemic. Future research could review the collection of concepts and
theories relating to home sharing and analyze their unique peculia-
rities, the evolvement and development of these existing concepts and
theories in the field, and to consolidate and refine their boundaries for
furthering conceptual and theory advancement. The methods-based
review is also another option that future scholars can consider to
strengthen the building blocks of home sharing predicated on first-
order knowledge (Hair et al., 2017; Ji et al., 2019; Perera et al., 2020).
In particular, future research could conduct an in-depth review cov-
ering the ontological, and epistemological considerations that could be
used to promote methodological rigor in conceptualization and oper-
ationalization endeavors in home-sharing research. Thus, we propose
three research objectives for future research to broaden the base of first-
order knowledge on home sharing in marketing and tourism:

e To develop new concepts and theories for home sharing using theory
development-based reviews (see Lim, 2020; Paul, 2019a; Paul &
Mas, 2020).

e To consolidate and refine concepts and theories based on a review of
existing concepts and theories for home sharing using theory-based
reviews (see Gilal et al., 2019; Paul & Rosado-Serrano, 2019; Hassan
et al., 2016).

e To strengthen methodological rigor in the conceptualization and
operationalization of concepts and theories in home-sharing re-
search using methods-based reviews (Hair et al., 2017; Ji et al.,
2019; Perera et al., 2020).

5.3.2. Reimagining second-order knowledge

Despite the predominance of second-order knowledge in the ex-
isting home-sharing literature, we see new opportunities for future
scholarly development. Our review suggested that scholars seem to
favor quantitative methods, while the reviewed qualitative studies re-
lied mainly on in-depth and focus group interviews. As the lines of
research on this topic developed with emerging issues (e.g., COVID-19
crisis and development) are being explored, the field needs more in-
terpretive methodologies that enable an in-depth and meaning-based
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understanding of the subject. For example, this field can benefit im-
mensely by employing a combination of ethnographic fieldwork, au-
tobiography, and travel writing to unravel the social dynamics and
complex meanings that underlie host—-guest relations (Makkar & Yap,
2020). Likewise, the sensory anthropology (i.e., the study of socio-
cultural responses to sensory stimuli) that is grounded in the concept of
embodiment can offer different insights as compared to traditional
surveys, interviews, and experiments (Scott & Uncles, 2018). Scholars
may apply this sensorial approach to ethnographic study to generate
multi-sensory data about home-sharing consumption experiences. To
elicit deeper insights, visual methods can be applied as archival data for
analysis, direct and projective stimuli for data collection, and as a
means for recording (or presenting) qualitative data (i.e., findings)
(Belk, 2013). Moreover, videography by the researcher or informant
could also be applied to study the human and non-human factors en-
tangled in manifestations of home-sharing hospitality. Methodologies
such as Zaltman Metaphor Elicitation Technique (ZMET) works parti-
cularly well in delving into consumers’ unspoken thoughts and feelings
that are below the level of consciousness (Zaltman & Coulter, 1995).
Future research could use the ZMET methods to explore the meaning of
home and to uncover the agencies and processes involved in trans-
forming the home into hospitable spaces. Home-sharing scholars could
also consider other types of projective techniques, including word as-
sociation, object personification, role play, collage construction, sen-
tence completion, and dream exercises. Thus, we propose two research
objectives to improve the methodological rigor of second-order
knowledge emerging from qualitative investigations:

e To examine the social dynamics and complex meanings underlying
host—guest relations in home sharing using interpretive methods and
multi-sensory data points.

e To elicit deeper insights among participants of marketing exchange
in home sharing using projective techniques and visual-based
methods going beyond superficial observations.

5.3.3. Reimagining third-order knowledge

Following the lack of third-order knowledge observed in our review,
we encourage future work to bear on the new opportunities and chal-
lenges brought by the COVID-19 pandemic and technology advance-
ment. For example, the advancement of big data could be useful for
simulated experiments. The proliferation of big data has resulted in the
increasing popularity of sentiment analytics—i.e., the use of natural
language processing and machine learning capabilities to systematically
extract public opinions and analyze subjective information derived
from massive textual data (Fu, Hao, Li, & Hsu, 2019). The use of big
data and sentiment analytics to study research problems such as pre-
and post-pandemic home-sharing norms, consumer sentiments about
home-sharing services, and the impact of online reviews on home-
sharing hosting performance can be a potentially fruitful future re-
search direction. Further, the psychophysiological measures in neu-
roscience (e.g., facial electromyography methods, electro-dermal ana-
lysis, skin conductance, heart rate response, and eye-tracking system)
can be fertile tools for studying consumers’ emotions and spontaneous
responses toward home-sharing advertising materials (e.g., posters,
billboards, company websites, flyers, and brochures) in true- and quasi-
experiments (Li, Scott, & Walters, 2015). For example, future research
could apply these psychophysiological methods to examine consumers’
affective responses to traditional hotel accommodation vis-a-vis P2P
home-sharing platforms (e.g., Airbnb) in the wake of the COVID-19
pandemic. More importantly, many of these neuroscience-based tech-
niques are now available through wearable devices and can therefore
be implemented remotely (Lim, 2018), and thus, constitute safe and
rigorous ways for conducting cause-and-effect research during the
pandemic and beyond. Thus, we propose two research objectives that
we believe would improve the methodological rigor and practice
leading to third-order knowledge:
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e To deploy big data and machine learning techniques in simulated
experiments on home sharing in marketing and tourism.

e To employ neuroscientific techniques enabled through wearable
devices in true- and quasi-experiments on home sharing in mar-
keting and tourism.

6. Conclusion

The agenda of this systematic review is threefold: it sought to ex-
plain (1) what do we know; (2) how do we know; and (3) where should
we be heading with respect to home sharing in marketing and tourism.
To do so, the review adopted a framework-based approach using the
ADO framework coined by Paul and Benito (2018) and the TCM fra-
mework developed by Paul et al. (2017). We argued that the adoption
of these organizing frameworks was important to address the es-
trangement of our understanding about home sharing, which continued
to persist despite the availability of numerous systematic reviews on
home sharing and the sharing economy. We contended that though
there were many dots (clusters, themes) uncovered by past scholars, our
understanding of these dots had remained limited as we did not know
whether these dots were independent or interrelated to one another. We
believe that our contention was validated as the outcome of our review
demonstrates the usefulness of the ADO and TCM frameworks in pro-
viding a logical synthesis, wherein the associations between the dots
have been clarified in a rich and rigorous manner. Our review was also
supported by the PRISMA protocol (Moher et al., 2009), the categories
of marketing knowledge (Rossiter, 2001, 2002), and the 3Ps of mar-
keting exchange that we originally developed, thereby adhering to the
principles of novelty, rigor, and transparency that typifies “well done”
systematic reviews (Hulland & Houston, 2020; Paul & Criado, 2020).

6.1. Implications from the ADO framework

Using the ADO framework by Paul and Benito (2018), we produced
a knowledge map that (1) communicated the associations that entailed
between the antecedents, decisions, and outcomes of marketing ex-
changes in home sharing and that (2) scrutinized the foundation of
knowledge that underpinned those associations. Specifically, we iden-
tified a total of 1,044 associations for 133 antecedents across 10 cate-
gories of antecedents, whereby 562 associations were directly-related to
decisions and 482 associations were indirectly-related to outcomes,
which suggest that an average of 4.7 associations were studied in the
222 articles that we reviewed from “marketing and tourism” journals
ranked “A*” and “A” in the ABDC journal ranking list. We believe that
these findings have important implications not only for academia, but
also industry practitioners and policy makers, as the aggregation of
associations in our review provides a quick snapshot in view of what
can or cannot work for marketing exchanges in home sharing.

Nevertheless, upon detailed scrutiny, we observed that 988 asso-
ciations were supported by second-order knowledge relating to em-
pirical generalizations and non-causal associations of concepts, whereas
56 associations were supported by third-order knowledge relating to
principles about cause-and-effect. We also noted 52 insights from first-
order knowledge relating to the conceptualization (definition) and
operationalization (measurement) of concepts in isolation (i.e., without
associations). Moving forward, we believe that the striking lack of first-
and third-order knowledge reveals an urgent need for future studies
that (1) explore and (re)imagine concepts (first order) to strengthen the
building blocks of home sharing, especially in light of the ‘new normal’
as a result of COVID-19, and that (2) investigate cause-and-effect re-
lationships (third order) to reliably explain observations that can lead
to tangible recommendations for practice, wherein the latter is re-
garded by Dolnicar (2019) as the “most powerful form of knowledge.”
We hope that the immediate and multifaceted response that we sharply
and succinctly presented in the sections that were dedicated to ex-
plaining the antecedents, decisions, and consequences would be fruitful
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to address these knowledge gaps.
6.2. Implications from the TCM framework

Using the TCM framework by Paul et al. (2017), we uncovered
many theoretical, contextual, and methodological insights that were
not previously revealed. Specifically, our review revealed that (1) there
was no shortage, but in fact an abundance, of theories for home sharing
as we uncovered the use of 75 different theories by 110 articles within
the last five years, (2) non-Western countries and non-Airbnb platforms
were under-represented, and (3) secondary data using home-sharing
listings from AirDNA, Inside Airbnb, and self-scraping were relied upon
the most among home-sharing studies in premier journals. Building
upon the insights from our review, we presented a set of pathways that
we encourage future marketing and tourism research to consider for
advancing theoretical novelty, enhancing contextual relevance, and
improving methodological rigor with respect to future home-sharing
research.

6.3. Implications from the systematic review

To this end, we concur with Kumar et al. (2019) and Paul and
Criado (2020) that a subject advances when we have a good grasp of
the existing literature. We extend this belief with that of our own, as we
believe that systematic reviews that are “well done” could play a pro-
minent role as knowledge brokers to empower future studies with state-
of-the-art insights of the field. More importantly, we wish to end our
paper with four key takeaways for future systematic reviews on home
sharing and beyond: two building from the strengths of our review and
two emerging from the concessions we had to make for pragmatic
reasons.

First, we believe that our framework-based review is the first to
have employed more than one organizing framework in the form of the
ADO and TCM frameworks by Paul and Benito (2018) and Paul et al.
(2017). We hope that our usage of these two frameworks will inspire
future framework-based systematic reviews to consider using multiple
frameworks to develop holistic insights with respect to the subject of
review, and in the case of the present review, the topical content and
the research background of existing studies on marketing exchange in
home sharing.

Second, we demonstrate that framework-based systematic reviews
could also contribute in a novel way when new frameworks are born
out of the review. In particular, we found the ADO framework to be
useful as an overarching framework albeit limited when applied as a
finer-grained lens. This insight emerged from our reflection towards the
end of our content analysis, where we found ourselves seeking a new
theory that could explain the 10 antecedents that we encountered in
our review. We believe the large number of antecedents triggered this
reaction. This reaction, in turn, led to the birth of the 3Ps of marketing
exchange, which we originally conceived as a new framework to orga-
nize our antecedents into the meaningful categories: participants (e.g.,
guest, platform, host), product (e.g., property), and properties (e.g., lo-
cation, social factors, trust, value, macroenvironment, and tourism) of
marketing exchange in home sharing. We believe that our 3Ps of mar-
keting exchange can also be applied across myriad transactional settings
in the marketplace, and thus, we encourage future systematic reviews
in marketing and tourism to consider this new framework that we have
developed herein.

Third, our review was constrained to home sharing arising from
online and paid rather than offline or unpaid trading of P2P accom-
modation. Though we argued that this concession was sensible for our
study, which was situated at the intersection of marketing and tourism,
and that this concession was supported by calls by past scholars such as
Dolnicar (2019) in view of the disruptive effects of the former rather
than the latter to the marketplace, we acknowledge that home sharing
that does not involve payment and that is negotiated in-person could be
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of scholarly interest, especially among scholars in social sciences. We
also did not encounter a systematic review that concentrated solely on
offline or unpaid home sharing, and thus, we believe that such a review
should be potentially rewarding for social scientists.

Finally, our review was limited to only conceptual and empirical
articles published in “marketing and tourism” journals ranked “A*” and
“A” in the ABDC journal ranking list. Though this concession was made
on the grounds of quality (novelty) and realistic expectation (manage-
able), we concede that there may be other studies on home sharing that
could be relevant but were not included in our review due to the source-
quality threshold for article inclusion that we applied upfront at the
identification stage of the PRISMA protocol. Nonetheless, we maintain
that this was a pragmatic decision suited for a framework-based sys-
tematic review, but perhaps could be relaxed for other types of sys-
tematic review, such as method- or theory-based systematic reviews,
where the number of articles available for review may be smaller, and
thus, more manageable.

We hope that the readers of the Journal of Business Research have
enjoyed reading this paper as much as we enjoyed writing it and that
our systematic review will inspire an exciting pipeline of home-sharing
research and “well done” systematic reviews post COVID-19.
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Appendix 1. “A*” and “A” journals listed in “marketing and tourism” field of research in the 2019 ABDC journal ranking list

No. Journal title Publisher ISSN ISSN online  Year inception  Rating
1 Annals of Tourism Research Elsevier 0160-7383  1873-7722 1973 A*
2 Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logistics Emerald Group Publishing 1355-5855  1758-4248 1988 A
3 Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research Taylor & Francis Online 1094-1665  1741-6507 1996 A
4 Australasian Marketing Journal Elsevier 1441-3582  1839-3349 1993 A
5 Cornell Hospitality Quarterly Sage Publications 1938-9655 1938-9663 2008 A
6 Current Issues in Tourism Taylor & Francis Online 1368-3500 1747-7603 1998 A
7 European Journal of Marketing Emerald Group Publishing 0309-0566  1758-7123 1967 A*
8 Event Management Cognizant Communication Corporation = 1525-9951 1943-4308 1993 A
9 Habitat International Elsevier 0197-3975  1873-5428 1976 A
10 Housing Studies Taylor & Francis Online 0267-3037  1466-1810 1986 A
11 Industrial Marketing Management Elsevier 0019-8501 1873-2062 1971 A*
12 International Journal of Advertising Taylor & Francis Online 0265-0487  1759-3948 1982 A
13 International Journal of Bank Marketing Emerald Group Publishing 0265-2323  1758-5937 1983 A
14 International Journal of Consumer Studies Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 1470-6423  1470-6431 1977 A
15 International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management ~ Emerald Group Publishing 0959-6119  1757-1049 1989 A
16 International Journal of Cultural Policy Taylor & Francis Online 1028-6632 1477-2833 1994 A
17 International Journal of Hospitality Management Elsevier 0278-4319  1873-4693 1982 A*
18 International Journal of Market Research Sage Publications 1470-7853  2515-2173 1959 A
19 International Journal of Public Opinion Research Oxford University Press 1471-6909 1989 A
20 International Journal of Research in Marketing Elsevier 0167-8116  1873-8001 1984 A*
21 International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management Emerald Group Publishing 0959-0552  1758-6690 1973 A
22 International Journal of Tourism Research Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 1099-2340  1522-1970 1998 A
23 International Marketing Review Emerald Group Publishing 0265-1335  1758-6763 1983 A
24 Journal of Advertising Taylor & Francis Online 0091-3367  1557-7805 1960 A
25 Journal of Advertising Research World Advertising Research Center 0021-8499  1740-1909 1960 A
26 Journal of Brand Management Springer International Publishing 1350-231X 1479-1803 1993 A
27 Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing Emerald Group Publishing 0885-8624  2052-1189 1986 A
28 Journal of Business Research Elsevier 0148-2963  1873-7978 1973 A
29 Journal of Consumer Affairs Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 0022-0078  1745-6606 1967 A
30 Journal of Consumer Behaviour Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 1472-0817  1479-1838 2001 A
31 Journal of Consumer Marketing Emerald Group Publishing 0736-3761  2052-1200 1984 A
32 Journal of Consumer Psychology Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 1057-7408 1532-7663 1992 A~
33 Journal of Consumer Research Oxford University Press 0093-5301 1537-5277 1974 A*
34 Journal of Destination Marketing & Management Elsevier 2212-571X  2212-5752 2012 A
35 Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management Elsevier 1447-6770 1839-5260 1994 A
36 Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research Sage Publications 1096-3480  1557-7554 1976 A
37 Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management Taylor & Francis Online 1936-8623  1936-8631 2009 A
38 Journal of Interactive Marketing Elsevier 1094-9968  1520-6653 1986 A
39 Journal of International Marketing Sage Publications 1069-031X 1547-7215 1993 A
40 Journal of Leisure Research Taylor & Francis Ltd. 0022-2216  2159-6417 1969 A
41 Journal of Macromarketing Sage Publications 0276-1467  1552-6534 1981 A
42 Journal of Marketing Sage Publications 0022-2429 1547-7185 1936 A*
43 Journal of Marketing Management Taylor & Francis Online 0267-257X 1472-1376 1985 A
44 Journal of Marketing Research Sage Publications 0022-2437  1547-7193 1964 A*
45 Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management Taylor & Francis Online 0885-3134  1557-7813 1980 A
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Journal of Product & Brand Management Emerald Group Publishing 1061-0421  2054-1643 1992 A
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing Sage Publications 0743-9156  1547-7207 1982 A
Journal of Real Estate Finance and Economics Springer International Publishing 0895-5638  1573-045X 1988 A
Journal of Retailing Elsevier 0022-4359  1873-3271 1993 A*
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services Elsevier 0969-6989 1873-1384 1994 A
Journal of Service Research Sage Publications 1094-6705  1552-7379 1998 A*
Journal of Service Theory and Practice Emerald Group Publishing 2055-6225  2055-6233 1990 A
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Journal of Strategic Marketing Taylor & Francis Online 0965-254X 1466-4488 1993 A
Journal of Sustainable Tourism Taylor & Francis Online 0966-9582  1747-7646 1993 A*
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science Springer International Publishing 0092-0703 1552-7824 1973 A~
Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing Taylor & Francis Online 1054-8408 1540-7306 1992 A
Journal of Travel Research Sage Publications 0047-2875  1552-6763 1962 A*
Journal of Vacation Marketing Sage Publications 1356-7667  1479-1870 1995 A
Leisure Sciences Taylor & Francis Online 0149-0400 1521-0588 1977 A
Leisure Studies Taylor & Francis Online 0261-4367  1466-4496 1982 A
Marketing Intelligence & Planning Emerald Group Publishing 0263-4503  1758-8049 1983 A
Marketing Letters Springer International Publishing 0923-0645 1573-059X 1990 A
Marketing Science INFORMS 0732-2399 1526-548X 1982 A*
Marketing Theory Sage Publications 1470-5931 1741-301X 2001 A
Psychology & Marketing Wiley-Blackwell Publishing 0742-6046  1520-6793 1984 A
Public Relations Review Elsevier 0363-8111 1873-4537 1975 A
Quantitative Marketing and Economics Springer International Publishing 1570-7156  1573-711X 2003 A
Scandinavian Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Taylor & Francis Online 1502-2250  1502-2269 2001 A
Tourism Analysis Cognizant Communication Corporation = 1083-5423 1943-3999 1996 A
Tourism Economics Sage Publications 1354-8166  2044-0375 1995 A
Tourism Geographies Taylor & Francis Online 1461-6688  1470-1340 1999 A
Tourism Management Elsevier 0261-5177  1879-3193 1983 A*
Tourism Management Perspectives Elsevier 2211-9736 2012 A
Tourism Recreation Research Taylor & Francis Online 0250-8281  2320-0308 1976 A
Visitor Studies Taylor & Francis Online 1064-5578 1934-7715 1988 A
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