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Abstract  

What’s mine is yours, but for a price: A model of fair pricing perceptions on willingness to 

engage in the collaborative economy – the case of Airbnb 

Purpose: The given paper investigates whether perceived price fairness (PPF) encourages s haring 

activity within the collaborative economy, through investigation of its antecedents and consequenc-

es, taking into consideration personal and social aspects of fair prices.  

Methodology: After a literature revision, a structural model is built, adapted from Campbell (1999) 

incorporating antecedents and consequences of PPF. Cognitional, psychological, and social consid-

erations have been incorporated and subsequently quantitatively tested with a case study about 

Airbnb Inc. (Airbnb), an international P2P accommodation sharing platform.  

Findings: PPF is highly influenced by cognitional and psychological aspects, however cultural in-

fluences are not influencing PPF. PPF plays a significant and positive role in consumer’s willing-

ness to engage in sharing activity. Social preferences constitute a mediating role in the relationship. 

Contextual framing effects have been replicated and shown to highly influence consumers’ percep-

tions.  

Research limitations: The research is limited to its own scope and excludes further variables. It is 

also limited to the service offered by Airbnb and generalized conclusions for the collaborative 

economy should be considered carefully.  

Practical implications: Commercial sharing marketing managers should be aware that consumers 

are highly influenced by price fairness perceptions and should thus monitor price developments  of 

their platforms accordingly. 

Originality: The originality of this study comes from combining literature of price fairness with 

cognition, psychological, and social considerations, while applying it to the arising field of the col-

laborative economy.  

Key words: Fair pricing, sharing economy, collaborative consumption, social economics, Airbnb 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

"Uber, the world’s largest taxi company, owns no vehicles. Facebook, the world’s most popular 

media owner, creates no content. Alibaba, the most valuable retailer, has no inventory. And Airbnb, 

the world’s largest accommodation provider, owns no real estate. Something interesting is happen-

ing." – Goodwin (2015) 

All around the world, people lend their cars to unknown persons, borrow belongings via the inter-

net, and let strangers sleep in their homes. These people are participating in a global megatrend with 

an estimated worth of $110-$530 billion in revenues (PwC analysis, 2014), called the sharing econ-

omy. The sharing economy is one of the most disruptive market developments in the 21st century 

(Belk, 2014). Also referred to as collaborative economy or collaborative consumption, its profound 

impact has been named as one of ten ideas deemed to change the world (Walsh, 2011). It is a grow-

ing socio-economic phenomenon driven by societal and economic forces, collaborative ICT devel-

opments, and environmental concerns that promote access to products and services, rather than 

ownership (Botsman, 2011; Hamari, Sjöklint & Ukkonen, 2015).  

Whereas sharing is a phenomenon as old as mankind, collaborative consumption is an occurrence of 

the Internet age. Sharing lies in the intrinsic and intuitive nature of humans, needed for survival and 

motivated by altruistic intentions of kindness (Belk, 2014). In its original sense, sharing may be 

defined as pro-social behavior, in which redistributive actions are nonreciprocal, except in the 

broadest sense of living in a humane society (Benkler, 2004, p. 275). Paired with the anthropologi-

cal fact that human mankind does not live in solitude, but rather in various communities (Weber, 

2015), sharing expresses human’s preferences towards the social, conviviality, and cohabitation.  

Building on this notion, the rise of the sharing economy has been accompanied with concepts of 

“doing good”, building social connections, and benefitting the individual. However, since for-profit 

platforms like Uber and Airbnb have seen explosive growth and substantial outside investments, the 

denotation of “sharing” in the term “sharing economy” has been bended. Critics have voiced their 

concerns about the sharing economy, claiming it is economically self- interested, predatory, and 

exploitative (Schor, 2014). Given the original meaning of sharing, it is said that there “is no such 

thing [as a sharing economy], not even if [one is] semantically charitable” (Mims, 2015). Critics go 

as far as alleging the sharing economy as a societal risk (Zervas, Proserpio & Byers, 2013). Bluntly 

put, there supposedly is little “sharing” and a lot of “economy” within the sharing economy. Espe-
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cially ethical concerns about company’s business models and corresponding pricing strategies have 

risen. Examples include surge pricing strategies, where prices are raised if demand is high or an 

increased use of short-term rentals in which tax regulation is evaded, consequently leading to an 

economic loss (e.g. Weiner, 2014; Popper, 2013; Baker, 2014). These pricing practices lead to fair-

ness consideration, when comparing business ventures within the sharing economy to established 

and competing industries.  

In pivotal studies about price fairness, Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler (1986a, 1986b) have shown 

that consumers have systematic views about fairness. The groundbreaking findings have demon-

strated that people judge price fairness based on previous experiences and are influenced by social 

concerns. These findings introduced a paradigm shift in economic assumptions and have subse-

quently led to a new school of economics, namely behavioral economics. Behavioral economics 

rejects the prevalent assumption of a self-serving homo economicus, who behaves rational and prof-

it-maximizing, while proofing that decision making is irrational, non-economic, and sometimes 

self- less. Instead, it incorporates psychological insights into its conclusion about human behavior in 

economic settings (Gul, 2008). The desire for fair treatment goes as far, that customers are willing 

to punish unfair pricing behavior, even at personal costs, leading to negative consequences for firms 

(Maxwell, 2008). Primarily these studies have indicated that there is a second component of a pe r-

ceived fair price besides the economically self-regarding one, namely a social component.  

Generally, the quantity of research on price fairness is rather small. Existing research is limited to 

certain contexts, products, industries, and individual characteristics (Somervuori, 2014). Whereas 

fairness perceptions in relation to pricing are being increasingly discussed (Xia et al., 2004), its sig-

nificance in the digital market place has been mostly neglected. Research on fairness perception in 

relation to dynamic pricing, yield pricing, and internet prices can be found (Huang, Chang & Chen, 

2005) and Campbell (2007) integrates the digital source of price information into her conceptual 

framework. However, recent technological market developments have not been considered, even 

though it has been noted that the “digital revolution is one of the most significant influences on co n-

sumer behavior” (Solomon, Russell-Bennett & Previte, 2013, p.15). Existing reviews are rather old 

and the need to address “old topics in new ways”, especially with regard to Internet and e-

commerce pricing, has been expressed (Somervuori, 2014, p. 470).  

Considering the pioneering character of the collaborative economy and its disruptive nature, it is 

particularly relevant to consider how perceived price fairness (PPF) is evaluated by consumers, who 
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certifies acceptance of prices with a purchase. Paired with the well- intended and pro-social origin of 

sharing activities and the collaborative economy, it is of particular interest to research whether 

(un)fairness has a negative consequence for providers of the shared good or service. It must be ex-

pected that perceived fairness is particularly relevant in this socially-oriented setting. Accordingly, 

this thesis approaches the question, what role price fairness perceptions play in the context of the 

sharing economy, given a consumer’s perspective.   

In order to research this topic, antecedents and consequences of price fairness perceptions are taken 

into consideration. Special focus has been laid on constructs found in behavioral economics and 

social economics, in order to account for the socially-oriented nature of sharing activity.  

A quantitative case study has been chosen to most effectively explore the construct on price fair-

ness. As the sharing economy may take several forms, Airbnb, a global peer-to-peer (P2P) accom-

modation-sharing website, has been selected to serve as a case company due to the following rea-

sons. For once, Airbnb has been criticized for flouting laws, violating leases, removing scarce hous-

ing stock, driving up rents and disturbing neighbors (Said, 2014). It has further been criticized for 

opening doors to unfair competition through predatory pricing compared to hotels and similar estab-

lishments (Schor, 2014; Treuhaft, 2015). Additionally, research has identified unfair pricing based 

on race (Edelmann & Luca, 2014). These allegations arguably allow forming price (un)fairness per-

ceptions by consumers as a necessary pre-condition. Airbnb is further one of the most dominant 

players in the sharing economy market and a frequently discussed company (Schor, 2014). With 35 

Million guests worldwide and 1.2 Million listings in over 190 countries (Airbnb.com, 2015), it has 

reached wide enough brand recognition for consumers to have gained appropriate knowledge about 

it and to form an opinion. Given its international background, it further enables to gain an interna-

tional perspective on PPF and its importance in different cultures.  

1.2 Motivation 

“It is time to start caring about sharing” – The Economist (2013) 

Despite the current relevance of the sharing economy, there are three major motives for studying 

price fairness perceptions. First, pricing research in general needs to be growing due to its im-

portance within several areas. Second, pricing and its perception have been mostly highlighted from 

an economic standpoint. Knowledge about psychological and social dimensions within the fair pric-

ing construct is rather incomplete and dispersed. Third, personal interest in pricing and its various 

dimensions have led to this study.  
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The importance to address price-related topics in today’s economic landscape arises from theoreti-

cal and practical areas. One perspective stems from scholars. Academics have increasingly called 

upon the need to discuss pricing related issues in more detail (e.g.: Somervuori, 2014; Campbell, 

1999; Herrmann et al., 2007; Grewal, Hardesty & Iyer, 2004; Xia, Monroe & Cox, 2004). Fair pric-

ing research seems to be dispersed (Xia et al., 2004), calling for a greater integration of literature. 

Xia et al. (2004) try to integrate existing knowledge into a conceptual framework, fail however to 

prove findings empirically. A literature review on behavioral pricing research within marketing can 

be found, but comes to the conclusion that despite its importance to companies, “the quantity of 

research in the area is small” (Somervuori, 2014, p. 470). Especially research about fairness percep-

tions for prices in new product categories, and correspondingly new economies, is lacking (Lowe & 

Alpert, 2010). The sporadic publishing of relevant articles on price fairness perception indicates a 

knowledge gap that this research intends to partially fill. A second perspective can be identified 

from the corporate world. The corporate need to address fair pricing originates in the mere fact that 

among marketing-related issues, pricing is the only dimension that generates direct revenue for a 

firm, confirming its strategic importance (Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal, 2003). Put differently, “pric-

ing is the moment of truth – all of marketing comes to focus in pricing decisions” (Corey, 1976 as 

cited in Özer & Philipps, 2012). It has further been stated that companies “appear to use litt le of 

[pricing research] when setting prices” (Lee, Broderick, & Chamberlain, 2007, p. 202), which has 

led to suboptimal decision-making for firms and consumers, introducing the third perspective from 

which pricing needs to be addressed. Recent news coverage on controversial topics like price fixing 

in the oil industry (Worstall, 2013), excessive pricing in the housing market (Vasagar, 2015), dump-

ing prices in the apparel industry (Wilson, 2008), or dynamic pricing mechanism in retail (Minsker, 

2014) have led to increased perceptions of price unfairness that is being borne by consumer. Com-

bining these aspects, the intervened nature of pricing decisions becomes apparent, which needs to 

be further unveiled through academic research. Overall, the relevance of fairness in practical set-

tings demands a theoretical understanding that current economics models fail to provide, reducing 

their explanatory value.  

Given the assumption that actors in the economic landscape are rational decision-makers and purely 

economically self- interested, classical economic theory determines prices based on cost, demand, 

and supply (McConnell, Brue & Flynn, 2012). The simplifying assumption of self-regarding indi-

viduals stands however in contrast with actual market behavior (Vaidyanathan & Aggarwal, 2003) 

and experimental evidence (Fehr & Camerer, 2007). These findings suggest that people exhibit so-
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cial preferences instead of preferences for the self. That is, people have preferred choices that are 

based on positive or negative concern for welfare of others and what other actors believe about 

them. This psychological dimension, paired with social considerations, needs to be further investi-

gated. Given the social origin of sharing activity, it is particularly relevant to see how these phe-

nomena interact with each other.  

Personal motivation lies in the mere fact that pricing related issues have been studied at university 

from an economic standpoint. The interrelated nature of pricing with pricing perceptions has been 

mostly excluded from curricula. The author’s personal goal lies in developing a holistic picture of 

pricing and has thus been driven by related concepts of price perceptions, price fairness, and ps y-

chological and social influences.  

Bringing these motivational drivers into the context of sharing economy, they identify a need for 

further elaboration on these topics in the particular setting. Collaboration as such has been seen as 

the redeemer to irresolvable social and economic problems, assumed to transcend cultural, political 

and, economic divides, while producing economic and social value (Riles, 2015). However, few 

empirical studies have looked into the value it creates for its consumers. Further, e mployees of 

commercial sharing platforms cannot rely on marketing literature as a guide, because theoretical 

frameworks do not differentiate between various forms of ownership modalities, leaving fundame n-

tal questions unanswered (Lamberton & Rose, 2012). 

1.3 Problem formulation 

This study’s purpose is to provide insights into some of these unanswered questions, while provid-

ing practical insights for commercial sharing platforms. As fair pricing arguably is part of perceived 

customer’s value, this study intends to look into the value that collaboration may offer. In particular, 

this research investigates perceived price fairness (PPF) within the sharing economy, taking into 

account insights from psychological and social economics. Accordingly the following research 

question has been formulated:  

What is the role of price fairness perceptions on willingness to engage in sharing activity in the 

broader context of the collaborative economy? 

The vast nature of the research question requires further fragmentation. The premise through the 

research is that the concept of price fairness builds on conceptual different components, namely a 

personal and a social one. This notion is taken into consideration in order to develop a model of 
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antecedents and consequences on PPF. Thus, the following sub-questions have been formulated, in 

order to guide through the research project.  

1. What personal influences have an impact in the formation of PPF? 

2. How do social considerations influence the relationship of PPF on willingness to engage in 

sharing activity? 

Drawing from literature of economics, psychology, behavioral economics, social economics, and 

consumer neuroscience, a model will be developed. Throughout this research a consumer’s perspec-

tive will be taken in order to highlight behavioral aspects of their decision making within the sha r-

ing economy. This perspective will in turn benefit researchers, who further want to shed light on 

decision processes and firms in the sharing economy, who want to make better pricing decisions. In 

the particular this research can help to provide better pricing guidelines to people offering their 

houses on Airbnb leading to a sustainable business practice.  

1.4 Structure 

In order to contextualize the investigation, the first two chapters will consist of a literature review. 

A common understanding of the sharing economy is lacking, demanding the formulation of a uni-

versal definition in a first step. Relevant concepts are explained, an industry overview is given, fol-

lowed by an introduction of Airbnb as a case company. In a second step the theoretical foundation 

on price fairness is provided. The different components are first viewed in isolation, in order to de-

rive meaningful hypotheses about the construct of price fairness in a later step. Subsequently the 

research method is presented, followed by a data analysis, corresponding findings, and discussion of 

results. Conclusions are drawn at last.  
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2 The Collaborative Economy: A Definition 

Analyzing the relevance and importance of fair pricing in the sharing economy, requires prior defi-

nition of individual concepts. Terms like collaborative economy, collaborative consumptions, and 

sharing economy have been used interchangeably (Botsman, 2013). However, it has been argued 

that a distinction is necessary, as not all of them describe the same phenomenon (Botsman, 2013; 

Belk, 2014). Consequently, the next section defines the concepts, gives a market overview of the 

economy, and introduces Airbnb as a case company.  

2.1 Definition of concepts 

Even though the difficulty of finding a solid definition of the sharing economy, has been noted 

(Schor, 2014), the following section attempts to specify the terms collaborative economy, collabora-

tive consumption, and sharing economy. Difficulty arises due to diversity of activities and confused 

boundaries drawn by consumers. A mutual understanding of terms is however important in order to 

derive a meaningful starting point for further analysis of the phenomenon. Botsman (2013), pio-

neering author and advocate within the sharing economy literature, differentiates between four 

terms, collaborative economy, collaborative consumption, sharing economy, and peer economy, the 

latter one has been excluded from the given analysis, due to its scope into co-production, which is 

irrelevant for the case company Airbnb. 

A collaborative economy is “an economy built on distributed networks of connected individuals and 

communities as opposed to centralized institutions, transforming how we can produce, consume, 

finance and learn” (Botsman, 2013, slide 3), meaning that the collaborative economy is distinct to 

the market economy. Accordingly, the collaborative economy encompasses four key components, 

namely collaborative production, collaborative finance, collaborative education, and collaborative 

consumption. Given the definition of collaboration as a form of a collective activity directed to-

wards a well-defined purpose, (Riles, 2015), people within the collaborative economy are connect-

ing to jointly reach a goal. Goal-oriented collaboration in turn makes foreignness comfortable since 

all differences align towards a common purpose and each partner to the collaboration takes his own 

role within it (ibid). In the definition of Botsman (2013), this goal may either be collaborative con-

sumption, production, education, or finance (the latter three are excluded from further discussion, 

due to their irrelevance for the case company). 
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Collaborative consumption is a second term found frequently in relation to sharing economy. Even 

though collaborative consumption has seen is peak in recent times, economists have coined the term 

already in 1978 (Bainbridge, 2013). It may be defined as the “peer-to-peer- based activity of obtain-

ing, giving, or sharing the access to goods and services, coordinated through community-based 

online services” (Hamari et al., 2015). Whereas Hamari et al. include the term as part of the sharing 

economy concept, other authors have indicated the need for a differentiation. Botsman (2013, slide 

4) coins the term as “an economic model based on sharing, swapping, trading, or renting products 

and services enabling access over ownership”. Botsman and Rogers (2010, p. xv) include “trad i-

tional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting, and swapping” into this definition. Belk 

(2014) criticizes this view as, according to him, it is too broad, mixing marketplace exchange, gift 

giving, and sharing in its original sense. Instead he clearly differentiates “collaborative consump-

tion” from the term “sharing economy” by indicating that it involves “people coordinating the a c-

quisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation. By including other compen-

sation, the definition also encompasses bartering, trading, and swapping, which involve giving and 

receiving non-monetary compensation” (Belk, 2014, p.1597). He emphasizes that collaborative 

consumption includes some form of compensation and occupies the middle ground between sharing 

and a marketplace exchange, with elements of both. This leads to the conclusion that collaborative 

consumption and thus the collaborative economies are distinct not only from the market economy, 

but also from true sharing. Other authors have referred to the same concept as access-based con-

sumption, in which the essence and motivation of collaboration has been reflected. It is mentioned 

that, “instead of buying and owning things, consumers want access to goods and prefer to pay for 

the experience of temporarily accessing them” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012 p. 881).  Therefore, col-

laborative consumption may be seen as the subset of Bardhi and Eckhardt's (2012) notion of access-

based consumption, which they call market-mediated access. Botsman (2013) further sub-divides 

collaborative consumption into three subsections, namely collaborative lifestyles, redistribution 

markets, and product service systems. Collaborative lifestyles refer to people with similar needs and 

interests bonding together to exchange less tangible assets, like time space, skills, or money. It hap-

pens on a global as well as local scale. A redistribution market entails reusing pre-owned goods for 

monetary or non-monetary compensation. Product service systems allow companies or individuals 

to offer goods as services, instead of selling them. 

The term sharing economy has been considered as an “umbrella concept that encompasses several 

information and communications technology (ICT) […], which endorses sharing the consumption 
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of goods and services through online platforms” (Hamari et al., 2015). It is also said to be an “eco-

nomic-technological phenomenon that is fuelled by developments in ICT, growing consumer 

awareness, proliferation of collaborative web communities as well as social commerce/sharing 

(Hamari et al., 2015 on Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; Wang & Zhang, 

2012). In particular, Botsman (2013, slide 6) terms the sharing economy as an “economic model 

based on sharing underutilized assets from spaces to skills to stuff for monetary or non-monetary 

benefits”. Botsman (2013) further indicates that it is largely a concept in peer-to-peer (P2P) market 

places, that has however potential in business-to-consumer (B2C) models. Contrasted is this view 

by Belk (2014 on Benkler, 2004) who points out that the term “sharing” alone should indicate “non-

reciprocal pro-social behavior”. He indicates that companies operating under the umbrella of shar-

ing economy are rather faux sharing commercial ventures that should be referred to as “pseudo-

sharing” as they are more accurately described as short-term rental activities. This notion indicates 

an important dichotomy that needs to be drawn within the sharing economy between for-profit and 

no-profit organization.  

According to Botsman (2013) the main difference between sharing economy and collaborative co n-

sumption lies in the prevalent transaction models. Whereas sharing economy is mainly at P2P mar-

ket place, collaborative consumption consists of a marketplace of business-to-business (B2B) trans-

actions, at B2C transactions, and P2P transactions. This logic entails that the sharing economy is 

part of collaborative consumption, but collaborative consumption goes a step further by including 

collaborative B2B. Combining these three views, the following model (figure 1) has been devel-

oped, which will guide through the subsequent analysis (adapted from Botsman, 2013).   
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Figure 1: T y p ology of collaborative economy 
Adap t ed from: Botsman (2013): http://www.fastcoexis t.com/3022028/the -sharing-economy-lacks-a-shared-

definit ion#9  

2.2 Industry characteristics 

The collaborative economy is a global phenomenon, with many platforms originating from the 

United States. Platforms have expanded quickly to other countries (Schor, 2014), in order to reach a 

critical mass, allowing users to easily find goods, services, and skills they are seeking (Bainbridge, 

2013). Platforms are growing especially fast in cities, which become the center of sharing practices. 

Riles (2015) calls these platforms “self-consciously transnational”, as they aim at breaking down 

barriers of locality, by enabling foreigners to stay in an individual’s personal home while being in 

an unfamiliar city.  

The origins of the collaborative economy date back to the mid-90s with the founding of Ebay and 

Craiglist, two marketplaces that allows redistribution of goods and are now a component of main-

stream consumer experiences (Schor, 2014). These services have marked the first wave of collabo-

rative consumption. A second generation of collaborative consumption has risen with sharing sites 

and apps, like Airbnb and Uber. Based on this dichotomy, different user groups can be identified. 
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On the one hand, there is a broad group of consumers, that have only engaged in re-sharing activi-

ties on established websites like Craiglist and Ebay, referred to as “re-shares”. On the other hand 

there is a group of consumers, who have utilized emergent sharing sites, referred to as “neo-shares”. 

These two groups are contrasted with so-called “non-shares”, people who have yet not engaged in 

either sharing activity. Neo-shares constitute the smallest group of users with below twenty-five 

percent on average (Owyang, Samuel & Grenville., 2014). Particularly for P2P accommodation 

sharing platforms, the share of internet users who have booked such service is reported lower. In 

North America the share of internet users amounts to eight percent and Europe to eleven percent 

(eMarketer, n.d.). 

Drivers of the collaborative economy are motivated by a paradigm shift of society’s view on living, 

working, traveling, and learning. Paired with favorable economic realities, environmental pressures, 

and technological advancements, users are motivated to participate in sharing (Schor, 2014; 

Owyang et al., 2014).  

Societal drivers are accompanied with value shifts. Ownership is no longer the normative ideal 

among modes of consumption. Cultural values of perceived advantage of ownership have changed. 

It is no longer perceived as cheaper, or as a way to provide a sense of personal independence and 

security (Bardhi & Eckhard, 2012). Instead access to goods is believed to increase independence 

(Owyang et al., 2014). Further, the desire for an increase in social connection is a joint motivation 

for participation. Ultimately, the desire for social transformation increases willingness to engage in 

sharing. Ideological motivations are however product and service-dependent and less prevalent in 

for-profit platforms (Schor, 2014). 

Fuelled by global recession, rising production costs, and the desire to capitalize on idle capacity, 

economic drivers also motivate consumers to participate in sharing activity. Offerings within the 

collaborative economy are generally lower-priced than market alternatives. An Airbnb host, for 

example, can deliver a room more cheaply than a hotel, due to missing regulated quality standards 

(Schor, 2014), safety standards, and tax regulations (Helm & Guzzetta, 2014). More than fifty per-

cent of users have indicated that prices are their motivation for using sharing platforms, even though 

the main motivator comes from convenience reasons (Owyang et al., 2014).  

A spurred population growth complemented by an exploitation of diminishing resources (Rama-

krishnan, 2001), drive the adaptation of alternative consumption, as environmental concerns arise. 

The declared goal is to increase efficiency while reducing waste. Many service providers of the 
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sharing economy advertise themselves as environmentally concerned and present sharing as an al-

ternative to purchasing (Schor, 2014). As indicated by Schor (2014), the belief of sharing to be less 

resource intensive, is an overall present truism among participants, as demand for new goods and 

facilities is assumingly decreased. However, the argument about environmental concern has shown 

to be less convincing, as most consumers name self- interested motives, like lower costs and conven-

ience, as a reason for participation (Owyang et al., 2014). 

Technological advancements through mobile devices, social networks and payment system 

(Owyang et al., 2014) constitute the fourth driver of adoption of sharing. This new network tec h-

nology allows connecting disparate individuals, in order to facilitate convenient sharing.  

As indicated in the previous discussion, the sharing economy itself mostly refers to P2P commerce. 

However, behind any P2P transaction stands a new generation of start-ups (e.g. Airbnb and Uber), 

which are heavily funded by venture capitalists (Owyang et al., 2014). The increasing and expected 

growth of the collaborative economy, might pose a threat to established industry. Different models 

within this “new economy” are at different stages in the product lifecycle, with collaborative fi-

nance still being in its infancy, P2P accommodations facing their breakthrough, and DVD rentals 

already being replaced by streaming services (PwC analysis, 2014). Its development has been com-

pared to online shopping, which was first eyed with distrust and security concerns, but after initial 

experience, trust has been built, leading to further intentions of engagement (The Economist, 2013). 

Similarly, it has been noted that 91 percent would recommend their last sharing experience 

(Owyang, et al., 2014), indicating the overall satisfaction with sharing activity. Tthe rise of the col-

laborative economy is predicted to have a major societal impact, and should therefore be relevant to 

researchers and practitioners (Hamari et al., 2015). 

2.3 Introduction to Airbnb  

One of the companies granting market-mediated access to goods and services is Airbnb 

(www.Airbnb.com). Founded in 2008, Airbnb is a leading for-profit P2P accommodation sharing 

platform that allows ordinary individuals to rent out their homes, or parts thereof, to travelers who 

seek to bypass hotels (Airbnb, Inc., 2015). Collaboration between two or more individuals occurs to 

produce value to both entities. In the case of Airbnb, economic value is generated through the trans-

action, as the home owner receives rent and the renter creates savings relative to the price of any 

other accommodation. Social and cultural value is created by getting to know a stranger or living 
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like a local (Riles, 2015). Consequently, the success of Airbnb is arguably driven by economic and 

social drivers and enabled through technological ones, rather than environmental concerns.  

Based on the developed framework of the collaborative economy, this puts Airbnb in the collabora-

tive lifestyles section, as part of collaborative consumption. As the service is mostly targeted at P2P 

consumption (however commercial ventures in form of B2C are present), it can clearly be pos i-

tioned as part of the sharing economy (see figure 2). Therefore, the term sharing economy will be 

used in context of Airbnb in the following part of the analysis, whereas the term collaborative econ-

omy will be utilized when talking about its broader context.  

 

 

Figure 2: T y p ology of collaborative economy –  Airbnb positioned  

Adap t ed from: Botsman (2013): http://www.fastcoexis t.com/3022028/the -sharing-economy-lacks-a-shared-

definit ion#9 
 

As of 2015, living space is listed in 34.000 cities and 190 countries with more than 40.000.000 

guests, equaling to 1.500.000 insertions (Airbnb, Inc., 2015). Even though turned away by most 

investors in 2008, it is now worth ten billion U.S. dollars and one of the highest valued startups with 

expectations of further growth (Wall Street Journal, & Dow Jones., n.d.). Given the definition of a 
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born-global firm as early adopters of internationalizations (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004), Airbnb is 

considered born-global. After its U.S. based founding in 2008, a couple thousand listings in 576 

cities in 67 countries have been reported by December (Helm & Guzzetta, 2014). In 2010, the co m-

pany reported an annual growth of 800 percent, with 100.000 booked nights in January, to 800.000 

booked nights in December. As travelers have come from 160 different countries and booked in 89 

different countries (Siegler, 2011). By 2012, the company had opened offices in nine cities around 

the globe (Wauters, 2012), underlining its successful international expansion. 

At Airbnb, prices are set by the user himself, based on a standard fee, on the duration of the stay, 

additional fees for cleaning, weekends, extra guests, and a deposit. Airbnb, as a service provider, 

charges 3 percent commission of the defined amount from the home owner and an additional com-

mission up to 12 percent from the guests (Airbnb, Inc., 2015). Users are required to create a profile 

on the platform, on which it is possible to list property for rent, while also booking other people’s 

listed homes. A feedback market is created (Zheng & Özer, 2012) through a public recommendation 

system where users rate and review each other after each service exchange (Ikkala & Lampinen, 

2014). Reviews are only published after both parties have submitted, in order to decrease biases. In 

order to guarantee reliable profiles, Airbnb has started employing an offline verification system in 

which all users are verified by using identification documents such as passports or national identifi-

cation cards (Airbnb, Inc., 2015). 

Airbnb has been chosen as a case company for reasons discussed in the introduction. As indicated, 

Airbnb is increasingly reviewed with regard to its disrupting nature and its societal impact, while 

failing to comply with rental law and imposing unfair competition. As portrayal of the companies’ 

impact varies, a short overview is given regarding its reputational and societal challenges and op-

portunities.  

2.3.1 Challenges 

“Uber and Airbnb monetize the desperation of people in the post-crisis economy while sounding 

generous—and evoke a fantasy of community in an atomized population.” – Henwood (2015) 

Airbnb has been named as an “extreme example of the possible abuses of the collaborative model”  

(Riles, 2015), due to several reasons. On the one hand, Airbnb is criticized for negative externali-

ties; on the other hand it is being criticized for internal business practices. Negative externalities 

include a real, but difficult to measure, impact on housing availability and affordability in desirable 

cities (Henwood, 2015). Next to illegality, commercial use has spread, further tightening the hous-
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ing market. In San Francisco, two-thirds of offerings on Airbnb, are entire houses or apartments, 

indicating that the ideology of renting out spare rooms to interact with guests is far from reality 

(Said, 2014). Some cities have outlawed offering a rental flat as a vacation flat (e.g. Germany has 

introduced “Zweckentfremdungsverbot” [prohibition of misuse], Barcelona has fined the company 

for breaching local tourism laws, and New York City outlawed short-term rentals). Nevertheless, 

the number of such offers is still estimated to be very high (FH Potsdam, 2015; Coldwell, 2014; 

Helm & Guzetta, 2014; Zervas et al., 2013). Too high prices found on Airbnb are considered illegal 

for example in Copenhagen (Nielsen, 2014). Increasing tourists in neighborhoods are also said to 

increase noise disturbance and litter pollution, as travelers are not too inclined to social norms, as 

well as and safety issues, as short-term rentals in apartment buildings have not gone through a 

background check (Kloepper, 2014). Short-term rentals enlarge tear and potential damage to the 

apartment, without the landlord’s awareness and liability issues increase (McArdle, 2014). Several 

cities (e.g. Berlin, Barcelona, San Francisco, Vancouver, and New York) have reported the same 

issues (Kloepper, 2014; Coldwell, 2014; Gold, 2015; Said, 2014). On top, penetration of Airbnb in 

certain cities is arguably negatively correlated with hotel revenue, in which lower-end hotels incur 

most of the financial impact (Zervas et al., 2013). 

Airbnb is directly attacked for its internal business practices. Criticism includes labor exploitation, 

race to the bottom dynamics, unequal access for low-income communities, avoidance of regulation 

and taxation (Schor, 2014; Knudsen, 2015). In addition, claims about intolerable homes, that are 

being offered via Airbnb increasingly occur (Leth, 2015; pissedconsumer, 2015). Even though 

Airbnb has warranted a continuous reachability service hotline and damage guarantee, only 40 per-

cent of complaints have received reimbursements from Airbnb (Helm & Guzetta, 2014).   

2.3.2 Opportunities 

On the opposite side, positive externalities are noted. A frequently cited source on the positive eco-

nomic impact by Airbnb is issued by Airbnb itself and has been conducted by an independent real 

estate and economic development consulting firm (e.g. Geron, 2012 and Zervas et al., 2013 on 

Airbnb, Inc., Economic Impact Study, 2015). The main findings that the study shows are that peo-

ple choose Airbnb as a way to meet locals and live in neighborhoods outside main hotel districts, 

indicating that normal hotel business is arguably not affected. Further, they state that Airbnb users’ 

tend to stay twice as long as other travelers and also spend twice as much. Expenditures are espe-

cially made in neighborhoods where the residence is located. 80 percent of hosts share their private 
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home and half of the hosts have low to moderate income. It has been indicated that this additional 

income allows many homeowners to retain their homes and earn a living, thereby helping to prevent 

social separation in popular cities. These findings are however contrasted with independent sources 

(e.g. FH Potsdam, 2015) where it is shown that even though 80 percent of hosts rent out their per-

sonal homes, the remaining home providers capitalize a big market share, thus relativizing the co n-

clusions drawn by Airbnb.  

Even though Airbnb’s findings are most likely biased, Airbnb-friendly examples can be found in 

cities’ legislation. In the case of Amsterdam, a law was passed that allo wed short-term rentals (pri-

vate rentals), when paying applicable taxes and following safety laws. Similar laws have been 

passed in France, San Francisco, and London (Coldwell, 2014). Through cheaper prices at Airbnb, 

more people are able to afford travelling at a moderate cost. It might thus be argued that cheaper 

travel through Airbnb attracts more tourists to a particular city, which has been noticed as a positive 

externality in the case of Copenhagen. Through increased tourist trafficking, competition among 

hotels has increased, which apparently has led to higher quality within hotels (Elkaer, 2015).  

Inc. magazine has named Airbnb “Company of the year”, since, beside the criticism,  Airbnb has 

“revolutionized the way people think about travel, displaced the hospitality industry’s established 

players, and generated billions in revenue for themselves and their hosts” (He lm & Guzzetta, 2014, 

p. 66). It is further argued that disregarding laws comes as a cost to disruption, necessary for a legis-

lation shift appropriate to the 21st century (ibid).   

In light of reputational challenges and opportunities, these viewpoints will be taken into account 

when modeling influences of PPF. Between worries and unconcerns, the consumer ultimately de-

cides how business ventures and their prices are perceived, making it indispensable to take a con-

sumer’s view in the following section.  
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3 Price fairness: a theoretical framework 

The notion of price fairness dates back to Aristotle, who has laid the foundation for medieval scho-

lastic ideas of a just price, the pretium iustum (Hecker & Nutzinger, 2010). Refined by Thomas 

Aquinas, barter business was characterized as fair, when performance and consideration are co m-

mensurate (Söllner, 2012). Pivotal is the offered good and a just price must reflect deployed crafts-

manship as well as originated costs. Aquinas proclaimed that a distributive just society is a higher 

goal than personal enrichment. With Adam Smith in the 18 th century, modern economics has 

evolved, decoupling itself from moral philosophy and distributive justice, intending to increasing 

the wealth of nations, rather than striving for an equal society, laying the foundation for neoclassical 

economics, who would describe a fair price as the market clearing price, the equilibrium where a 

socially optimal price is reached (Hecker & Nutzinger, 2010). Pursuing this notion, the next section 

defines the meaning of a price. A brief discussion on fairness follows, in order to derive a meaning-

ful conception of price fairness in the 21st century. The construct of price fairness is further illumi-

nated by a discussion of personal and social influences. Based on the theoretical background, a 

model on price fairness perception is developed and fitted to the sharing economy.  

3.1 What is a price?  

It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our dinner, but 

from their regard for their own interest. We address ourselves not to their humanity, but to their 

self-love, and never talk to them of our necessities, but of their advantage – Smith (1976, as cited in 

Rabin, 2006, p. 405)  

Speaking in economic terms, a price may be defined as “the assignment of value or the amount the 

consumer must exchange to receive the offering” (Solomon et al., 2009, p.574). Expressed in mone-

tary terms, a price is defined as the “amount of money needed to buy a particular good, service, or 

resource” (McConnell et al., 2012, p. G-16). Accordingly, an equilibrium price matches the inten-

tions of buyers and sellers, where the quantity demanded of a certain product matches the quantity 

supplied. Consequently, the price is a function of demand and supply coordinated through the “in-

visible hand” that leads to a socially optimal and thus, fair price. Even though economists 

acknowledge that this model is a “purposeful simplification” of a complex economic reality 

(McConnell et al., 2012, p. 6), it is claimed that the model is able to explain and predict how institu-

tions and individuals behave.  
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Microeconomic decision-making theory assumes that individuals act in accordance to maximizing 

one’s own personal utility when purchasing a good or service. Utility is de fined as the want-

satisfying power of a good or a service, meaning it quantifies the satisfaction or pleasure one r e-

ceives when consuming it (McConnell et al., 2012). As more can be consumed when prices are less, 

total utility is expected to increase with lower prices. When choosing between two options, maxi-

mum utility may be derived by calculating the utility of each option according to the rational expe c-

tations principle, where Utilityi = Ʃ (probabilityi   valuei) (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). The principle 

states that the rational consumer will choose the option that yields the highest expected utility. In 

the case where probabilityi= 1, Utilityi = valuei. According to the definition of a price, value equals 

the amount the consumer must exchange to receive a certain offering. Therefore Utilityi = Valuei = 

Pricei, making utility theory an appropriate starting point to understand the consumer’s perception 

of prices. This model holds under the assumption that a decision maker acts rational and according 

to his preference, knows each possible option, contingency, and consequences of the decision to be 

made (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). According to neoclassical economic, a fair price is therefore a low 

price, which benefits the consumers. 

Generally, economics normative character has been criticized into failing to forecast actual behavior 

of individuals. As shown, neoclassical economics is mostly concerned with external constraints to 

price perception, namely costs and prices of goods and consumer’s income as a consumption con-

straint (Camerer, 2008). Internal constraints to price perceptions are widely ignored in theoretical 

models. Thus, new insights from behavioral and social economics are necessary to understand how 

price perceptions are formed.  

3.2 What is fairness?  

“It was then that Hook bit him. Not the pain of this but its unfairness was what dazed Peter. It made 

him quite helpless. He could only stare, horrified. Every child is affected thus the first time he is 

treated unfairly. All he thinks he has a right to when he comes to you to be yours is fairness. After 

you have been unfair to him he will love you again, but will never afterwards be quite the same boy. 

No one ever gets over the first unfairness; no one except Peter.”  – Peter Pan (Barrie, 1950) 

The provided quote shows the existence of fundamental fairness and unfairness perception within a 

child. It underlines the prevailing feeling in the human perception, but fails to explain its explicit 

meaning. According to Fehr, Kirchsteiger, and Riedel (1993), fairness is an elusive term but seems 

yet to be quite frequently employed in business practice. They refer to Marshall (1925) who wrote 
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that “every phrase in common use has a real meaning, though it may be difficult to get at" (as cited 

in Fehr et al., 1993, p.437). Thus, the following section intends to grasp the meaning of fairness. To 

clarify the conceptual meaning of fairness the following considerations should be taken into a c-

count.  

It has been argued that fairness and unfairness are conceptually different const ructs and not simply 

two ends of the same continuum (Finkel, 2001). This difference has been attributed to a memory 

bias in favor of unfair things, most likely caused by increased emotional weight and its primacy in 

human development (Finkel, 2001). It is more difficult for people to articulate unfairness versus 

fairness (Xia et al., 2004).  This implies that the absence of unfairness, does not ultimately lead to 

fairness. As this research intends to highlight the positive consequence of PPF, namely willingness 

to engage in further sharing economy, the notion of fairness is primarily highlighted instead of un-

fairness. 

With this dichotomy drawn, there is yet another distinction worth mentioning, namely fair and just. 

In previous research, fairness has been defined as judgment of whether an outcome and/or a process 

to reach an outcome are reasonable, acceptable, or justifiable (Xia et al., 2004 on Bolton, Warlop & 

Alba, 2003), implying fair and just to be distinct. Finkel (2000) suggests however that unfairness is 

the most inclusive semantic term, which incorporates injustice, with misfortune being a residual 

factor to it. It is contrary to philosophic literature, which distinguishes the two, implying fairness 

being connected to the ethical and voluntary (e.g. fair games, fair competition, and fair bargains), 

whereas justice is rather associated with legal, political, and involuntary aspects (Finkel, 2001 on 

Chapman, 1963). However, Finkel (2000) also notes that injustices are social, ill- intentioned human 

provoked acts that could have been prevented, likely leading to indignation and outrage. As a clear 

distinction is yet to be found, the assumption holds that fairness implies justice and the two are thus 

used interchangeably in the following research. Consequently the definition of fair as a judgment of 

whether an outcome and/or the process to reach an outcome is reasonable, acceptable, or justifiable 

seems to be holding at this point.  

Generally, theory on fairness heuristics provide a psychological perspective on how and why people 

form fairness evaluations. It attempts to examine under which circumstances fairness is important 

and concludes that fairness has the ability to (Haws & Bearden, 2006). Fairness heuristic theory 

suggests that fairness allows addressing threats of exploitation faced within every relationship. One 
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potential threat of exploitation in a purchasing situation is price unfairness, which will be highlight-

ed in the following section.  

3.3 Construct of price fairness 

Three major streams of price fairness literature have been identified as most relevant. The previous-

ly provided definition of fairness highlights the first stream of literature that price fairness builds on, 

namely distributive and procedural justice. The second stream of literature discussing PPF is based 

on reference transaction and reference pricing. The third stream of literature has developed around 

the principle of dual entitlement (Haddad, Hallak & Assaker, 2015). Each stream will be shortly 

highlighted, identifying relevant pieces of literature, which are necessary for building a structural 

model about PPF. All research streams indicate that fairness perceptions are comparative and de-

pended on price comparisons. Comparisons can ultimately lead to perceived advantaged unfairness, 

disadvantaged unfairness, or fairness (Xia et al., 2004), with perceived disadvantaged unfairness 

being the most pronounced feeling (Xia et al., 2004; Somervuori, 2014).  

The first stream refers to distributive and procedural fairness. The notion of distributive and proce-

dural justice highlights that fairness perceptions are either directed towards outcomes or processes. 

Homans (1961) refers to distributive fairness as the fair allocation of outcomes (as cited in 

Herrmann et al., 2007), meaning that individuals judge the ratios of rewards to investments between 

parties involved in an exchange relationship. If customers receive different outcomes, like paying 

more money for the same good, inequality is recognized and distributive unfairness is perceived. 

Procedural fairness is judged on the compliance with prevailing norms and behaviors during pro-

cesses (ibid). It implies that consumers evaluate the seller’s price setting mechanisms. Even though 

there is some evidence that suggests citizens are more concerned about distributive fairness, this 

bias does not hold under all circumstances (Finkel, 2000). It has been argued that both concepts 

substantially influence consumers’ price fairness perceptions (Herrmann).  

The second stream of literature can be traced to reference transaction and reference pricing. In re-

peat-purchase markets, a reference transaction is defined as “a relevant precedent that is character-

ized by a reference price or wage and by a positive reference profit to the firm” (Kahneman et al., 

1986a, p. 729). It must be noted that the reference transaction itself is not questioned and only 

serves as a standard for future references (Kahneman et al.). Internal reference price is defined as 

“how much customers think a product or service should cost” (Haddad et al., 2015 on Wirtz et al., 

2003: 219). This perception is said to be based on past experiences with similar situations. Ground-
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ed in adaptation- level theory, one can state that the internal reference price may be a changing zero 

point from which behavioral responses are made, influenced by focal or contextual cues (Monroe, 

1973).  Similar suggestions stem from equity theory, which states that buyers form judgments by 

cognitively comparing actual and reference prices. Inequity judgments arise when their reference 

investments (e.g. the price paid, search efforts, time, etc.) indicated a lower investment to the bene-

fits they receive in return (e.g. quality, utilities, etc.) (Oh, 2003). In this scenario, prices available in 

the market, including competitors’ prices and transactions of others, may serve as frame of refe r-

ence, to which behavior is relative (Haddad et al., 2015).  

The third stream of research is built on the principle of dual entitlement shaped by Kahneman et al. 

(1986a, 1986b), which advances reference transaction and reference pricing. It characterized by a 

community standard of fairness in which the buying party is entitled to a reference price, and the 

firm is entitled to a reference profit, based on a relevant preceding transaction. Simultaneously, a 

firm is not allowed to increase its profits by arbitrarily violating the reference entitlement of its buy-

ers, in order to reap profits. However, when the reference profit of a firm is threatened by external 

forces, the firm may set new terms that protect its profit at the buyers’ expense, without increasing 

unfairness perception (ibid.). Price increases are perceived as fair, if they are justifiable, like in-

creased production costs. These findings indicate that consumers attempt to make causal inferences 

about observed actions and these causal inferences influence their fairness perceptions, as stated in 

attribution theory (Xia et al., 2004). Under dual entitlement, a fair price is considered socially ac-

ceptable, when one person is not achieving a gain by imposing an equivalent loss on another 

(Kahneman et al, 1986a). 

Contrary to the research streams of distributive and procedural justice as well as reference pricing, 

which are mostly concerned with the personal self- interest of an individual, the principal of dual 

entitlement has introduced the social component of fair pricing perceptions (Maxwell & Comer, 

2010). The difference between an economically and a socially acceptable price becomes apparent. 

A thorough understanding of this dichotomy is necessary, in order to derive appropriate hypotheses 

around the construct of price fairness. In the following, it is argued that the economically acceptable 

price is not sufficient in explaining consumers’ fairness perception. As suggested by behavioral 

economics, consumers are influenced by psychological processes in their choice behavior, and will 

be just as much influenced when determining fairness. 
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3.3.1 Personal component of a price  

“A fundamental contribution of consumer research to the issue of pricing is the discovery that price 

perceptions are as much a matter of psychology as of economics” –Bolton, Keh & Alba. (2010, p. 

564) 

As indicated through the above-mentioned statement, the personal component of price judgment 

includes two dimensions, namely an economic one and a psychological one (Vaidyanathan & Ag-

garwal 2003). Whereas the economic dimension focuses on the economic acceptability of prices, 

the psychological dimension concentrates on the consumer’s perception of a price or a price change. 

The previously described streams of price fairness literature are mostly concerned with the cogni-

tive evaluations of price differences and its inferences. Further psychological insights, necessary to 

understand the perceptions of consumers, are mostly neglected. This section demonstrates that the 

personal component of a fair price is not only influenced by economic evaluations, but also by ps y-

chological processes of human decision making.  

Behavioral economics has originated with Simon (1955), who indicated that humans are subject to 

bounded rationality (as cited in Özer & Philipps, 2012). The studies of consumer choice and fra m-

ing by Kahneman and Tversky (1979) and Tversky and Kahneman (1981) have further prospered 

the progress in behavioral economics. Since then, numerous studies have been performed on topics 

ranging from individual choice to strategic interaction, corroborating that human decisions often 

deviate from the predictions of neoclassical economic theories. Bounded rationality, as suggested 

by Simon (1956), means that humans are generally subject to biases, which may originate in psy-

chological nature or due to limited cognitive abilities, arguably both. His findings stand in clear 

contrast to economic utility theory, which assumes utility maximizing behavior of consumers.  

Economic utility, as defined by neo-classical economic theory, is further challenged by behavioral 

economists. Whereas neo-classical economics usually speaks about decision utility, behavioral eco-

nomics differentiates between decision and experienced utility (Kahneman, Wakker & Sarin, 1997).  

Experienced utility can be examined in real time (also referred to as instant utility), or retrospective-

ly (referred to as remembered utility). Adding these two components into the utility concept allows 

seeing total utility as time neutral and emphasizes duration as a feature to outcome (Kahneman et 

al., 1997). Experienced utility concerns the instant pleasure one derives from consumption and 

comprises valence and intensity of the consumption. It is suggested that experience utility can only 

be measured directly after consumption, in order to avoid memory biases. Psychological research 
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has confirmed systematic errors in retrospective evaluations of utility. Utility that has been prone to 

time biases is referred to as remembered utility (Kahneman et al., 1997). It is especially influenced 

by the peak-end evaluation rule, which states that consumers remember the climax as well as the 

ending of an experience, while neglecting to remember its duration, and are thereof biased towards 

the total experience (Redelmeier & Kahneman, 1996). Preferences for repeating the consumption 

experience are therefore determined by remembered utility and not experienced utility. This is the 

reason why the previously based stream of literature on reference prices has been challenged by the 

proposition that consumers anchor prices on the lowest and the most recent prices observed, instead 

of a weighted average of all prices (Nasiry & Popescu, 2011). Whereas reference pricing theory 

assumes consumer to know recent prices, research has indicated that consumers’ recall of prices is 

exceptionally poor. One suggestion by Monroe and Lee (1999, as cited in Somervuori, 2014) stems 

from implicit and explicit memory theory. They suggest that judgment on prices, not the price itself, 

might be stored unconsciously in implicit memory, thus allowing judging a price as cheap or expen-

sive, without recalling the actual price. Generally, this leads to biased sampling from and in 

memory (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). 

Further utility assumptions by behavioral economists come from prospect theory. The main compo-

nent of the theory states, that an individual views monetary consequences in terms of changes from 

an internal reference point. Instead of seeing the final outcome, individuals are concerned with the 

change of their reference level that each option holds (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). This notion 

therefore challenges distributive justice theory, but lends support to reference pricing and dual enti-

tlement theory. Prospect theory also illuminates human’s susceptibility for framing effects and bia s-

es (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). Depending on how a price is framed, a consumer may perceive it 

as a gain, or a loss. Generally, losses loom larger in value than gains of equal magnitude, which has 

been termed “loss aversion”. This theory supports the notion on a perceived pain of payment. Own-

ing money endows consumer to a certain point of reference (Kahneman, Knetsch & Thaler, 1991). 

It appears from previous research that an anticipatory pain of paying undermines potential pleasure 

derived from purchases (Prelec & Loewenstein, 1998). 

Remembering from classical economics that value=utility, the value function, according to prospect 

theory, may be described as follows:  
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 (  )  {
           (the "gains" portion of the function)

             (the "losses"portion of the function)
 ,where α and β < 1 and λ ~ 2,25  

indicating that losses are perceived twice as much as gains (Hastie & Dawes, 2010 on Kahneman & 

Tversky, 1979) (for visualization, please refer to figure 3).  

 

 
F igure 3: Prosp ect T heory   
Adap t ed from: Kahneman & T versky (1979, p. 279, figure 3)  

Interpreting disadvantaged unfairness as a loss from a certain reference point, prospect theory may 

explain why disadvantaged unfairness is the more prevalent feeling in comparison to advantaged 

unfairness or fairness (Somervuori, 2014).  

As mentioned, fairness is generally considered a heuristic principle (Haws & Bearden, 2006), which 

assists in decision making. Heuristics are utilized to reduce the complexity of co gnitive evaluations 

(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). They have been referred to as “cognitive tools” that are acquired 

over a lifespan. Some heuristics are implicit and automatic, other cognitive tools are more deliberate 

and controlled (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). This notion is also called system 1 and system 2 of thought 

processes in the brain (Kahneman, 2011). Even though called “cognitive tools”, this notion sheds 

light on affective reactions within the brain. It indicates that a dual role of affect and cognition 

compete in perception forming. In terms of price fairness perception, this means that not only co g-

nitive and economically acceptable evaluations influence PPF, but also affective evaluations.  

Even though useful for rapid decision making, heuristics are blamed for systematic errors. Errors 

may occur in forms of framing effects (as mentioned gain- loss framing), context effects (as men-

tioned in adaptation theory) and individual biases (as mentioned peak-end anchoring). Coming back 
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to adaptation- level theory, it indicates that focal and contextual influences on behavioral responses 

exists (Monroe, 1973). In price perception, focal stimuli may be the price under consideratio n and 

contextual cues provide the background situation in which focal stimuli are operating. Contextual 

cues might lead to subconscious anchoring (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). Anchoring hinders people to 

sufficiently adjust from a certain reference point, which is mostly the status quo. In ambiguous situ-

ations when a price has to be judged, anchors may lead to dramatic fairness biases. For instance, 

anchors may be arbitrary, indicating that any random number shown to the consumer when evaluat-

ing a price, influences the price perception, and thus fairness evaluation. Consequently, a person 

might be anchored to a radical lower price, regardless of its relevance (ibid). Building on reference 

theory, this lower anchor would lead to perceived price unfairness, as the contextual cue may influ-

ence the reference price.  

Summing up, one can state that the personal component of a fair price is heavily influenced by co n-

texts, framing, biases, and anchors. It is of utmost importance to consider cognitional as well as 

affective influences when researching PPF. Since fairness is a heuristic itself, it is prone to be influ-

enced by both systems, which needs to be highlighted in the development of a relevant model on 

price fairness perception. The analysis of relevant literature showed that Maxwell and Comer’s  

(2010) notion on the personal component of a fair price leaves out important behavioral consider a-

tions. What is perceived as fair is not ultimately decided by the economic acceptability of the price, 

but also by the above mentioned behavioral effects.  

3.3.2 Social component of a price 

"Public support for price-gouging laws comes from something more visceral than welfare or free-

dom. People are outraged at ‘vultures’ who prey on the desperation of others, and want them pun-

ished." – Sandel (2009)  

Researched mostly in social economics, the social component of a price can be seen as the second 

component of a fair price. Social economics, in contrast to neo-classical economics, is a discipline 

that studies “the reciprocal relationship between economic science on the one hand and social phi-

losophy, ethics and human dignity on the other” (Lutz, 2009, p.516). Social economics sees itself as 

value-directed and social justice-driven, ameliorative, reconstructive, holistic and pluralistic ( ibid). 

One major aspect in which classical economics and social economics deviate from each other is the 

concept of utility.  
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It has been shown that there are two forms of utility, one being self-oriented (as described by econ-

omists) and a second one being group-oriented (Maxwell & Comer, 2010). The group orientation 

utility is also referred to as “social preferences”, which are defined as the “sundry ways people are 

motivated to affect the well-being of those around them” (Rabin, 2006). This means that, preferred 

choices are based on positive and negative concern for other’s welfare (Fehr & Camerer, 2007). For 

instance, people feel poorly if they are responsible for inducing an uneven allocation of welfare in 

the group. This phenomenon is referred to as inequality aversion or inequity aversion. Another ex-

ample is the way people respond to actions that they perceive to be kind, by another kind action, 

labeled positive reciprocity. People even take action that put themselves in a worse economic posi-

tion, hoping to receive the same generosity in the future, generally referred to as trust. The presence 

of social preferences mitigates people’s self- interested motives and encourages cooperative actions.  

Other forms of social preferences include unconditional kindness (“p ure altruism”) and spiteful ac-

tions (“envy”) (Zheng & Özer, 2012). The social preferences of pure altruism and envy are however 

not further discussed in this paper, as they lie outside the scope of this paper, due to their elusive-

ness and irrelevance for Airbnb.  

The utility function of socially oriented individuals differs from the utility function of traditional 

economists. This utility function does not solely depend on personal material payoff, but also on the 

payoff of others involved in the transaction. Whereas traditional economics suggest Utilityi = Ʃ 

(probabilityi   valuei), indicating that utility solely depends on its probabilityi and valuei, socia l 

economics include {1,2,3,…,N} people and {x1, x2, xN} products into the model. They suggest that 

the allocation of product xi  depends on the total allocation of resources and a person’s utility is af-

fected by variations of xj, xN ≠ I (Fehr & Schmidt, 2001). Thus, a personal utility is a direct function 

of the other party’s utility.  

The amount of people exhibiting social preferences, including a concern for fairness and reciproci-

ty, is rather high. Experimental evidence suggests a number as high as 40 and 66 percent (Fehr & 

Gächter, 2000). Simultaneously, these studies have shed light on a nontrivial number of roughly 20 

to 30 percent of subjects, who do behave completely selfishly and non-reciprocal.  

It has been argued, both theoretically and empirically, that redistributive preferences are established 

by beliefs about the extent to which individuals have influences on their earnings and by beliefs 

about their prospering from redistributive preferences. It has further been argued that redistributive 

preferences, influenced by either self- or exogenous determination beliefs, reflect reciprocal behav-
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ior. Self-determination beliefs refer to the viewpoint that outcomes are determined by factors that 

are within individual control. Exogenous-determination beliefs refer to the viewpoint that outcomes 

are determined beyond individual control. In either case, it may be interpreted that individuals are 

willing to support the others conditional on them having hard-working intentions (as cited in Fong, 

2001). This viewpoint relates back to attribution theory, which states that people make inferences 

on price increases and judge price fairness based on their cognitional perception. It may be argued 

that as long as a firm does not try to get ahead of consumers, exogenous determination beliefs will 

lead to reciprocal behavior, meaning that a consumer will support a firm that utilizes prices that are 

not exploiting the individual. This notion also advances dual entitlement theory, by the viewpoint 

that exogenous-determination beliefs do not only allow for price increases, but that a consumer will 

still be likely to remain loyal to a firm.  

There are two forms of reciprocity, which are labeled positive and negative reciprocity. Positive 

reciprocity refers to cooperative tendencies and negative reciprocity refers to retaliatory aspects 

(Fehr & Gächter, 2000). Whether an action is regarded benevolent or malevolent depends on the 

individual’s interpretation of a fair outcome. This interpretation is determined by the equitability of 

the resulting payoff distribution. Simultaneously, it must be noted that reciprocity is not driven by 

expectations about future material benefits and is thus to be differentiated from cooperative behav-

ior or retaliatory behavior as such, which is intended on having future gains from kind or hostile 

action (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2002). Reciprocity is however closely intertwined with the previously 

mentioned social preference of inequality aversion (Zheng & Özer, 2012). Central to both prefe r-

ences is the idea that people are concerned about the fairness of the consequences of actions. As 

cited in Fehr and Fischbacher (2002), recent evidence suggests reciprocity to be the stronger and 

quantitatively more important motive.  Hence, the focus is set on reciprocity in the following dis-

cussion.  

The importance of trust in economic exchanges has been recognized (as cited in Zheng & Özer, 

2012). It has been stated that trust is determined by an individual who judges another party’s trus t-

worthiness. This findings leads to the conclusion that perceived fairness increases a firm’s trustwo r-

thiness, as the individual encompasses the fairness principle into his judgment. Other determinants 

of trust have been found to come from unconditional kindness which is generated by social norms 

and values that an individual adheres to (as cited in Zheng & Özer, 2012). This finding also allows 

for the conclusion that trust is a universally experienced state, which will be granted to someone 

before making a purchase. This notion is supported by Xia et al. (2004), who state that the buyer-
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seller relationship stage, meaning trust, influences fairness perception in the first place. Further t he 

concept of utility has been expanded by showing that reciprocal and inequality-averse individuals 

derive disutility from betrayal of trust, which is consistent with behavioral studies indicating a pure 

aversion to social betrayal (Fehr & Camerer, 2007). Following this thought, it could be expected 

that individuals who have been treated fairly, and do not behave accordingly (e.g. lack of trust) 

would feel a social betrayal, and thus social disutility.  

Taking social proof theory into consideration, this thought can be further expanded. Social proof 

theory is part of conformity theory and states that individuals determine appropriate behavior for 

themselves based on the behavior of others, especially similar others (Cialdini et al., 1999). It can 

be assumed that in P2P transactions, the counterpart is more perceived as similar than in a B2C 

transaction. As one can identify oneself better with another individual, compared to a corporation, 

an individual would behave in a similar way than the owner has. Through social comparison with 

similar others, individuals validate the correctness of their thoughts and actions. As a consequence, 

people tend to behave as their family, friends, and peers have behaved before (ibid). 

Based on the acquired knowledge, the definition of price fairness developed by Xia et al. (2004, 

p.3) seems to be more fitting. They have defined price fairness as a “consumer’s assessment and 

associated emotions of whether the difference (or lack of difference) between a seller’s price and 

the price of a comparative other party is reasonable, acceptable, or justifiable.” For the following 

analysis, the author suggests a minor change in definition of price fairness to “consumer’s assess-

ment and associated emotions of whether the difference (or lack of difference) between a seller’s 

price and the price of a comparative other party or comparative previous exchange is reasonable, 

acceptable, or justifiable”.  

Given analysis, one should consider scientific research in the social context of studied subjects. 

Thus, the previously developed typology on the collaborative economy should be considered in the 

context of social norms (figure 4).  
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Figure 4: T y p ology of collaborative economy –  context  of social norms 

Adap t ed from: Botsman  (2013): http://www.fastcoexis t.com/3022028/the -sharing-economy-lacks-a-shared-

definit ion#9 

 

Summarizing the preceding discussion, leads to the following depiction of the theoretical frame-

work (figure 5). The subsequent hypotheses are underlying this structure.   

 
Figure 5: T heoret ical foundation  
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3.4 Fair pricing in the sharing economy 

Even though there are posts on the Internet indicating that prices posted on Airbnb are subject to 

negotiation, it is assumed that throughout the service exchange a fixed price modality is present. 

This is the most used model in western economies (Özer & Philipps, 2012). For simplicity reasons 

it is assumed that the Airbnb home owner chooses a price, he puts it with his home offering on the 

Airbnb service page, the consumer observes it and decides whether to book or not. Other scenarios 

are excluded from the given research, since they would require special analysis.  

As previously described, several streams of research have been developed in explaining price fair-

ness perception. Building particularly on dual entitlement research and attribution theory, Campbell 

(1999) takes cognitional insights into account and has developed a model of inferences on price 

fairness. She proves that consumers infer motives and relative profit of a seller and based on that, 

form price (un)fairness perceptions. The contextual factor of reputation has a moderating effect on 

this relationship. Price unfairness perceptions ultimately take on a mediating role in shopping inten-

tions. Given the acceptance of the model (cited by 661 articles: status 12 August 2015), it serves as 

a base for the following model development. The model has been chosen as it shows the cognitional 

side of price fairness perception that has been well proven. However, psychological considerations 

in the formation of price fairness perceptions and its social consequences are left out, thus allowing 

for a relevant starting point to enhance the model in these two regions.  

3.4.1 Antecedents of price fairness perceptions 

A significant amount of research on consumer decision making has established that consumers are 

notoriously susceptible to the influence of environmental cues when making decisions (e.g. Lens 

model; Hastie & Dawes, 2010). Environmental cues are absorbed and then utilized within cognitive 

and psychological processes to finalize a judgment. These frameworks show that many individual 

components may lead to a perception of a fair price. The following model elaborates on individual 

cues, referred to as antecedents, that arguably influence perceive priced fairness.. It must further be 

noted, that the developed model will be tested in a post-purchase scenario and is thus tailored to 

such.  

Inferred motive:  

As explained in attribution theory it can be stated that consumers deduct seller’s motives based on 

prices (Xia et al., 2004; Campbell, 1999). If inferences on the motive have been made, the consum-
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er derives a fairness judgment. Attribution-based research demonstrates that inferences of negative 

motives by the seller lead to negative attributions and subsequently negative judgments by the buy-

er. The justification of how prices are formed decreases the effect (Campbell, 1999). Justifications 

relate to inferred positive motives, or exogenous forces that force a se ller to set high prices. Camp-

bell showed that excessive profits from sales that will be given to charity, do not lead to price un-

fairness perceptions. However, excessive profits that are utilized for a firm’s own good, lead to pe r-

ceived price unfairness.  

At Airbnb, each individual home owner sets his prices according to his own discretion. Based on 

the provided discussion of societal challenges and opportunities that Airbnb faces, inferred motive 

may be perceived quite differently by individual consumers, depending on his exposure to certain 

media. As the intangible product of a home cannot be inspected prior to booking, inferences may 

also be based on the online presence of the home owner’s offer. Airbnb offers professional picture 

taking of offers and has indicated that professional pictures influence the consumer’s willingness to 

book a certain home. Paired with the provided feedback system on the Airbnb webpage, consumers 

will draw inferences on the motive of the home owner in a pre-purchase situation. Inferred motive 

may also be influenced by consumers’ recent experience, since the value of the offered service can 

only be evaluated post consumption. 

Accordingly, the following is hypothesis is formed:  

Hypothesis 1 (H1): An inferred good motive will positively influence PPF, relative to when the con-

sumer infers that the motive is negative. 

Inferred relative profit:  

Two central elements in dual entitlement are the consumers’ definition of a reference price and their 

perceptions of the firms’ profit margins (Kahneman et al., 1968a, b). Based on this assumption, the 

consumer deducts a judgment and decides, whether the assumed profit margin is appropriate or not, 

which in turn forms judgment on price fairness. In the case of Airbnb, the firm is replaced by the  

home owner. Inferences on profit are especially relevant in the sharing economy, as the industry has 

grown on the assumption of societal, environmental, and economic changes. Technological ad-

vancements make it particularly easy to compare different prices and thus form inferences on profit 

margins. With Airbnb, consumers can also easily compare offers across one city and recall previous 

paid prices, as they will be saved in your transaction history. Based on the comparisons with other 

offers and past prices, judgments are formed rather rapidly.  
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In order to allow a consumer to evaluate the price composition, Airbnb breaks the individual price 

components down accordingly (figure 6).  

 

 
Figure 6: Airbnb p rice s tructure 

As price unfairness may be perceived in case of abnormally high or abnormally low prices, inferred 

profits should be normal. In line with Campbell (1999) it is thus assumed that:  

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): A normal inferred relative profit will positively influence PPF, relative to 

when the consumer infers that the profit is more than normal. 

This relationship is suggested to be mediated by inferred motive. As shown by Campbell (1999), 

inferred high profits that are deemed socially acceptable, do less likely negatively influe nce PPF. 

Therefore, it is further assumed that:  

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): A normal inferred relative profit will positively influence PPF, relative to 

when the consumer infers that the profit is more than normal; mediated by inferred motive. 

Reputation:  

As implied by Campbell (1999), there are identifying factors that influence the motives a consumer 

infers. One contextual factor has been recognized in her original model as reputation. Reputation in 

repeated purchase situation, as defined by Campbell, is based on the history of a company’s recent 

actions, used to make inferences about the firm. Reputation is said to support cooperative actions 

among humans, when interacting repeatedly (Zheng & Özer, 2012). Thus, it may be argued that 

through positive reputation, negative motives are less likely to be inferred, or in case they have al-
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ready occurred are more likely to be accepted. A favorable reputation is thus also likely to justify 

high inferred profits. Campbell accordingly hypothesizes and proved that a positive reputation will 

mitigate negative inferences, such that inferred relative profit has a lesser effect on inferred motive. 

Reputation might however also be defined as “the outcome of a competitive process in which firms 

signal their key characteristics to constituents to maximize their social status” (Fombrun & Shanley, 

1990). Respectively, reputation will be constructed from available information about firms’ activ i-

ties, potentially originated by the company itself, the media, or other monitors. This definition is 

particularly important in one-time purchases, as it is likely in the given case of Airbnb. Whereas 

Campbell assumes a product that is bought at a local store, Airbnb guests are assumingly not sta y-

ing at the same hosts multiple times. Reputation may be gained from the feedback system, imple-

mented by Airbnb. With the anonymous feedback system, the user has access to the complete histo-

ry of the home owners’ renting history. It has been noted, that reputational information based on 

online feedback is substantially different from one that has been gained in a long-term relationship 

in traditional markets (Zheng & Özer, 2012). Whereas reputation in traditional markets is generally 

derived from one’s own experience, in Internet transactions where one-time exchanges among 

strangers are prevalent, reputation is built with respect to other buyers. Researchers have proven 

that willingness-to-pay is roughly eight percent higher for an established online identity compared 

to a new one. The established identity outperforms the new identities in selling more units at or 

above the opening bids and enjoying higher end prices for the units sold (ibid).  

Based on this notion, the following hypothesis deviates from a solely interacting role of reputation 

and it is believed that a good reputation itself may increase PPF. This is supported by Xia et al. 

(2004), who state that reputation may signal competence of the seller as well as the seller’s good-

will and benevolence, thus mitigating effects of unfairness perceptions.  

It must be noted that in the case of Airbnb, two influences might lead to reputational effects, namely 

the company itself and the interaction with the home owner. In the given case reputation is referred 

to as the reputation by the entire company, thus an aggregate of individual experiences with home 

owners, media influences, and the companies’ activities.  

Accordingly, the following hypothesis has been noted:  

Hypothesis 3 (H3):  A good reputation positively influences PPF. 
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Affect:  

“Preferences need no inferences” – Zajonc (1980)  

In contrast to standard economic theory and neglected by cognitive researches, the influence of 

emotion on decision making has been recognized (Hastie & Dawes, 2010). Although being present-

ed as inconsistent with rational behavior, a shift to the view that emotions also play a positive adap-

tive role in behavior. It has been stated that emotions and emotion-based choices are evoked prior to 

cognitive analysis. This dual role of affect and cognition has been labeled System 1 and System 2. 

System 1 has been suggested to be part of the limbic system within the brain and characterized of 

fast, parallel, automatic, and effortless processes. It is part of two cognitive processes and contrasted 

with system 2, which is closely linked to the frontal lobes of the brain in which slow, serial, con-

trolled and effortful processes and choices are determined (Kahneman, 2003). Affect is also consid-

ered a judgment heuristic (Kahneman, 2003). It has been noted that affective valence is a natural 

assessment and should therefore serve as a candidate for substituting numerous other responses that 

express attitude. Therefore it is indispensable to include affect into a judgment model of fairness.  

Given Campbell’s (1999) original model, only cognitional influences have been included into price 

perception formation. Affect has been added in a later version (Campbell, 2007). According to 

Campbell (2007), the exposure to stimuli often results in both cognitive and affective reactions. 

Whereas inferred profit and motive might be rather determined through logical thinking (e.g. price 

comparisons), affective responses result from stimuli that a consumer experiences during a price 

situation.  

With regard to Airbnb, affective responses might come from past experiences as well as reoccurring 

media attention. Considering that individuals justify their actions according to social proof, the two 

influences are arguably interacting with each other, in the sense that consumers will adapt their a f-

fective response towards Airbnb in line with media reports. 

Respectively, the following hypothesis is being developed:  

Hypothesis 4 (H4): A favorable affective response positively influences PPF. 

Cultural dimension of horizontal individualism and collectivism:  

In order to gain a holistic picture of fairness perception with the background of social influences, 

culture must be included into the antecedents of fairness perception. Culture may refer to various 

aspects, like language, time, and place. These have been identified as some important differences 
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when determining one culture to the other. Culture may also refer to elements, which describe 

standard operating procedures, unstated assumptions, tools, norms, values, habits about sampling 

the environment, and similar things (Triandis, 2001). 

The importance to study cultural influences is supported by the proposition of Bolton et al., (2010) 

who suggested that cultural environments like social norms, traditional practices, and history will 

most likely shape attitudes and expectations. Further support for the influence of culture on percep-

tions on fairness stems from Maxwell (2008) who states that fairness perceptions are inherent to all 

human beings, but what constitutes fairness might differ. In the case of Airbnb, which requires In-

ternet usage and openness to strangers, adaptation of the practice is also most likely influenced by 

cultural backgrounds. 

Since culture may involve various aspects, one dimension has been selected, following Bolton et al. 

(2010), namely the distinction between individualistic versus collectivistic nature of a culture. It has 

also been stated that the individualism-collectivism cultural syndrome appears to be the most signif-

icant cultural difference among cultures (Triandis, 2001). The construct of horizontal collectivism 

and horizontal individualism allows measuring, how likely people are to be group oriented versus 

self-reliant, respectively. Within horizontal collectivism, equality and family integrity are empha-

sized and people are rather inclined to sharing and cooperation. Generally, norms are more preva-

lent than in individualistic culture. People in collectivist cultures see themselves as interdependent 

with their in-groups, which provide for them a stable social environment to which they must adjust  

(Triandis, 2001). 

As research has shown, there is a large connection between culture and personality, meaning that 

also in culturally collectivist countries, individuals might show individualistic character traits. Thus, 

it must be noted that culture in this connection refers to the individual level. Based on reference 

price discussion, this would lead to the conclusion that the more group-oriented a person is, the 

more they would be bothered with in-group inequality (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Collectivist per-

sons should also be more affected by compliance practices with referent others. Considering that 

Airbnb emphasizes its positive societal impact, by indicating that short-term rentals prevent social 

separation, a collectivist individual should perceive price fairness as especially desirable.  

Therefore, the following hypotheses are drawn:  

Hypothesis 5 (H5): A horizontally collectivistic shaped attitude will positively influence PPF. 
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Hypothesis 6 (H6): A horizontally individualistic shaped attitude will positively influence PPF, but 

less when compared to a collectivist shaped attitude.  

3.4.2 Consequences of price fairness perceptions 

In addition to studying the drivers for PPF, understanding the consequences of these perceptions 

helps firms to react effectively. Even though Campbell (1999) shows that perceptions of price un-

fairness lead to a decreased likelihood of shopping intentions with a particular brand, no detailed 

examination of this phenomenon is provided. Based on the notion that a fair price has a social com-

ponent, four particularly relevant constructs have been identified based on social economic liter a-

ture.  

Willingness to engage in sharing activity:  

Evidence from experiments and field surveys shows that the perception of an unfair price will lead 

to consumers leaving the current buyer-seller relationship, customer complaints and dissatisfaction, 

lower buying intentions, and decreased demand and profit (as cited in Zheng & Özer, 2012). Fol-

lowing the logic of Campbell (1999), consumers have to give up a certain amount of value when 

resisting an unfair price. Upon reversion of the argument, this means consumers will gain value 

when fair prices have been presented. Therefore it is expected that fair price perception lead to an 

increase in willingness to engage in sharing activity and respectively to a decrease in willingness to 

engage in sharing activity upon perception of an unfair price: 

Hypothesis 7 (H7): The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity. 

Governed by the concern for welfare of others, the social circle implies that a consumer who has 

been treated fairly by a company, or home owner, will treat them equally. This argumentation is in 

line with Rabin’s (1993) findings that suggest that human’s behavior is often a reaction to the inten-

tions of other people. Human’s exhibit the desire to be kind to a person, that has been previously 

kind, same as human’s exhibit the desire to retaliate hurtful behavior by others. The desired ou t-

come is a fairness equilibrium. Arguing that consumers show their kindness through re-engagement 

in sharing, the following section hypothesizes that people’s intentions to re-engage in sharing activi-

ty is partially mediated by the desire for a fairness equilibrium, shown through social preferences.  
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Reciprocal behavior:  

"A man ought to be a friend to his friend and repay gift with gift. People should meet smiles with 

smiles and lies with treachery." – Edda (as cited in Fehr & Gächter, 2000) 

In line with the dual entitlement principle, social preferences are said to be exhibited, if a person 

does not exclusively care about material resources to himself, but also the material resources allo-

cated to a relevant reference agent (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2002). In line with reference price theory, 

theories of reciprocity are based on the idea that actors compare themselves with a set of reference 

actors (Fehr & Schmidt, 2001). 

As analyzed, individuals do not behave in a self- interested utility maximizing way. Theory on recip-

rocal fairness indicates instead that “people are willing to sacrifice their own material well-being to 

those who are being kind” as well as to “punish those who are being unkind” (Rabin, 1993, p. 

1282). Interpreting “kind” as behaving “fair” it can be assumed, that consumers are more like ly to 

prefer a service that is considered fair. This expectation is in line with a view on pro-social behavior 

that proposes reciprocal treatment (Fehr & Camerer, 2007). Intention-based reciprocity further em-

phasizes that individual’s care about intentions (inferences) of other parties. If someone feels treated 

nicely, they want to return the favor, in the given case through re-engagement in the relationship 

(Fehr & Schmidt, 2001).  

In the case of Airbnb, repeated purchases are hardly occurring. However, reciprocal behavior might  

occur in terms of providing positive feedback to the host and giving him a good rating. In the 

broader sense, positive PPF may lead to reciprocal behavior in future interaction with future home 

owners and the Airbnb brand in general. Desiring the fairness equilibrium by not “owing” anything 

to the home owner, the following is hypothesized:  

Hypothesis 8 (H8): The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, 

partially and positively mediated by positive reciprocal behavior. 

Hypothesis 8a (H8a): The higher the PPF, the higher the desire for positive reciprocal behavior.   

Hypothesis 8b (H8b): The higher the desire for reciprocal behavior, the higher the willingness to 

engage in sharing activity. 
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Trust:  

Trust is an important psychological state that has been extensively studied in various disciplines 

such as psychology, political science, and economics (Zheng & Özer, 2012). It has been widely 

acknowledged that trust is a vital determinant in purchasing decisions (Chiang & Jang, 2006) and it 

is further suggested that it might play an even more important role in online contexts, as consumers 

cannot directly see and observe a product. The importance of trust goes as far as being called “the 

currency of the new economy” (Botsman, 2012).  

Trust may be defined as a “psychological state composing the intention to accept vulnerability 

based on positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (Hong & Bohnet, 2007, p. 

198). Differentiating between trust and trustworthiness, trust may be interpreted as the anticipation 

of (positive) reciprocity and trustworthiness as the actual level of (positive) reciprocity (Berg, Dick-

haut & McCabe, 1995). When the homeowner sets a fair price, he anticipates positive rec iprocity, 

thereby trusting the consumer to favorably judge him. Inequity-averse consumers derive disutility 

when betraying that given trust (Fehr & Camerer, 2007). Simultaneously, they will judge the home 

owner as trustworthy. Given that trust encourages buying decisions, this reciprocal relationship, will 

lead to re-engagement in sharing activity by the consumers.  

It has been argued that the success of the collaborative economy is linked to trust in people. It has 

been discovered  that humans distrust strangers, corporations, and governments (Stein, 2015), but 

through favorable experience with sharing activity re-built trust in people (Botsman, 2012) and do 

not consider them as strangers (Helm & Guzzetta, 2014). Therefore, trust is considered as a key 

element in re-engagement after experiences fair pricing. It is concluded that:  

Hypothesis 9 (H9): The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, 

partially and positively mediated by trust. 

Hypothesis 9a (H9a): The higher the PPF, the higher the trust in the offering. 

Hypothesis 9a (H9b): The higher the trust in the offering, the higher the willingness to engage in 

sharing activity. 

Perceived greed and desire for revenge:  

From experimental games about social preferences, it has been assumed that a player is altruistic 

towards other players if their material payoffs are below an equitable benchmark, but he feels envy 

when the material payoffs of the other players exceed this level (Fehr & Schmidt, 2001). This no-
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tion indicates that an individual will be positively reciprocal towards his counterpart, until a certain 

threshold. When exceeding this threshold, negative reciprocal actions are arguably more likely to 

occur, as injustice may be perceived.  

As indicated by Finkel (2000) unfair acts may lead to outrage. It has also been suggested that strong 

unfairness perceptions may foster anger among customers, which in turn will lead to revenging b e-

havior (Zheng & Özer, 2012 on Bougie, Pieters, and Zeelenberg, 2003), as some consumer may see 

it as a coping mechanism or a way to restore an equitable financial position (Xia et al., 2004). Re-

venging behavior might occur by spreading negative word of mouth, boycotting the vendor, or 

switching to direct competitors despite switching costs in time and effort (Zheng & Özer, 2012 on 

Bougie et al., 2003). Prospect theory helps to explain revenge behavior. Losing something, finan-

cially as well as losing trust, provides disutility and thus people want to take action against it.  

Attribution theory shows that consumers make inferences on prices. If a price is perceived unfair 

and thus indicates opportunistic behavior, greed is perceived. Opportunistic and greedy behavior 

violates social norms. It has been found to trigger “righteous anger”, which becomes a force that 

leads to revenging behavior (Grégoire, Laufer & Tripp, 2010).  

For the collaborative economy and particularly Airbnb the feedback system is of high relevance, as 

previously indicated. Revenge behavior most likely will occur in providing negat ive feedback for 

the home owner and negative word-of-mouth for Airbnb itself. Thus, if a consumer perceives too 

high prices by a home owner compared to the experience he gained, perceived greed will be estab-

lished after consuming the service. This experience will have negative influences for the home 

owner and Airbnb itself and will decrease the likelihood of the individual to reuse the service. In 

light of testing fairness, the following hypotheses have been developed.  

Hypothesis 10 (H10): The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, 

partially and negatively mediated by greed and desire for revenge. 

Hypothesis 10a (H10a): The higher the PPF, the lower the individual perceives greed. 

Hypothesis 10b (H10b): The lower the perceived greed, the lower the desire for revenge. 

Hypothesis 10c (H10c): The lower the desire for revenge, the higher is the willingness to engage in 

sharing activity.  

Relating back to the previous discussion of the two components of a price, this notion is reflected in 

the developed model. Based on personal feelings the price fairness perception is formed. Depending 
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on either perceived fairness or unfairness, social reactions are chosen, in order to then willingness to 

engage in further collaboration.  

The complete model is depicted in figure 7 and a full list of hypotheses can be found in Appendix 

9.1. 

3.4.3  Control variables 

Pricing strategies and resulting prices can be perceived differently by individuals, based on their 

characteristics (Haddad et al., 2015 on Liu et al., 2014). Therefore it is important to control the 

model for potential influences. As suggested by Aja Guldhammer, country manager at Airbnb, the 

service is used by any kind of persons (personal communication, see Appendix 9.2). However, de-

mographics of the usage intention have shown that the user of the collaborative economy is below 

the age of 35 (Owyang et al., 2014). Thus, age is considered as one control variable. Fehr and 

Gächter (2000) have indicated that male behavior in experimental setting is closely linked to testos-

terone levels, with males being more likely to reject unfair offers. It has also been indicated that 

sharing in general has a small gender gap, with females being more likely to use re-sharing sites 

(Owyang et al., 2014). Accordingly, gender is also included as a control variable. Monetary con-

cerns are also most likely influencing PFF and willingness to engage (Somervuori, 2014). There-

fore, income, occupation, and price sensitivity are included as further control variables. As indicat-

ed, there is negative and positive criticism about Airbnb and the collaborative economy. Different 

cities, in different countries have different perspectives on the developments. As the analysis of 

reputational challenges and opportunities showed, Airbnb’s portrayal in media is quite diverse. In 

Germany, laws have been passed to restrict short-term rental, whereas in Denmark Airbnb has been 

perceived less negatively. Therefore it can be assumed that national differences occur in the percep-

tion about Airbnb. In order to gain a holistic picture on the topic, it is thus important to study the 

subject with respect to international background. In turn this leads to controlling variables for na-

tionality and country of residence. It has also been suggested that leisure travelers are more focused 

on rooms rates and value for money, compared to business travelers, who are most likely getting 

reimbursed by companies (Haddad et al., 2015), making it necessary to include this variable as well. 

Lastly, the type of Airbnb user is included as a control variable, as someone who rents out his 

apartment, will most likely be biased in price fairness perceptions.  

In addition, all hypotheses are controlled for framing effects (refer to section 4 for more details).  
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F igure 7: T heoret ical Framework 
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4 Research Method 

The research processes has evolved from the given research question. Answering the stated research 

question involved the following necessary steps. First, literature on price fairness and its perception 

has been reviewed in order to identify relevant variables in the context of price fairness. The model 

by Campbell (1999) has been chosen as a starting point for further relevant research. To gain a co-

herent and holistic picture, variables have been added that seemed most relevant in the sharing 

economy. Second, a literature review has been undertaken for the sharing economy, in order to 

identify particularities that need to be considered for this industry. Third, the research design has 

been determined. Fourth, a questionnaire has been established, which has been pre-tested in a fifth 

step. Adjustments have been made accordingly in order to determine the methods of data collection 

and analyses. Individual steps are further elaborated in the following sections.  

4.1 Research context 

Kahneman and Tversky (1979) have noted that price perceptions are highly context-specific. This 

calls for product- or transaction-specific examinations of the phenomenon. Thus, before designing 

the study, the context needs to be clearly defined.  

As highlighted in the introduction of this paper, researching price fairness perceptions in the sharing 

economy, in particular for Airbnb, has been chosen for several reasons. Fairness is a construct 

closely related to social consideration. Based on the developed definition of a fair price being the 

consumer’s assessment and associated emotions of whether the difference (or lack of difference) 

between a seller’s price and the price of a comparative other party or comparative previous ex-

change is reasonable, acceptable, or justifiable the comparative nature of fairness is highlighted. 

Paired with the discussion on personal and social components of a fair price, it has been established 

that fairness is a construct that incorporates other regarding concepts, instead of pure self- interest. 

Given these considerations, an industry in which social considerations are highlighted, seemed ap-

propriate for testing the construct. Therefore, the socially disrupting sharing economy provides an 

optimal context for researching the PPF. Further, its pioneering character allows researching the 

topic with a “fresh view” and thus the perceptions are reflecting what the consumer actually thinks, 

without long-lasting biases.  

As extensively discussed in the introduction, the company Airbnb has been chosen as an example of 

the sharing economy, due to its dominance in the market place. With more than 35 Million guests 
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worldwide (Airbnb.com, 2015), it has reached wide brand recognition for consumers to have gained 

appropriate knowledge about it.  This simultaneously means that a big enough population is present 

to draw a sample from. Its dominance has allowed gaining awareness from public, media, and crit-

ics. The consumer is questioned about his most recent booking, implying a post-purchase scenario 

to be present.  

Generally, researchers have indicated that technological advances and changes in distribution have 

caused substantial changes on how consumers purchase travel-related products and services (Had-

dad et al., 2015). Airbnb has taken substantial part in these changes and thus, there is a need to un-

derstand this industry. Technological advances have made it easier for consumer to compare and 

evaluate options themselves, allowing the conclusion that attributes, like prices, of travel products 

and services can be easily compared. This may lead to more price sensitivity and to more price 

awareness. Customers use yardsticks, such as price, to narrow down their options, evaluate alterna-

tives, and make purchase decisions (Pan et al., 2013). A vibrant and changing lodging and travel 

industry make it important to consider consumers’ perspective on the development, as their inten-

tion of further engagement is highly relevant to any product or service to stay in the market.  

4.2 Research design  

4.2.1 Causal research purpose 

Assumptions about price fairness perceptions have been frequently made, however the lack of em-

pirical findings has been criticized (Xia et al., 2004; Somervuori, 2014). It has further been stated 

that the amount of research, in relation to its importance, is considerably small and that all subareas 

would benefit from additional research with a variety of contexts, products, industries, and individ-

ual characteristics (Somervuori, 2014, p. 470). Thus, a conclusive research purpose has been chosen 

for studying existing constructs and measures in the new context of the sharing economy. Conclu-

sive research allows to describe specific phenomena and to test relationships (Malhotra & Birks, 

2007). As prior information on relationships have been based on a model by Campbell (1999), this 

conclusive approach seems appropriate. Also referred to as “confirmatory research” (Parasuraman, 

Grewal & Krishnan, 2006) it is most appropriate when more alternatives are available and need to 

be checked. Given the amount of variables and covariates, this approach allows testing for them and 

altering the model afterwards accordingly.  
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This research employs a causal approach for the purpose of obtaining evidence in the relationships 

between antecedents, price fairness, and its consequences (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Made assump-

tions are empirically tested. Independent variables and dependent variables will be identified, e x-

plored, and tested in a controlled environment. Hence, this research utilizes a deductive approach, 

entailing testing and verifying a theory by examining hypothesis derived from secondary literature 

(Creswell, 2013).  

Subsequently, this implies the utilization of both, secondary and primary data. The former has been 

collected through an extensive literature review. In turn the author accessed Google Scholar as well 

as the database EbscoHost to search among accessible sources for adequate literature. Special focus 

was put on literature from the fields of economics, psychology, behavioral economics, social eco-

nomics and consumer neuroscience. Key terms like “fair pricing”, “price perception”, “fairness”, 

“sharing economy”, “collaborative consumption”, “behavioral pricing”, and “social pricing” were 

entered in order to find key literature. As a key piece Campbell (1999) has been identified based on 

citations (658, status 06 August 2015) and appropriateness. Xia et al. (2004) has been identified as a 

key literature review (641, status 06 August 2015). Further analysis on these pieces has been carried 

out through exploration on their subsequent citations, thereby verifying the research gap and 

ensuring inclusion of recent literature in combination to key literature. 

4.2.2 Quantitative research approach 

Conclusive research with a causal focus is particular effective when paired with a quantitative 

methodology. Thus, primary data has been collected through a quantitative approach. Aimed at 

quantifying data, testing hypothesis, and generalizing results, a survey measurement has been uti-

lized. The sample consists of a large number of respondents from a pre-defined target population 

and is randomly selected. Findings are usually generalizable and may be applied to other popula-

tions (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). In order to conduct quantitative research, a structured questionnaire 

has been developed (see section 4.2.3). The quantitative research forms the primary element in data 

collection.  

In order to analyze quantitative data, structural equation modeling (SEM) with AMOS 22 has been 

applied. SEM holds several advantages when analyzing data. For once, it enables to utilize multiple 

observed variables in order to better understand latent variables. A quantitative relationship can thus 

be confirmed or rejected. Further, multiple-group, multilevel, and mediation analysis is required 

based on the developed model, which can be assesses using SEM (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 
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The complex phenomenon of fair pricing perceptions requires sophisticated modeling and testing, 

which make SEM an appropriate technique to analyze it. Further, SEM is best suited for confirma-

tory research, as provided in the given case. SEM estimates the parameters of the model and tests 

the overall model fit of predetermined theory.  

One qualitative interview has been conducted to complement the quantitative research approach. A 

semi-structured interview has been arranged with the case company Airbnb in order to gain in-depth 

knowledge about Airbnb, the different markets, the target market, pricing mechanisms, and its pro-

cedure with media assaults. Interview partner has been Aja Guldhammer Henderson, country man-

ager of Airbnb Nordics and the Netherlands. This interview helped to finalize the questionnaire, to 

explore the market, and to identify a relevant sub-sample. It has further assisted during the elabora-

tion of findings.  

4.2.3 Questionnaire design 

The questionnaire design has evolved from the developed model. A first filter question has been 

integrated to identify respondents who have used Airbnb before. In case no experience has been 

collected, the respondent was directed to the last page of the questionnaire and thereby excluded 

from the analysis. Respondents who indicated that they had prior knowledge about Airbnb were 

directed towards the following questions.  

In a first step, respondents have been asked to read the provided information about Airbnb in order 

to create the desired frame. In a second step, respondents have been asked to remember their last 

booking with Airbnb and to answer questions regarding antecedents of price fairness perceptions. 

This way real- life data has been retrieved, aside from experimental settings and fictitious info r-

mation. In a third step, the respondents have been asked about their subsequent behavior, in order to 

identify consequences of PPF. In a fourth step, the respondents have been asked to provide demo-

graphic information. All questions have been mandatory, in order to ensure complete data, except 

for the demographic question about income. Respondents have been given the opportunity to refuse 

answering this question, as it demands sensitive information.  

The questionnaire utilized closed-ended questions, developed from existing constructs (see Appen-

dix 9.3). Multi- item measurement scales asked the respondents for their agreement or disagreement  

with certain statement on a 7-point Likert scale, with a neutral median point of “4”. Statements have 

been adapted to suit the specific characteristics of Airbnb.  This closed approach has been applied 
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due to the nature of SEM analysis. A final open-ended question provided respondents the possibility 

to give additional comments. This allowed identifying potential future research intentions.  

Experimental Design 

The developed questionnaire followed a between study design similar to Campbell (1999, 2007). 

This experimental design has been chosen in order to test certain constructs and framing influences 

on consumers.  

In order to test the construct of affect, stimulus- induced responses are necessary (Campbell, 2007). 

Stimuli have been provided by displaying either negative, positive, or no information about Airbnb 

and its societal impact to the respondents.  Each respondent has been randomly selected to one out 

of these three experimental groups and has been framed accordingly. Therefore, a total of three 

questionnaires have been distributed. The three informational pieces that have been provided to the 

respondents can be found within the final questionnaire (Appendix 9.5).  

Considering the prevalence of context effects, reference-dependent utilities, heuristics, and biases, 

framing effects are found in everyday perceptions. Framing about Airbnb may occur from media 

coverage, peers, or arbitrary anchors. Dividing the sample into three different experimental groups 

allows to research whether perceptions on price fairness are universal or depending on specific in-

fluences. As people tend to evaluate choices based on the given context, one must account for that. 

Three different contexts may show how information influences this. Due to their prevalence and 

robustness, context effects are considered as rules rather than exceptions in choice behavior  (Zheng 

& Özer, 2012). Including framing effects into the research design, further provides the opportunity 

to check for influences of framing on fairness perceptions and engagement decisions. It subsequent-

ly enables to see how the sharing economy as such might be affected from individual’s media co v-

erage or word-of-mouth.  

4.2.4 Pilot study 

In order to identify and eliminate potential problems of a questionnaire, appropriate pilot testing 

needs to be undertaken (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Pilot testing implies pre-testing a questionnaire 

with a small sample of respondents to reduce error in the actual research sample. Two phases of 

pilot testing have been conducted. In a first step protocol analysis has taken place, in which seven 

people answered the questionnaire, expressing their thoughts while doing it. Four persons have tes t-

ed the English version and three persons have tested the German version. The goal of protocol ana l-
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ysis is to test the questionnaire for general understanding, wording, and logic (ibid). In addition, an 

appropriate length of the questionnaire has been determined. Improvements have been made ac-

cordingly.  

In a second step, the online questionnaire has been sent out via social media pages (mainly Face-

book) to friends and a self-organized, voluntary panel on a German Facebook group. Out of 68 re-

spondents 47 have booked with Airbnb, making them eligible to take part in the study. Out of 47 

respondents, 29 questionnaires were completely recorded. 20 have completed the positively framed 

questionnaire and 9 have received the negatively framed questionnaire. According to Malhotra & 

Birks (2007, p. 392), initial sampling should be done with a small sample between 15-30 respond-

ents of the target sample, thus making it an appropriate sample size. As most respondents have been 

in contact with the researcher, they have been asked to report noticeable problems. The goal of the 

pretest was to ensure better data quality, less drop-outs, and appropriate data recording to ensure 

proper analysis and interpretation for a later stage in the survey conduction. 

Before being able to evaluate the relationships as described, the fit and reliability of developed 

scales needs to be tested (Rattray & Jones, 2007 on Jack & Clarke, 1998). This has been done 

through the calculation of Cronbach’s alpha (α) in both framed questionnaires (α positive; α nega-

tive) and non-framed condition and factor analysis (principal component analysis (PCA)).The high-

er α is, the higher internal consistency. As a general rule, α should at least exceed rx=0,7, which is 

considered “acceptable” (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). According to Lance, Butts, and Michels (2006)  

and Nunnally (1978) rx> 0.70 is appropriate in case of newly developed, exploratory research.  

However, a reliability scale of rx> 0.80 is recommended for basic or applied research. The threshold 

of rx>0,7 hold for all scales under at least one framing (see Appendix 9.6 for all results of the pilot 

study).  

PCA is a common technique within factor analysis for finding patterns in data of high dimension, 

expressing data in a way of highlighting similarities and differences (Smith, 2002). It is a powerful 

tool primarily used for data reduction and summarization (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Each variable 

is expressed as a linear combination of the underlying factors. Likewise, the factors themselves can 

be expressed as linear combinations of the observed variables.  

In a first step, the whole set of interdepended relationships among variables has been examined. The 

determination based on Eigenvalues > 1.0 resulted in 13 factors. However, an investigation into the 

eigenvalues and the scree plot indicated that a smaller number of factors has been more appropriate. 



I. Roggenkamp 

 

Copenhagen Business School 

Cand.merc. EBA- IMM | Master Thesis 

What’s mine is yours, but for a price 
4 Research Method  Page 53 of 146 

As the questionnaire has been developed based on past research, the desired number of factors 

amounted to eleven. Thus, a second PCA has been run, which showed clearer results (each one ac-

counts for a larger percentage of the variability, Appendix 9.6.3). 9 out of 11 factors could easily be 

identified (see table 10 in Appendix 9.6.3).  

In a final step, each factor has been tested individually, indicating that variables load significantly 

on the desired factor. As the sample size was rather small (n=29), results need to be treated ca u-

tiously, however, as identified by Winter, Dodou, and Wieringa (2009), factor analysis may still 

yield reliable results. Generally, CPA is based on correlations and correlation coefficients fluctuate 

more in large sample sizes (Field, 2013). However, when compared with Cronbach’s alpha, results 

showed to be reliable. To sum up, the data showed satisfactory empirical support for the conceptu-

alizations of constructs. Changes have been made accordingly (Appendix 9.4), an items of price 

sensitivity have been added based on respondents feedback (for final questionnaire, please refer to 

Appendix 9.5).  

4.3 Data collection 

4.3.1 Subjects 

The target sample for the study consists primarily of neo-shares that have used Airbnb before. Ac-

cording to Owjang (2014), 48 percent of neo-shares are between 18 and 34 years old, hinting to a 

young sample. The desired geographically dispersion consists of Western countries in order to reach 

a homogenous mass. Reaching respondents prevailingly from German-speaking countries (DACH) 

and Scandinavian countries further has the advantage of seeing whether national or residential dif-

ferences are prevalent, as political measures against short term rentals have increased negative me-

dia portrayal of Airbnb in Germany. Within Europe roughly eleven percent of the population has 

rented hotels or apartments through a home and lodging rental service (like Airbnb) by the end of 

the first quarter in 2014 (eMarketer, n.d.), narrowing down the population accordingly. In sum, the 

prerequisite for participation in the questionnaire requires solely prior booking experience with 

Airbnb.  

4.3.2 Procedure 

Testing was conducted through an online questionnaire which has been distributed through various 

channels (Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, Reddit, impossible.com, and further forums). Data has been 

collected through a ten-day interval from July 31, 2015 until August 10, 2015. As Airbnb has strict 
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moderation policy in all of their groups and forums in order to prevent hosts and guest to interact 

outside of the webpage, the entire population of Airbnb users could not be reached. Also direct dis-

tribution via Airbnb was not possible, as Airbnb exclusively sends out self-created content (personal 

communication with A. Guldhammer). Through simply posting the survey on different online 

groups, a passive approach was used, where the participants were auto-selecting themselves to par-

ticipate in the survey, leading to self-select biases (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Individuals have been 

incentivized by the possibility to win one of two 25€ gift cards for Airbnb. The questionnaire has 

been available in two languages, English and German, in order to reach more subjects in German 

speaking countries.  

4.3.3 Sample size 

As a general rule, it has been suggested, that an appropriate sample size consists of 15 cases per 

predictor variable in a standard ordinary least squares multiple regression analysis (Stevens, 2012). 

SEM’s close relation to multiple regression analysis indicates that a similar estimate is reasonable. 

Given that the developed model consists of twelve predictor variables, a sample size of 180 is de-

sired. Bentler and Chou (1987) indicate that going as low as five cases per parameter estimate will 

yield suitable results, in case of well-behaved data. Given twelve parameters and six parameters 

with error terms, a minimum of 90 respondents is required, accordingly. Hair et al. (2010) suggest a 

requirement of 200 respondents in order to derive meaningful data with SEM. Comparable studies 

on PFF and the sharing economy had between 86 and 108 (Campbell, 1999), 97 and 260 (Campbell, 

2007); 246 (Herrmann et al., 2007), and 168 (Hamari et al., 2015) respondents.  

Out of 640 people, who have engaged with the questionnaire (clicks), 407 have started to answer 

the questionnaire, resulting in a response rate of 63.59 percent. Out of these 407 answered question-

naires, 287 have used Airbnb before. Out of 287 participants, 214 have completed the questionnaire 

fully. 92 participants have answered in German, 122 in English. Thus, the final sample size of this 

research consists of 214 subjects and therefore meets all suggested requirements and lies above 

comparable studies. 
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5 Data Analysis and Findings 

5.1 Measurement properties of scales and measurement model 

Case Screening:  

In a first step, case screening of responses has been conducted, in order to ensure usable data. The 

final 214 responses have been checked for engagement (standard deviation>1,1), indicating suffi-

cient commitment among completed questionnaires. An analysis of missing values shows four 

missing values for income, which were in turn imputed with item median substitution, in order to 

counterweigh future problems during SEM. Item mean substitution is one of the most commonly 

used techniques. Despite its criticism, the minimal amount of missing data allows for its usage 

(Hawthorne & Elliot, 2005). Further frequencies of demographics are reported below (table 1).  

Demographics 

  Frequency Percent 

Gender Female 134 62,6 

Male 80 37,4 

Total 214 100,0 

Age <20 6 2,8 

20-25 94 43,9 

26-35 96 44,9 

36-45 9 4,2 

46-55 5 2,3 

56-65 4 1,9 

>65 0 0,0 

Total 214 100,0 

Income 0-150.000 DKK  
(0-20.000€) 121 56,5 

150.001-300.000 DKK 
(20.001-40.000€) 54 25,2 

300.001-600.000 DKK 
(40.001-80.500€) 27 12,6 

More than 600.000 DKK 
(80.500€) 8 3,7 

Total 210 98,1 

  Not answered 4 1,9 

  Total 214 100,0 

O ccupation Student 115 53,7 

  Employee 73 34,1 

  Self-employed 13 6,1 

  Unemployed 1 ,5 

  Other 12 5,6 

  Total 214 100,0 

Residence Germany 79 36,9 

Switzerland, Austria 6 2,8 

Denmark 50 23,4 

Sweden, Norway 10 4,7 

USA 20 9,3 

Other 49 22,9 

Total 214 100,0 
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Nationality German 92 43,0 

Swiss, Austrian 7 3,3 

Danish 22 10,3 

Swedish, Norwegian 12 5,6 

Other 63 29,4 

American 18 8,4 

Total 214 100,0 

Travel type Leisure travel 204 95,3 

Work-related travel 10 4,7 

Total 214 100,0 

Rent(er) ...renting out apartment/ 

room/house on Airbnb. 7 3,3 

...renting apartments as 
short-term leases. 164 76,6 

...both of the above. 23 10,7 

...none of the above. 20 9,3 

Total 214 100,0 

T able 1: Demograp hics  of cases 

Variable screening: 

Variable screening has been conducted (for descriptives see table 2). During variable screening, the 

data was checked for outliers, skewness and kurtosis (see Appendix 9.7.1 for results). Age, income, 

occupation showed abnormalities, but are not worrisome as the demographics of Airbnb users indi-

cate rather young travelers. Most travelers are leisure travelers, which is explainable by Airbnb ’s 

target group. Occupation shows a cluster of students, as the survey was distributed in the broader 

network of the researcher, accounting for skewness of income, as students have rather low budgets. 

Thus, problematic outliers were not present. The control variable “Rent(er)” showed inconsistencies 

with the first question in the questionnaire, of whether the respondent has used Airbnb before and is 

thus excluded from further analysis. The control variable “Travel type” showed too large diffe r-

ences between groups (nLeisure travel=204; nWork-related travel=10) and was thus also dropped from further 

analysis.  

The construct “desire for revenge” showed kurtosis in all items. Further items showed abnormalities 

and will be closely monitored in factor analysis.  

Descriptives 

   Negative frame  Positive frame  No frame   

Statistic N Mean* 
Std. Devia-

tion* 
N Mean* 

Std. Devia-
tion* 

N Mean* 
Std. Devia-

tion* 
Answer scale   

(4=neutral) 

Motive 76 4,94 1,60 67 5,10 1,66 71 5,37 1,54 1=bad intention; 7=good intention 

Profit 76 4,41 0,92 67 4,25 0,84 71 4,16 ,67 1=below normal; 7=above normal (recoded) 

Reputation 76 4,58 1,32 67 5,32 1,07 71 5,30 1,17 1=bad reputation; 7=good reputation 

Affect  76 4,15 1,11 67 5,52 1,22 71 5,92 1,03 1=negative;7=positive 

Collectivism 76 5,58 1,25 67 5,76 1,20 71 5,59 1,30 1=no collectivist; 2=individualist  
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Individualism 
76 4,89 1,45 67 4,70 1,52 71 4,98 1,39 1=no individualist; 7=individualist 

Sensitivity 
76 4,89 1,57 67 4,61 1,70 71 4,64 1,50 1=no sensitivity; 7=high sensitivity 

Fairness 
76 4,66 1,44 67 5,28 1,19 71 5,37 1,24 1=no perceived fairness; high fairness 

Engagement 
76 5,54 1,41 67 5,33 1,31 71 6,16 1,10 1=no likely engagement; 7=likely engagement 

Reciprocity 
76 5,33 1,23 67 5,02 1,47 71 5,62 1,33 1=no reciprocity; 7=high reciprocity 

Trust 
76 4,98 1,31 67 5,36 1,04 71 5,75 1,04 1=no trust; 7=high trust 

Greed 
76 4,13 1,49 67 4,87 1,41 71 5,00 1,44 1=greed; 7=no greed 

Revenge 
76 1,71 1,10 67 1,67 1,20 71 1,46 ,96 1=no revenge; 7=revenge desired 

*Averages of items       

 T able 2: Descrip tive results of variables 

Validity and reliability of constructs: 

The goal of factor analysis is to demonstrate that the data allows to form distinct constructs (discr i-

minant validity), which each measure a single thing (convergent validity) and that they are con-

sistent (reliability) (Gaskin, 2012).  

Validity of data was tested with exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and reliability of data is tested 

with a Cronbach’s alpha. EFA was conducted with a maximum likelihood extraction method as it is 

most suitable for further SEM analysis (Gaskin, 2012). As 13 constructs, needed to be identified, 

the factors of extractions have been constrained to the respective number. Promax rotation type was 

selected, as recommended for large data sets, a llowing variables to be assessed for unique relation-

ships between each factor and the variables, while removing relationships that are shared by multi-

ple factors (Gaskin, 2012). Initial EFA showed adequacy of data, while simultaneously indicating 

109 (8%) non-redundant residuals with absolute values greater than 0,05. As a smaller amount is 

desirable, potential issues need to be identified and resolved. The corresponding pattern matrix in-

dicates items that need to be inspected (Gaskin, 2012). Items have been deleted accordingly (Ap-

pendix 9. 4).  

After deletion of items, adequacy, convergent and discriminant validity have been assured 

(KMO=0,826; significance= 0,00). Initial extraction shows no value below 0,3, which shows that 

there is not too high correlation between variables with appropriate communalities. Extracted sums 

of squared loadings show a cumulative percentage of above 68 percent, which is desirable. Good-

ness-of- fit test has been applied, it shows non-significance, which is common if a dataset is above 

200 (Gaskin, 2012). There are 29 (3%) non-redundant residuals with absolute values greater than 

0,05. Final pattern matrix as well as factor correlation matrix (each factor<0,7) are reported in Ap-

pendix 9.7.2, alongside Cronbach’s alpha measure (>0,7; Nunnally,1978).  
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Confirmatory factor analysis was subsequently conducted. After initial assessment, further items 

had to be dropped and error terms have been co-varied, resulting in the final list of items). Respec-

tive thresholds, as suggested by Hair et al. (2010) were achieved, confirming reliability (Critical 

ration (CR) <0,7), convergent validity (average variance extracted (AVE)>0,5), and discriminant 

validity (maximum shared variance (MSV)<AVE; average shared variance (ASV)<AVE). Appro-

priate model fit for the final measurement model has been achieved, according to commonly ac-

cepted thresholds by Hu and Bentler (1999). It has been checked for common method bias, which 

showed no concern (see Appendix 9.7.3 for details of CFA).  

Invariance tests have been conducted on all grouping variables (See Appendix 9.7.3), except price 

sensitivity (as a latent variable, it has been tested in the structural model and not measurement mod-

el). Significant differences between groups within one construct have only been found in regard to 

the construct collectivism. Other constructs showed no significant differences for individual group-

ing variables. Individual items have however been identified as significantly different. The grouping 

variable “country of residence” showed significant differences (p<0,05) between DACH countries 

and “other” countries, and between Scandinavian countries and “other” countries on the construct 

“collectivism”. DACH countries and Scandinavia reported significantly higher scores on the co n-

struct, requiring keeping the control variable for further analysis. Nationality showed also differ-

ences on five variables (3 constructs; p<0,05), indicating that German-speaking nationalities are 

more attuned to reputational effects, less influenced by revenge thoughts, and less considerate about 

motive. Thus, the control variable will be kept for further analysis. Gender showed highly signifi-

cant differences on two items (within collectivism and reciprocity; p<0,01) and significant differ-

ences on one item (trust: p<0,05) and is thus also kept for further analysis. Income indicated highly 

significant influence on one item (motive; p<0,01), indicating that low income respondents are 

more influenced by it. Income also showed significant differences on two further items (individual-

ism and trust; p<0,05) and is thus kept for further analysis. Occupation showed highly significant 

(p<0,01) impact on one item of inferred profit, indicating that students are more influenced by it 

and on one item of individualism. However, as no other highly significant variances are found, the 

variable is dropped from further analysis. Age also only indicated differences in two items and is 

thus disregarded for further analysis. This leaves five grouping variables for further analysis, name-

ly country of residence, nationality, gender, and income, and the uninspected price sensitivity. 

Based on their significance, the grouping variables have been added to the structural model as co n-

trol variables.  
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5.2 Evaluation of structural model 

The full structural model was utilized for further analysis, as it showed better fit, compared to the 

imputed model. Multivariate assumptions of linearity and multicollinearity have been confirmed 

(Appendix 9.7.4) and homoscedasticity is expected, since model is moderated with multi-group 

moderators.  

The model was run in order to inspect the control variable price sensitivity with the multigroup 

moderators of positive, negative, and no framing, as well as independent of framing. It showed that 

the control variable “price sensitivity” had no significant influence in the structural model and was 

thus dropped from further analysis. Also the control variables country of origin, country of resi-

dence, and income showed to be negligible and were dropped. Only gender showed to have a signif-

icant effect on fairness perception and is thus remained in the relationship. An improvement in 

model fit could subsequently be found (for final structural model as depicted in AMOS, see Appen-

dix 9.7.5). 

Provided that the respondents were framed according to one of three frames prior to answering the 

questionnaire, this model fit has been tested with group moderation and without group moderation. 

Both times, an appropriate model fit has been found (Chi-square/df<3; CFI>0,89) (further measures 

and desired cutoff points, as suggested by Hu & Bentler (1999) are reported in Appendix 9.7.6).  

The multigroup moderation of the structural model based on framing reveals significant differences 

in certain relationships, indicating that framing worked for certain variables (see Appendix 9.7.7 for 

detailed results).  

The results of the hypotheses testing are depicted in figure 9, details are given in table 3 (for direct 

relationships) and in table 4 (for mediated relationships). Next to standardized estimate regression 

for direct relationship testing, mediation was tested utilizing the Sobel’s (1982) test and the boo t-

strapping approach. Whereas Sobel’s test has been criticized for having low statistical power 

(Hayes, 2009), it allows to detect medium effects given the sample size (n=214) (MacKinnon et al., 

2002). Its further advantage lies in the ability to apply multigroup moderat ion. In order to confirm 

results, bootstrapping has been applied. Its advantage lies in its statistical power and that it is not 

reliant on a normally distributed sample (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Detailed results on results of 

both tests can be found in appendix 9.7.8). In the following, aggregated results are given, with an 

indication in which relationships, multigroup moderation and framing became apparent. 
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5.3 Hypotheses results 

“All models are wrong, some are useful” –  Box (1976, as cited in Hand, 2014, p.99) 

H1: Inferred Motive on PPF 

Contrary to the stated hypothesis, the relationship of inferred motive on price fairness was not iden-

tified and thus H1 is not supported (β= -0,029; C.R.=0,488; p=0,625). A slight, non-significant, 

negative relationship between motive and perceived fairness has been found. Looking into the mod-

erating groups of framing, no significant differences are found either. However, the means indicate,  

that the framing worked accordingly, showing a more positive inferred motive for the positively 

framed group, compared to a more negative inferred motive for the negatively framed group ( ̅nega-

tive=4,94;  ̅positive=5,10;  ̅neutral=5,37). 

H2a: Inferred relative profit on PPF 

As hypothesized a negative relationship between inferred high prices and PPF has been found (β= -

0,264; C.R.= -3,851; p<0,001). Therefore H2a is supported. The groups of framing indicated that a 

positive framing mitigates the negative relationship significantly, when compared to no framing. 

The positive framing also mitigates the negative relationship, when compared to the negatively 

framed group, however the finding was not significantly strong enough. Looking into the means, it 

also becomes apparent that respondents in the negative framed condition, perceived the price of 

their recent Airbnb stay higher than respondents in the other two framed conditions ( ̅negative=4,41; 

 ̅positive=4,25;  ̅neutral=4,16).  

H2b: Inferred relative profit on PPF, mediated by inferred motive 

A mediation has not been found for the relationship of relative profit on PPF, which means that H2b 

is not supported (pindirect=0,633). Within the positively framed subsample, motive slightly, but not 

significantly, mediated the relationship.   

H3: Reputation on PPF 

In line with the stated hypothesis, reputation has a positive and direct influence on PPF (β= 0,21; 

C.R.= 3,559; p<0,001). Therefore, H3 is supported. Interestingly this finding was not supported in 

the negatively framed sub-sample (β=0,046; C.R.=0,344; p=0,73), indicating that this relationship is 

highly influenced by framing. A better rated reputation in the conditional gro ups ( ̅negative=4,58; 

 ̅positive=5,32;  ̅neutral=5,30) supports this notion.  
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H4: Affect on PPF 

A positive influence of affective responses on PPF has been identified, which lends support to H4 

(β=0,395; C.R.=5,297; p<0,001). The test for invariances among experimental conditions showed 

that the effect is significantly stronger in the neutral group, compared to the positively conditioned 

group. This may hint to the important role of affection when perceiving price fairness. The means 

indicated support for the framing effect (  ̅negative=4,15;  ̅positive=5,52;  ̅neutral=5,92), showing that 

respondents who received a positive frame, felt much better about the information and booking with 

Airbnb. (SHOWS THAT SOMETHING ELSE WAS MORE IMPORTANT IN POSITTIVE 

CONDITION) 

H5 & H6: Cultural dimension on PPF  

No significant relation has been found in either of the two cultural dimensions on PPF (H5: 

β=0,074; C.R.=1,511; p=0,131; β=0,031; C.R.=0,571; p=0,568). Accordingly neither H5, nor H6 

have been supported. Horizontal collectivism showed however a significant relationship on PPF in 

the positive condition (β=0,222; C.R.=2,339; p=0,0,019). Thus, H5 is partially supported. Compari-

sons of means show, that in the positively framed groups, rating of collectivist intentions are also 

higher, compared to the other two groups ( ̅negative=5,58;  ̅positive=5,76;  ̅neutral=5,59). Horizontal in-

dividualism remains unsupported in any framing group. However, between-group variances indicate 

that when comparing negative and no framing respondents, significant differences occur, in which 

negatively framed respondents show a positive relationship from individualism on PPF. In contrast 

respondents with no frame exhibit a negative tendency, as suggested by the hypothesis. 

H7: PPF on willingness to engage  

As suggested by this hypothesis, the higher the PPF, the more inclined people are to engage in shar-

ing activity with Airbnb in the future, supporting H7 (β=0,477; C.R.=3,987; p<0,001). This finding 

was supported in both framed groups, but not in the respondent group without a frame. This also 

explains the significant between group variances that have been found. The mean differences for 

engagement ( ̅negative=5,54;  ̅positive=5,33;  ̅neutral=6,16) indicate that the no frame group is more in-

clined to engage in sharing economy regardless of PFF.  
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H8: PPF on willingness to engage, partially mediated by reciprocity 

A significant partially and positive mediating relationship of PPF on willingness to engage has been 

found, thereby supporting H8. The hypothesis was also supported in the negatively and positively 

framed conditions. Full mediation was found for the group that has not been framed.  

H8a: PPF on reciprocity 

The hypothesized relationship of PPF on positive reciprocity has been confirmed and H8a has been 

supported (β=0,276; C.R.=3,74; p<0,001). As the positive relationship was confirmed in all three 

conditions as well, no significant differences between experimental groups were found.  

H8b: Reciprocity on willingness to engage 

As suggested, positive reciprocity has a positively influencing relationship on willingness to en-

gage, which supports H8b (β=0,123; C.R.=2,029; p=0,042). Looking into the experimental group, 

this relationship was only significantly supported in the negatively framed group, which was also 

highlighted in the invariance analysis between groups. Compared to both the positively framed 

group and the no frame group, the negatively framed group indicated stronger preferences.  

H9: PPF on willingness to engage, partially mediated by trust 

It was argued that price fairness perception increase willingness to engage in further sharing activi-

ty, mediated by fostered trust. As suggested, this hypothesis has been shown to exist (see table 4). 

Sobel’s test indicates that this relationship was supported for all groups, but the positively framed 

one, which showed no form of mediation. There H9 is fully supported.  

H9a: PPF on trust 

A positive and significant relationship has been found for the direct influence of PPF on trust, 

which means that H9a is supported (β=0,574; C.R.=8,96; p<0,001). Significance is found in each of 

the three experimental groups. Interestingly, the comparisons of variances identifies the relationship 

in the negatively framed group to be almost twice as strong and thus, significantly divergent from 

the positively framed and no frame group.  

H9b: Trust on willingness to engage 

The results also show that trust positively influences willingness to engage with Airbnb in the future 

(β=0,489; C.R.=5,841; p<0,001). Therefore also H9b is supported. This relationship proves also to 
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be significant in all experimental groups, with equal strength, thus not indicating between-group 

variances.  

H10: PPF on willingness to engage, partially mediated by greed and revenge 

A partial mediation of the described relationship can be attributed to greed and revenge, thereby 

supporting H10. Both individually and combined, they showed significant mediation. In the case of 

the experimental group that has not been framed, no mediation was found for the individual con-

structs, but when combined, full mediation was identified.  

H10a: PPF on perceived greed 

It has been alleged that high PPF will increase the absence of perceived greed. This relationship has 

been confirmed and supports H10a (β=0,38; C.R.=5,613; p<0,001). This relation has been identified 

in all three experimental groups, but has been found to be non-significant in the neutral group. The 

variances between the negatively framed group and the neutral group are thus also considerably 

large and significant.  

H10b: Perceived greed on desire revenge 

As in the absence of perceived greed, the desire for revenge should be minimized, a significant neg-

ative relationship has been found on this relationship (β=-0,349; C.R.=-4,74; p<0,001). Thus, H10b 

has been supported. As well as in the previously described relationship, this effect has been slightly 

insignificant in the positively framed group, but present. Equally, the variances between the nega-

tively framed group and the neutral group have been identified as significant.  

H10c: Desire for revenge on willingness to engage  

Desire for revenge exhibits a negative relationship with willingness to engage, which supports H10c 

(β=-0,349; C.R.=-4,74; p<0,001), indicating that revenge seeking behavior is negatively correlated 

with willingness to engage, as indicated in the hypothesis. As the means of the revenge seeking 

constructs indicate ( ̅negative=1,71;  ̅positive=1,67;  ̅neutral=1,46) there is an absence of revenge seeking 

behavior, indicating in reverse argumentation that the absence of revenge seeking behavior will lead 

to higher willingness to engage. This relationship was significant in all, but the no framing group. 

These differences were however not significant during the invariance testing.  
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Importance of control variables 

Contrary to the assumption, all control variables but gender showed to be non-significant and have 

been dropped from the final analysis. However, gender showed to be an important variable when 

determining price fairness perceptions, especially when being negatively framed.  

 

 

Figure 8: T heoret ical model with path results  and R 2  results 
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Model Relationships - Direct Effects 

From To Sign 
Unstandardized 

regression 

weights 

Standardized 
regression 

weights (β) 

S.E. C.R. P 
Hypothe-

sis 
Supported 

Framing 
differ-

ence  

Motive Fairness - 
-0,025 -0,029 0,05 

-
0,488 0,625 H1 No No 

Profit Fairness - 
-0,504 -0,264 0,131 

-

3,851 *** H2a Yes Yes 

Reputation Fairness + 0,275 0,21 0,077 3,559 *** H3 Yes No 

Affect  Fairness + 0,401 0,395 0,076 5,297 *** H4 Yes Yes 

Collectivism Fairness + 
0,086 0,074 0,057 1,511 0,131 H5 No No 

Individual-
ism 

Fairness + 
0,018 0,031 0,031 0,571 0,568 H6 No Yes 

Fairness Engagement + 
0,341 0,477 0,086 3,987 *** H7 Yes Yes 

Fairness Reciprocity + 0,424 0,276 0,113 3,74 *** H8a Yes No 

Reciprocity Engagement + 
0,057 0,123 0,028 2,029 0,042** H8b Yes Yes 

Fairness Trust  + 
0,506 0,574 0,057 8,96 *** H9a Yes Yes 

Trust Engagement + 0,396 0,489 0,068 5,841 *** H9b Yes No 

Fairness Greed + 
0,356 0,38 0,063 5,613 *** H10a Yes Yes 

Greed Revenge - 
-0,344 -0,349 0,073 -4,74 *** H10b No No 

Revenge Engagement - 
-0,216 -0,278 0,054 

-

4,009 *** H10c Yes No 

Gender Fairness + 0,376 0,151 0,136 2,766 0,006** Control Significant  No 

Gender Engagement - 
-0,118 -0,066 0,119 

-

0,996 0,319 Control 

Not signifi-

cant No 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

T able 3: Pat h results of SEM  –  direct relationships  

 

Mediation 

  
Relationship Hypothesis  

Mediation type observed 
(Sobel’s test ; Bootstrapping) 

A
n

t.
 

Profit-Motive-Fairness H2b No mediation 

C
o

n
se

q
u

e
n

c
e
s 

Fairness-Reciprocity-Engagement H8 Partial mediation  

Fairness-Trust-Engagement H9 Partial mediation  

Fairness-Greed-Engagement 

H10 

Partial mediation  

Fairness-Revenge-Engagement Partial mediation  

Fairness-Greed-Revenge-Engagement Partial mediation  

T able 4: Pat h results of SEM  –  mediated relationships  
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6 Discussion and Implications 

Altogether, eleven out of 14 hypothesized relationships have been supported in this study, indicat-

ing that the collected information fits the described model. Based on this notion, the following find-

ings and conclusions are noteworthy.  

6.1 Theoretical implications 

6.1.1 Implication of antecedents 

Motives behind prices seem to be insignificant in the collaborative economy 

It has been wildly accepted (e.g. Maxwell, 1995; Campbell 1999, 2007; Lowe & Alpert, 2007) that 

the motive of a provided price influences the consumer’s perception. Contrary to this existing litera-

ture, a relationship between inferred motive and price fairness perceptions has not been found with-

in this data set. This finding is astonishing, since its relevance has been replicated in various set-

tings. When looking into the data on this particular variab le, it also showed that the provided con-

textual information in the framing did have an impact. As assumed, people provided with positive 

information about Airbnb home owners’ intention to rent out their apartment, indicated that they 

inferred a better motive, compared to the negatively framed group. However, it also showed that the 

respondent group that has not been framed indicated an even more positive inferred motive. Ove r-

all, this finding does not mean that inferred motive does not have an impact on PPF within the col-

laborative economy. It rather indicates that in this particular dataset, inferred motive has not been 

able to explain enough of the variances for PPF.  There are multiple potential causes for this find-

ing. 

For once, this finding could imply that the underlying reason for a given price is not considered as 

relevant within the collaborative economy as in other industries. Given the euphoria about the col-

laborative economy (Riles, 2015), it might be possible that consumers have not yet considered price 

as an important driver for fairness. The overarching positive perception about Airbnb hosts motives 

can be seen through the high mean score the unframed group has attributed to the construct of in-

ferred motive. The feelings that the consumer has right now about hosts’ intention is consistently 

positive and thus motives beyond the posted price might not be questioned or less relevant, com-

pared to other influences that showed importance on PPF.  
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The finding that the inferred motive seems to be most positively evaluated by the group that did not 

receive any framing information, could hint to the importance of affective perception. This particu-

lar respondent group has not been given a cognitive task and simply relied on their “gut feeling”. 

This could indicate that cognitional evaluation has a general negative influence on perception. 

However, the between group differences have not been significant enough to draw meaningful co n-

clusion from this finding. 

A further explanation for lacking evidence in this relationship could come from product and service 

differences and real- life information. Provided that Campbell’s (1999) model has been tested on a 

tangible product with artificial information in an auction setting, the context of this study might be 

to distinct from the original study. Considering that respondents have been asked to remember their 

last booking experience with Airbnb and derive a motive from their last stay, this finding may hint 

to the fact that consumer prevailingly made good experiences and few to none defective motives 

have been observed during their stay. As this research primarily tested for fairness, unlike Camp-

bell’s, this allows to suggest that in pleasant circumstances and positive encounters with home own-

ers, negative motives are less likely to occur and therefore constitute little relevance on price fair-

ness perception. This idea is in line with the argumentation that the absence of unfa irness is less 

likely observed than unfairness (Finkel, 2001).  

Profit inferences are influenced by framing and high inferred profits decrease PPF 

Similar to Campbell’s (1999) study, the relationship between inferred profit and PPF has been 

found significant. This implies that within the comparative economy, an inferred high profit d e-

creases PPF. The influence framing has on individual’s evaluations also becomes apparent in this 

relationship. The provided positive information on the home owner’s usage of excess money (e.g. 

prevention of social segregation) mitigated the negative effect of perceived abnormal prices on per-

ceived fair pricing. 

Even though users did not infer negative motives of home owners’ prices, they inferred that prices 

have been above normal. In line with Owyang et al. (2014) who found that more than fifty percent 

of sharing website users indicated lower price as a motivation of usage, this finding shows that pric-

es as such are an important element to consumers in the collaborative economy. Out of interest, a 

mediation analysis has been conducted, which showed however, that inferred profit has no direct 

influence on the willingness to engage in further sharing activity. Therefore, it can be concluded 
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that appropriate profits are an important aspect in a consumers’ fairness experience in the collabor a-

tive economy, which in turn leads to increased engagement..  

Interestingly, even though influenced by framing, there was still no mediating relationship for mo-

tives between inferred profits on price fairness perceptions. Only in the positively framed subsam-

ple a non-significant mediation has been found. This finding suggests that a positive motive may 

mitigate the negative effect that high prices have on perceived fairness. It is believed that potentially 

the negative framing, and thus the negative inferred motives, have not been strong enough to show a 

significant result. When comparing provided information with information that has been given to 

Campbell’s (1999) respondents, positive and negative motives have been less obvious. This in turn 

leads also to the conclusion that based on actual data, consumers do not have strongly diverging 

inferences on neither profits nor motives.  

Positive reputation can increase PPF 

Reputation showed a direct and positive impact on PPF. Whereas Campbell (1999) has suggested a 

mediating role of reputation, this finding indicates that reputation by itself plays an important role in 

price fairness evaluations. Interestingly, this finding was only supported in the experimental groups 

that received a positive framing, or no framing. These findings lead to the following implications.  

This shows that particularly a favorable reputation may mitigate negative perceptions of price un-

fairness, when they arise. Consumers are more forgiving of unfairness instances, when they general-

ly perceive the company’s practices to be creditable.  

It is to be highlighted that Airbnb’s reputation is generally considered as good, as expressed by un-

framed participants. The reputation did not positively increase through favorable framing; however 

negative framing significantly decreased this image. This finding implies that consumers may be 

highly manipulable by media, governments, or other information providers. Negative information 

may retrospectively disgrace the reputation of a firm, even after positive experiences have been 

conducted. As current discussions about the disruptive role of the collaborative economy are much 

dispersed, the powerful influence a favorable reputation may have for a firm is demonstrated 

through this finding.  

Further, reputation has indicated to influence not only price fairness perceptions but also perceived 

greed and trust in a company. These conclusions underline the overall magnitude reputation pos-

sesses in a business context. Both of Campbell’s models have neglected these influences, which 
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constitute an important influence on price fairness and consequences on price fairness. This re-

search therefore adds to Campbell’s model, thereby advancing research in the origins of price fair-

ness considerations.  

Strong role of affect in PPF 

This research also sheds light on the discussion of the dual role of cognition and affect. After being 

presented with positive information about Airbnb and its societal impact, respondents rated their 

feelings about the information and booking with Airbnb more positively. In the contrar ily framed 

group, respondents indicated slightly more negative feelings. Nevertheless, the positive relationship 

between affect and PPF was strongest in the respondents group with no framing. No framing also 

meant no cognitional processing of information. In turn, this might lead to the conclusion that a 

positive affective state alone will increase PPF, whereas cognitional processing of information miti-

gates this effect. Campbell (2007) has indicated similar findings and has come to the conclusion that 

unconstrained processing of information mitigates the effects of affect on price fairness perceptions, 

whereas constrained processing of information enhances the influential role of affect. Similar sug-

gestions come from Zajonc (1980) who indicated that affective responses are present to almost eve-

rything and that those are early, intuitive, good-bad evaluations. Support for the affective response 

to framing comes also from neuroscience. Existence of framing effects have been proven through 

increased brain activity in the amygdala region (DeMartino, Kumaran, Seymour & Dolan, 2006). 

The amygdala region is normally associated with negative and positive emotions (Ramsøy, 2014). 

The overall findings of this study must however be considered with care, as responses about an af-

fective state are highly biased due to a lack of spontaneity (Campbell, 2007) and due to a lack of 

consciously knowing one owns feelings (Hastie and Dawes, 2010). Neuroscience goes as far as ar-

guing that consumers are not able to accurately report their affections. Nevertheless, this construct 

demonstrates that there is a dual role in price fairness perceptions of affect and cognition, with an 

indication that affective responses trump cognitional evaluations.  

Few cultural influences on PPF 

Contrary to existing literature (Bolton et al., 2010) cultural differences have shown no significant 

influence on PPF. This finding is contrasted by the suggestion from Maxwell (1995) who has ind i-

cated that pricing managers should be sensitive to cultural norms, in particular collectivism and 

individualism. Only character traits of horizontal collectivism showed a positive relationship on 
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PPF in the positively framed group of respondents. This indicates that an individual who considers 

himself horizontally collectivist attributes more importance to PPF. 

An explanation for this finding could come from social proof theory. As previously stated people 

act in accordance to their social surrounding and find justification in their own action by actions of 

others. When considering that respondents learned about benevolent behavior of home owners, they 

might have indicated their collectivist behavior higher, in order to justify themselves in accordance 

to the provided information.  

The absence of cultural influences on PPF is supported by the absence of influenced from demo-

graphic factors like nationality and country of residence. Considering the nature of Airbnb as a 

global born firm, its nature of an international travel enabler, and the collaborative economy as a 

global phenomenon, these findings become explainable. The consumer has most likely experienced 

a service of Airbnb outside of his normal cultural setting, has interacted with different nationalities 

and is thus open to cultural differences. As traveling broadens one’s own cultural mindset, demo-

graphic factors become less apparent. The international nature of the firm, may allow forming uni-

versal judgments, unbounded by cultural backgrounds. 

However, one must note that the absent relationship of individualism and collectivism on PPF can-

not lead to the conclusion, that cultural differences are unimportant in the collaborative economy. 

Instead it might indicate that this particular cultural dimension does not influence PPF in this par-

ticular sample. As indicated in the figure below, one can see that the most prevalent countries in the 

sample do not rank extremely high on individualism. It also shows that the sampled nationalities 

rank similar on this dimension, explaining a lack of country differences in this variable. I t is sug-

gested that other cultural dimensions might be more relevant in the setting of the collaborative 

economy. Long-term orientation may be a more accurate predictor of price fairness perceptions, as 

Germans might find the business models of the collaborative economy less sustainable (see current 

legislation of Zweckentfremdungsverbot). Also the different rankings on indulgence might be more 

relevant, as Germany is considered restrained and more pessimistic, compared to Sweden and 

Denmark and might view the developments with more caution.  
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Figure 9: Cult ural comp arison of Denmark, Sweden, and Germany  

Ret rieved on Sep tember 09, 2015 from ht tp://geert -hofs tede.com/denmark.html 

6.1.2 Implications of consequences 

Price fairness perceptions increase willingness to engage in sharing activity 

As expected and supported by existing literature, PPF has a positive influence on purchasing behav-

ior. The finding was overall supported; however it has not been significant in the unframed group.  

A possible explanation for this finding might be found in the means of the different groups. In the 

unframed group the mean indicates that respondents are more willing to re-engage with Airbnb, 

regardless of price fairness perceptions. Therefore, price fairness might not be considered as rele-

vant in this framed group, compared to the other groups. This difference may be attributed to cogni-

tional differences. Without any provided information, the respondents have most likely relied on 

their personal inner judgment when regarding re-engagement. Once being constrained by infor-

mation about prices, consumers are influenced by them while answering subsequent questions, and 

might be focused on them. 

Social preferences play vital role in mediation of PPF and engagement  

A partially mediating role of the social preferences reciprocity, trust, perceived greed, and desire for 

revenge has been confirmed, lending support to importance of social economic literature. These 

findings suggest that not only price fairness by itself has an impact on willingness to engage, but 

that particularly in the collaborative economy, reciprocity, trust, and greed and revenge play a sig-

nificant role.  
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The importance of its mediating role has been particularly emphasized in the case of reciprocity. 

Whereas direct relationships have only been confirmed, when framed negatively, reciprocal beha v-

ior fully mediated the relationship between PPF and willingness to engage. This finding implies that 

without additional information, consumers are more likely to re-engage in sharing activity, because 

they want to behave according to the home owners’ positive behavior. Remembering that the means 

for re-engagement in this sub-sample have been particularly high, positive reciprocity most likely 

attributes to this effect. As in the collaborative economy re-engagement with the similar person is 

unlikely, it indicates that reciprocal behavior might be transferrable to other home owners.  

Reciprocity partially mediates the relationship of PPF on engagement 

When looking into direct relationships among the variables of social preferences, framing differ-

ences become apparent. The influence of positive reciprocal behavior on willingness to engage has 

only been confirmed in the negatively framed sub-sample.  

A possible explanation may lie in the framing of the question. As initially a situation has been pre-

sented in which home owner utilize Airbnb as a short-term rental income to bypass taxes, the ques-

tions particularly asked about the situation in which a home owner does not behave this way. Two 

levels of experiences are introduced; the first level presents accumulated facts on a macro level and 

the second level refers to the micro level of individual experience. Therefore the contrast for the 

negatively framed group between negatively stated facts and PPF was stronger. This might lead to a 

stronger response by the survey taker, compared to someone who has not been presented with nega-

tive facts on home owners. This finding might also hint to high solidarity in the collaborative econ-

omy. As the respondent in a negative framed condition learned about users abusing the platform 

Airbnb, they may be more inclined to behave reciprocal towards those who do not. Neuroscience 

also lends support to these findings. Sanfey (2007) finds evidence through neuroimaging that the 

striatum tracks reciprocal cooperation, indicating a positive feeling of reward when behaving recip-

rocal.   

Trust partially mediates the relationship of PPF on engagement 

The analysis showed that trust partially and positively mediates the relationship between PPF and 

willingness to engage in future sharing activity. As expected, the social preference of trust plays a 

pivotal role in the collaborative economy. The influence of PPF on trust was significantly higher in 

the negatively framed group. Similar to the previous argumentation, it might be concluded that the 
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two different levels of analysis influence this relationship. The personal experience level of the in-

dividual trumps the macro perspective that has been presented to him and thus fosters a stronger 

response.  

The importance of post-purchase trust in the collaborative economy can be highlighted through the 

analogy of Ebay and Amazon. At first, people have been worried about security issues, but after 

initial purchase, they felt more secure to re-engage in buying from individual sellers (The Econo-

mist, 2013). Similarly, the initial use, paired with positive experience, will develop post-purchase 

trust that encourages further engagement in the collaborative economy. Rachel Botsman refers to 

the importance of trust as “the real magic and the secret source” (2012, Time : 18:42), thereby sup-

porting the findings of this study.  

Perceived greed and revenge partially mediate the relationship of PPF on engagement 

In this mediating relationship, the findings suggest that PPF decreases the likelihood in engaging in 

these negative reciprocal behaviors. This finding implies that by pricing one’s offer fairly, people 

are less likely inclined to give bad reviews about either the brand Airbnb or the home owner him-

self. By lacking engagement in negative reciprocal behavior, consumers are also more likely to pa r-

ticipate in new sharing activity.  

Whereas the presence of perceived greed and revenge-seeking behavior has previously been studied 

in situation where unfairness has been perceived (Grégoire et al., 2010), this study confirms the 

absence of the two in light of fairness. It has been noted by Price (2009) that revenge-seeking be-

havior is dependent on cultural influences and one owns personality. Price fairness alone may miti-

gate the risk of revengeful behavior, however if the consumer has a negative experience despite fair 

prices, he might still engage in this behavior, depending on his personality or cultural traits. It 

should be noted that revengeful behavior comes at a personal cost, meaning that the hedonic plea s-

ure anticipated by revenge is rarely occurring (Carlsmith, Wilson & Gilbert, 2008).  Thus, it might 

be argued that not even when revenging unfair prices, consumers will fee l better about the per-

ceived inequity and re-engage in sharing activity. Instead, people might leave sharing collaborations 

altogether. Therefore, the importance of price fairness is once again underlined. In order to co n-

vince consumers to participate in sharing activity, fairness considerations should be emphasized.    
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6.2 Practical implications 

Modeled after Botsman and Roger’s book “What’s mine is yours” (2010), the title of this work sug-

gests: “What’s mine is yours, but for a price”. As this research emphasizes, sharing is an upcoming 

trend, the collaborative economy is growing, and people have generally positive experience about it. 

However, prices, fees, and monetary compensation play a pivotal role in the collaborative economy, 

just like in any other economical setting. Therefore, price considerations should not be neglected by 

practitioners when discussing sharing trends. While the collaborative economy is growing, com-

mercial sharing managers should be aware of price developments in order to appropriate ly make 

future decisions.  

As practicing marketing entails the “process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, 

promotion, and distribution of goods […] to create exchanges that satisfy individual and organiza-

tional goals” (Kotler, 2002, p.4), implications from this research for these fields will be highlighted. 

Generally, managers need to understand that fairness is an immediate reaction that consumers d e-

velop from seeing a price. However, as marketing managers of commercial P2P platforms cannot 

directly influence price developments, other measures should be utilized in order to guarantee a fair 

price development. One measure can come through the provision of pricing guidelines. Guidelines 

can be developed by companies, based on marketing research. Further, one could incentivize the 

offering exchange partner to consider comparable prices, in order to decrease perceived price un-

fairness when comparing prices. Companies could also offer opt-out options for sellers, in which a 

logarithm proposes a price that sellers can accept or not. Through these measures, marketing man-

agers can take an active position in the price development.  

Fair pricing perceptions have a direct influence on the acceptance of a service, as this research has 

shown. However, as the directly offered good or service in the collaborative economy cannot be 

inspected or changed by a marketing manager, only the presentation of a good or service can be 

influenced. Marketing managers should ensure that the presented value of an offering is favorable, 

in order to align prices with expected value. In the case of Airbnb, professional photography of 

houses has proven to increase booking rates (Helm & Guzzetta, 2014). As prices are considered as a 

sacrifice that one has to make for receiving value, it can be concluded that a higher perceived value 

from professional pictures justifies a higher price.  

Nevertheless, product and service offerings can hardly be influenced by platform providers. There-

fore, promotional activity should be the main contribution from marketing managers. As analyzed, 
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reputation shows to have a significant influence not only on PPF, but also on perceived greed, and 

trust. Consequently, it should be of utmost importance to any marketing manager to create a favora-

ble reputation. As the framing effect in the reputation construct has shown, people retrospectively 

adapt their opinions about a company. One suggestion to marketing managers is therefore to e m-

phasize the positive societal impact their business has. As too much cognitional effort undermines 

the emotional attribution the consumer has about a firm, it is advisable to attract the affective re-

sponse system of an individual. Indicated by the findings of social preferences, it is also advised to 

appeal to the importance of reciprocity and trust in a community. 

Airbnb has attempted to do such thing by asking “Is mankind?” in their latest advertisement. The 

goal was to explore the kindness of their community members. Instead, the company has primarily 

received negative examples of the unkindness of man (O’Reilly, 2015). Generally, appealing to the  

evolutionary need of humans for belonging and community seems appropriate, as the discussion on 

social preferences has indicated. However prior to launching a certain campaign, research needs to 

be conducted. As previously touched upon, a new research stream of neuroscience and neuroeco-

nomics is concerned with emotional and social responses to such marketing activity (Ramsøy, 

2014). It is advised to measure affective response of certain ad campaigns with physiological 

measures, such as eye movements, pupil dilation, sweating, respiration, and pulse. These measures, 

achieved through for example eye-tracking are comparatively inexpensive, but effective when 

measuring individual’s reactions (ibid). Paired with intensive focus groups studies, reliable reac-

tions to ad campaigns can be achieved. Remembering that prices cannot be directly influenced by 

companies, these promotional measures may help build a favorable reputation; which in turn helps 

to mitigate negative price unfairness perception, once they occur. As Botsman (2012, Time: 18:42) 

puts it: “In the 21st century, new trust networks, and the reputation capital they generate, will rein-

vent the way we think about wealth, markets, power and personal identity, in ways we can't yet 

even imagine”.  

Considering the place element of marketing activity, managers should be aware of cultural diffe r-

ences. Even though this study has not found significant differences, it must be assumed that marke t-

ing a sharing service and their prices is perceived different by various communities. However, fur-

ther research is needed in order to derive meaningful implications for marketing managers, as will 

be indicated by the following section. 
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6.3 Limitations and further research  

6.3.1 Theoretical limitations 

The scope of this research is limited to its own purpose, namely identifying the influence of PPF on 

willingness to engage in sharing activity. Therefore, relevant antecedents and consequences of price 

fairness perceptions within the collaborative economy have been identified, by eliminating others. 

Despite the described influences and consequences, further related constructs exists. 

Identified constructs must also be viewed with caution. In this study affect has been assumed to 

measure an emotional response, but according the Hastie and Dawes (2010), there is little consensus 

among researchers of the definition of emotions. Also emotions are difficult to articulate and this 

study had to rely on the self-expressed emotion by the respondent. The construct of cultural orienta-

tions should also be reviewed with care. Even though this research did not yield any significant r e-

sults, it is believed to have an impact on fairness perceptions. Additional research should invest this 

antecedent in different cultural setting and include other dimensions of culture.  

In terms of consequences of price fairness, certain potential variables have been left out in this re-

search, such as the effect of spiteful and envious behavior and altruistic behavior. The named varia-

bles have been excluded from the given analysis. Taking a different company within the collabora-

tive economy, like Couchsurfing, a similar service where home owners rent out personal space 

without monetary compensation, would allow to inspect the concept of altruism. It would also allow 

researching how different forms of compensation may motivate the engagement in such collabor a-

tions. Different forms of compensation may include intangible assets, such as experience, time, sto-

ries, wisdom and knowledge.  

In addition, drawing conclusions from an investigation on Airbnb for the entire collaborative eco n-

omy is rather limiting. Airbnb is one particular firm within a broad context and thus conclusions 

need to be considered with caution when applied to different companies. Firms with similar struc-

tures will, however, benefit from insights gained in this context. The collaborative economy as an 

emerging phenomenon will benefit from further research of its consumer behavior, in order to d e-

rive a meaningful toolset for commercial marketing managers in these fields. 

This research underlined the importance of fair pricing. For the collaborative economy to establish 

the disruptive impact that is attributed to it, these findings should be carefully considered by service 

providers like Airbnb. Future research should investigate how these platforms can align their inter-
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est with the homeowners’ in order to maintain that momentum. Research could investigate whether 

incentivizing home owners to stick to fairness principles would benefit their business model. While 

Airbnb’s primary goal consists of growing the number of signed-up users (personal communica-

tion), research should look into the quality of growth and the re-usage intentions of users, as they 

are closely connected to the experience, and thus the pricing perceptions.  

The derived model is intended to be expanded by future research, through inclusion of other con-

structs, tested in different contexts, in different nationalities. The model is far from being exhaustive 

and many more influences may affect consumer choice.  

6.3.2 Methodological limitations 

From a methodological point of view, the following things should be noted. Drawn hypotheses are 

mostly based on previous research that has been mostly conducted by North Americans on North 

Americans (Cialdini et al., 1999). Similarly, the conducted research is primarily conducted in West-

ern European countries, thus constituting a limitation to make conclusions for a worldwide phe-

nomenon. Results are most likely biased by Western viewpoints on society, fairness, and business 

practices. Countries with different cultural traits might have very different perceptions of what is 

considered fair and just.  

Further, respondents have been reached through the Internet alone, leading to a limited depiction of 

the population. Although Airbnb is a service provider solely reachable through the Internet, certain 

age, occupation, and income classes are addressed less easily. The sample shows a slight biases 

towards students, who have limited budgets and are generally younger than the average population.  

A third methodological limitation comes from utilized resources. Certain items had to be excluded 

from the given analysis, as the statistical program has produced negative error terms, a situation that 

is not possible in theory. This has led to the diminishing strength of certain latent variables, like 

individualism, motive, and reciprocity. The overall model fit, however still acceptable, has therefore 

been reduced.  
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7 Concluding Remarks 

Considering the originally posted research question, concerned with the role of PPF on the willing-

ness to engage in sharing activity, the given research has provided evidence that PPF is highly im-

portant within the collaborative economy.  

Psychological and personal influences significantly affect the formation of PPF. The contextual 

factor “reputation” shows to be significantly important, when being positive. In contrast of previ-

ously stated literature, inferred motive showed to be irrelevant in the collaborative economy, as well 

as cultural personality traits. PPF was a high determinant on further willingness to engage in shar-

ing activity, but it also showed that social preferences of positive reciprocity, trust, and perceived 

greed paired with desire for revenge, partially mediate the relationship.  

This research contributes to the literature on price fairness perception by incorporating both, the 

personal and the social component into an empirical model. It further adds to existing literature by 

emphasizing the dual role of affect and cognition, as  part of the personal component. Moreover it 

finds that social preferences are influenced by PPF and will lead to higher future collaboration. In 

addition, this investigation lends support to the literature on framing effects. Throughout this study, 

the experimental design showed to produce significant results, indicating that consumers are highly 

susceptible to manipulation. Overall, this research advances knowledge about the collaborative 

economy, a new and not yet sufficiently examined phenomenon.  

In conclusion it can be summarized that fairness is a preference that consumers appreciate, particu-

larly in a setting that has emerged based on social considerations. Fairness has social utility, which 

is independent of economic utility.  
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9 Appendix 

9.1 List of hypotheses 

Hypotheses 

Category Construct  # Hypothesis 

Antecedents 

Inferred motive H1 
An inferred good motive will positively influence PPF, relative to when the consumer infers that 
the motive is negative.  

Inferred relative profit H2a 
A normal inferred relative profit will positively influence PPF, relative to when the consumer 
infers that the profit is more than normal.  

 
H2b 

A normal inferred relative profit will positively influence PPF, relative to when the consumer 
infers that the profit is more than normal; mediated by inferred motive. 

Reputation H3 A good reputation positively influences PPF. 

Affect H4 A favorable affective response positively influences PPF. 

Horizontal collectiv-
ism/ 

individualism 

H5 A horizontally collectivistic shaped attitude will positively influence PPF. 

H6 
A horizontally individualistic shaped attitude will positively influence PPF, but less when com-
pared to a collectivist shaped attitude.  

Perception 
Willingness to engage  

in sharing activity 
H7 The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity.  

Consequences 

Positive reciprocity 

H8 
The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, partially and positive-
ly mediated by positive reciprocal behavior. 

H8a The higher the PPF, the higher the desire for positive reciprocal behavior.   

H8b 
The higher the desire for reciprocal behavior, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing 
activity.  

Trust 

H9 
The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, partially and positive-
ly mediated by trust. 

H9a The higher the PPF, the higher the trust in the offering.  

H9b The higher the trust in the offering, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity. 

Greed/ 

Desire for revenge 

H10 
The higher the PPF, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity, partially and negative-
ly mediated by greed and desire for revenge.  

H10a The higher the PPF, the lower the individual perceives greed. 

H10b The lower the perceived greed, the lower the desire for revenge.  

H10c The lower the desire for revenge, the higher the willingness to engage in sharing activity.  

T able 5: Lis t  of hy potheses  
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9.2 Interview Airbnb 

Aja Guldhammer Henderson, Country Manager Airbnb Nordics & Netherlands 

(for recording, please refer to enclosed CD) 

Questionnaire:  

The Scandinavian market:  

 What is your role as country manager for Airbnb?  

 Since the Netherlands are part of your portfolio, is it that the market behaves similar to the 

Scandinavian market?  

 Are there similarities within the Scandinavian markets or do they behave differently? Re-

garding users (guests) of Airbnb, are they considered similar? 

 What is the size of the Scandinavian market and how has it been developing? 

 What have been obstacles in this particular market?  

The user:  

 Is it possible to define a “typical” Airbnb user? What are the common demographics of 

Airbnb user differentiated by hosts and guest?  

 Is it possible to say how many consumers are re-using the service and thus express their sat-

isfaction?  

 What are the main reasons for users to choose Airbnb compared to other offerings? 

 Are there reasons recognizable why people rent out their private homes?  

The media:  

 Compared to media representation in other countries (e.g. Germany), the Danish population 

seems quite content with Airbnb. Do you have an explanation for the different perceptions?  

 However, there has been negative critique regarding payment of taxes (e.g. 

http://www.dr.dk/nyheder/penge/Airbnb- i-danmark-vi-betaler-vores-skat-i- irland). How are 

you reacting to negative media in order to prevent reputational damage?  

The pricing:  

 Generally, hosts are allowed to set their own prices. Are you giving recommendations when 

set prices seem too high or too low?  

 If prices are set too high, do you think it will have negative consequences for Airbnb?  

 In your opinion, are price fairness perceptions relevant for Airbnb guests in order to con-

sume your services again?  

 Have there been complaints of overpricing by guests? If yes, how have guests and hosts re-

acted to those claims?  

 Are there upward or downward trends, or has the pricing been relatively stable?  
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9.3 Constructs in questionnaire 

Constructs 

Construct Author Scale  item Q uestionnaire items 

Firm reputa-
tion 

Walsh & 
Beatty (2007)  

Has employees who are concerned about customer 
needs. 

Airbnb is concerned about its customers.  

Has employees who treat customers courteously. Airbnb treats its customers courteously.  

Is concerned about its customers.   

Treats its customers fairly. Airbnb treats its customers fairly. 

Takes customer rights seriously. Airbnb takes customer rights seriously.  

Seems to care about all of its customers regardless of 
how much money they spend with them. 

  

Inferred 
motive 

Campbell 
(1999) 

Store manager's motives: Bad intention - good 
intention 

The home owner had good intentions (e.g. getting to know 
foreign cultures) when renting out his/her residence. 

Store manager's motives: Bad intention - good 
intention 

The home owner had bad intentions (e.g. making excessive 
income) when renting out his/her residence. 

Intended to take advantage of customers The home owner took advantage of travelers (e.g. over-
charged room prices). 

Intended to take advantage of customers The home owner helped travelers (e.g. providing them with 

local information). 

Inferred 
relative 
profit 

Campbell 
(1999) 

The profit was a lot less than normal - a lot more 
than normal 

The profit the home owner made is a lot less than normal - 
a lot more than normal.  

The price was a lot less than normal - a lot more 
than normal 

The asking price by the home owner was a lot less than 
normal -a lot more than normal.  

Affect Campbell 
(2007) 

How do you feel after reading this scenario? Nega-
tive - Positive  

How do you feel after reading this scenario? 

Bougie, Pie-
ters, & Zeelen-

berg (2003)  

How did you feel about your experience on this 
occasion? - Dissatisfied, displeased, discontent 

How do you feel about booking with Airbnb? 

Cultural 
dimension 
(Horizontal 
Collectivism) 

Singelis et al. 
(1995) 

The well-being of my co-workers is important to me.  The well-being of my co-workers/fellow student/neighbor 
is important to me.  

If a coworker gets a prize, I would feel proud. If a coworker/fellow student/neighbor gets a prize, I would 
feel proud. 

If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help 
within my means. 

If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help within 
my means. 

It  is important to maintain harmony within my 
group.  

It  is important to maintain harmony within my group.  

I like sharing lit t le things with my neighbors.  I like sharing lit t le things with my co-workers/fellow 

students/neighbors.  

I feel good when I cooperate with others.  I feel good when I cooperate with others.  

My happiness depends very much on the happiness 
of those around me.  

My happiness depends very much on the happiness of 
those around me.  

To me, pleasure is spending time with others.  To me, pleasure is spending time with others.  

Cultural 

dimension 
(Horizontal 
Individual-
ism) 

Singelis et al. 

(1995) 

I often do "my own thing" I often do "my own thing". 

One should live one's life independently of others.  One should live one's life independently of others.  

I like my privacy. I like my privacy. 

I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing 

with people. 

I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with 

people. 

I am an unique individual. I am an unique individual. 

What happens to me is my own thing.  What happens to me is my own thing.  

When I succeed, it  is usually because of my abilities.  When I succeed, it  is usually because of my abilities.  

I enjoy being unique and different in many ways.  I enjoy being unique and different in many ways.  

Price fair-
ness 

Martín-
Consuegra et 
al. (2007) 

I paid a fair price for the airline ticket. I paid a fair price for the apartment. 

I consider the webpage's pricing policy as fair I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as fair.  
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I consider the webpage's pricing policy as ethical I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as ethical.  

I consider the webpage's pricing policy as acceptable I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as acceptable. 

A situation where whether it  is fair that two airline 
passengers are seated next to one another but have 

paid different prices 

A situation where a home owner makes more money with 
Airbnb customers than renting it  out as normal lease.  

Voorhees, 
Brady, and 
Horowitz 
(2006)  

I will visit  this service provider again. I will visit  the Airbnb webpage again.  

I will do business with this service provider in the 
future. 

I will book a room at Airbnb in the future.  

I will do more business with this service provider in 
the next few years. 

I will book apartments at Airbnb in the next years.  

Reciprocal 

behavior 

Cornelissen, 

Heywood, 
Jirjahn (2010) 

If someone does me a favor, I am prepared to return 

it  

If I the home owner treats me in a favorable manner on 

Airbnb, I am prepared to behave in a favorable manner 
towards him as well  (e.g. favorable feedback). 

I go out of the way to help somebody who has been 
kind to me before 

If the home owner is kind to me, I go out of my way to 
help him as well (e.g. favorable feedback). 

I am ready to undergo personal costs to help some-
one who has helped me before 

I am ready to undergo costs to help the home owner, if he 
has helped me during my stay.  

Perceived 
greed 

Grégoire et al. 
(2010) 

The firm did not intend to take advantage of me Airbnb did not intend to take advantage of me.  

The firm was primarily motivated by my interest Airbnb’s is primarily concerned with my needs 

The firm did not try to abuse me  Airbnb did not try to abuse my need for a temporary 
apartment. 

The firm had good intentions Airbnb had good intentions. 

Desire for 

revenge 

Grégoire et al. 

(2010) 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to take action to 

get the firm in trouble. 

I want to take active action to get the Airbnb home owner 

in trouble (e.g. unfavorable feedback). 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to get the firm 
in trouble.  

I want the Airbnb home owner to be in trouble (e.g. unfa-
vorable feedback). 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to punish the 
firm in some way.  

I want to punish Airbnb in some way (e.g. bad reviews). 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to cause incon-
venience to the firm 

I want to cause inconvenience for Airbnb as a brand. 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to get even with 
the service firm. 

I want to cause inconvenience for the Airbnb home owner. 

Indicate to which extent you wanted to make the 

service firm get what it  deserves.  

  

Post-
purchase 
trust 

Grewal et al. 
(2004) 

Even if not monitored, I’d trust _______ (major 
Internet travel agency) to do the job right. 

I trust Airbnb. 

I think ________ is a credible Internet retailer. I think Airbnb is a credible Internet service provider.  

I believe that _________ is a reliable Internet retail-
er. 

I believe that Airbnb is a reliable Internet service provider.  

Price sensi-
tivity 

Lichtenstein et 
al. (1988) 

I usually buy running shoes when they are on sale When it  comes to choosing temporary accommodation, I 
rely heavily on price. 

I buy the lowest priced running shoes that will suit  

my needs 

I book the lowest priced temporary accommodation that 

will suit  my needs. 

When it  comes to choosing a pair of running shoes 
for me, I rely heavily on price 

I usually book temporary accommodations that offer 
discounts.  

Table 6: Constructs in questionnaires 
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9.4 Deleted items 

Deleted items 

Name Label Construct 
Deleted 

during… 
Reason

 

CO07_07 I am ready to undergo costs to help the home 
owner, if he has helped me during my stay. 

Reciprocity EFA Excluded based on subsequent dramatic in-
crease in Cronbach’s alpha. 

CO08_04 I want to cause inconvenience for Airbnb as a 
brand. 

Revenge EFA Excluded based on pattern matrix, indicating in 
appropriate loading or cross-loading.  

CO08_05 I want to cause inconvenience for the Airbnb 

home owner. 

Revenge SEM Excluded based on negative error term.  

PT05_06 
 
 

What happens to me, concerns only me. Individualism EFA Excluded based on pattern matrix, indicating in 
appropriate loading or cross-loading. 

PT05_07 When I succeed, it is usually because of my own 
abilities. 

Individualism EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5. 

PT05_02 One should live one’s life independently of others. Individualism EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5. 

PT05_03 I often “do my own thing”. Individualism CFA Necessary to achieve convergent validity. 

PT05_04 I prefer to be direct and forthright with people. Individualism CFA Necessary to achieve convergent validity. 

ST05_01 
 

I paid a fair price for the residence. Fairness EFA Excluded based on pattern matrix, indicating in 
appropriate loading or cross-loading. 

PT04_03 If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would 
help within my needs. 

Collectivism EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5.  

PT04_08 To me, happiness is spending time with others. Collectivism EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5. 

PT04_04 It is important to maintain harmony within my 
group. 

Collectivism CFA Necessary to achieve convergent validity.  

PT04_07 My happiness depends very much on the happi-

ness of those around me. 

Collectivism CFA Improvement of model fit . 

ST03_04 The home owners helped travelers, e.g. providing 
them with local information. 

Motive EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5. 

ST03_03 The home owner took advantage of travelers (e.g. 
overcharged room prices). 

Motive CFA Necessary to achieve convergent validity. 

CO05_01 Airbnb did not intent to take advantage of me. Greed EFA Excluded based on loading below 0,5. 

T able 7: Delet ed it ems  after survey conduction  

  



I. Roggenkamp 

 

Copenhagen Business School 

Cand.merc. EBA- IMM | Master Thesis 

What’s mine is yours, but for a price 
9 Appendix  Page 98 of 146 

9.5 Final questionnaire 
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Negative Frame 
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Positive Frame 
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No Frame 
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9.6 Pilot study results and outputs 

9.6.1 Descriptive analysis 

 
Descriptive Statistics  

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Airbnb Knowledge 66 1 2 1,29 ,456 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb is con-
cerned about its customers. 

29 3 7 5,59 1,119 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats its 
customers courteously. 

29 2 7 5,45 1,325 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats its 
customers fairly. 

29 3 7 5,38 1,347 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb takes 

customer rights seriously. 
29 3 7 5,48 1,243 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats all 
of its customers equally. 

29 2 7 5,52 1,430 

Inferred motive: The home owner 
had good intentions (e.g. being 
social and getting to know foreign 

cultures) when ren... 

29 2 7 5,14 1,663 

Inferred motive: The home owner 
had selfish intentions (e.g. making 
excessive income) when renting out 
his residence. 

29 1 6 3,41 1,900 

Inferred motive: The home owner 

took advantage of travelers (e.g. 
overcharged room prices). 

29 1 6 2,79 1,590 

Inferred motive: The home owner 
helped travelers (e.g. providing 
them with a good home). 

29 2 7 5,79 1,292 

Inferred relative profit: The profit 
the home owner made is ... 

29 3 6 4,34 ,769 

Inferred relative profit: The asking 

price by the home owner was... 
29 3 6 4,24 ,689 

Pricing fairness (no frame): I paid a 
fair price for the residence. 

28 1 7 5,29 1,410 

Pricing fairness (no frame): I con-
sider Airbnb`s pricing policy as fair. 

28 3 7 5,04 1,170 

Pricing fairness (no frame): I con-
sider Airbnb`s pricing policy as 
ethical. 

28 2 7 4,82 1,335 

Pricing fairness (no frame): I con-

sider Airbnb`s pricing policy as 
acceptable. 

28 2 7 5,14 1,268 

Collectivism: The well-being of my 
co-workers/fellow stu-
dents/neighbors is important to me. 

27 3 7 5,89 1,188 

Collectivism: If a co-worker/fellow 

student/neighbor gets a prize, I 
would feel proud. 

27 2 7 5,22 1,423 

Collectivism: If a relative were in 
financial difficulty, I would help 
within my means. 

27 2 7 5,67 1,468 

Collectivism: It is important to 

maintain harmony within my group. 
27 4 7 6,19 1,001 

Collectivism: I like sharing lit tle 

things with my co-workers/fellow 
students/neighbors. 

27 2 7 5,56 1,528 

Collectivism: I feel good when I 
cooperate with others. 

27 4 7 6,11 ,974 

Collectivism: My happiness de-
pends very much on the happiness 

of those around me. 

27 3 7 5,22 1,155 

Collectivism: To me, pleasure is 
spending time with others. 

27 2 7 5,26 1,430 

Individualism: I like my privacy. 27 4 7 6,00 ,961 
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Individualism: One should live 
one`s life independently of others. 

27 1 7 4,44 1,601 

Individualism: .I often do my own 

thing. 
27 2 7 4,70 1,409 

Individualism: I prefer to be direct 

and forthright when discussing with 
people. 

27 2 7 5,00 1,387 

Individualism: I am an unique 
individual. 

27 2 7 5,33 1,494 

Individualism: What happens to me 
concerns only me. 

27 1 6 3,67 1,687 

Individualism: When I succeed, it  is 

usually because of my abilities. 
27 3 7 5,04 1,224 

Individualism: I enjoy being unique 
and different in many ways. 

27 2 7 5,30 1,382 

Kunin Scale, 7 points (single rating) 36 2 7 4,53 1,298 

Inferred motive (after frame): The 
home owner had good intentions 
(e.g. being social and getting to 
know foreign cult... 

25 2 7 4,84 1,375 

Inferred motive (after frame): The 

home owner had selfish intentions 
(e.g. making excessive income) 
when renting out ... 

25 1 6 3,76 1,535 

Inferred motive (after frame): The 
home owner took advantage of 

travelers (e.g. overcharged room 
prices). 

25 1 5 3,44 1,294 

Inferred motive (after frame): The 
home owner helped travelers (e.g. 
providing them with a good home). 

25 2 7 5,28 1,595 

Inferred profit (framed): The profit 

the home owner made is ... 
34 1 7 4,56 1,078 

Inferred profit (framed): The asking 

price by the home owner was... 
34 1 6 4,29 1,060 

Inferred price (framed): I paid a fair 
price for the residence. 

34 2 7 5,21 1,343 

Inferred price (framed): I consider 
Airbnb`s pricing policy as fair. 

34 3 7 5,06 1,071 

Inferred price (framed): I consider 
Airbnb`s pricing policy as ethical. 

34 2 7 4,76 1,257 

Inferred price (framed): I consider 

Airbnb`s pricing policy as accepta-
ble. 

34 3 7 5,09 1,164 

Shopping intentions (framed): I will 
visit  the Airbnb webpage again. 

34 2 7 6,41 1,158 

Shopping intentions (framed): I will 
book a residence with Airbnb in the 
near future. 

34 2 7 5,76 1,437 

Shopping intentions (framed): I will 

book a residence with Airbnb in the 
next years. 

34 1 7 6,21 1,274 

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb 
did not intend to take advantage of 
me. 

34 1 7 4,68 1,571 

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb`s 

is primarily concerned with my 
needs. 

34 1 7 3,97 1,527 

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb 
did not try to abuse my need for a 
temporary apartment. 

34 2 6 4,56 1,307 

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb 

had good intentions. 
34 1 7 4,68 1,342 

Post-purchase trust: I trust Airbnb. 34 1 7 4,97 1,359 

Post-purchase trust: I think Airbnb 

is a credible Internet service pro-
vider. 

34 2 7 5,41 1,209 

Post-purchase trust: I believe that 
Airbnb is a reliable Internet service 
provider. 

34 2 7 5,47 1,212 
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Reciprocal behavior: If the house 
owner treats me in a favorable 

manner on Airbnb, I am prepared to 
behave in a favor... 

34 5 7 6,41 ,743 

Reciprocal behavior: If the house 
owner is kind to me, I go out of my 
way to help him/her as well (e.g. 

favorable fee... 

34 4 7 6,12 ,844 

Reciprocal behavior: I am ready to 
undergo personal costs to help the 
house owner if he/she has helped 
me during my s... 

34 2 7 4,85 1,417 

Desire for revenge: I want to take 

active action to get the Airbnb host 
in trouble (e.g. unfavorable feed-
back). 

34 1 7 2,29 1,867 

Desire for revenge: I want the 
Airbnb host to be in trouble (e.g. 

unfavorable feedback). 

34 1 7 2,12 1,737 

Desire for revenge: I want to punish 

Airbnb in some way (e.g. bad re-
views). 

34 1 7 2,29 1,784 

Desire for revenge: I want to cause 
inconvenience for Airbnb as a 
brand. 

34 1 7 2,12 1,647 

Desire for revenge: I want to cause 

inconvenience for the Airbnb host. 
34 1 7 2,12 1,719 

Desire for revenge: I want to make 
Airbnb get what it  deserves. 

34 1 7 2,91 1,865 

Gender 51 1 2 1,29 ,460 

Age 51 2 4 2,53 ,542 

Income 51 1 3 1,31 ,616 

Occupation 51 1 6 1,35 ,868 
Residence 51 1 5 3,04 1,766 

Nationality 51 1 5 3,06 1,954 

Travel type 51 1 3 1,47 ,833 

Rent(er) 51 1 4 2,78 1,045 

T able 8: Descrip tives  of pilot s tudy  
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9.6.2 Cronbach’s alpha 

Cate-
gory 

Construct Q uestionnaire items 
α 

negative 
α  

(negative) 

α 
(positive) 

Remark  

A
n

te
c
e
d

e
n

ts
 

Firm reputation 

Airbnb is concerned about its customers.  

0,94 n.a. n.a. 

 

Airbnb treats its customers courteously.   

Airbnb treats its customers fairly.  

Airbnb takes customer rights seriously.   

Airbnb treats all of its customers equally. 
Deleted, as people did not know 
whether other consumers were 
treated equally. 

Inferred motive 

The home owner had good intentions (e.g. getting to know 
foreign cultures) when renting out his residence. 

0,715 0,114 0,687 

 

The home owner had bad intentions (e.g. making excessive 
income) when renting out his residence. 

 

The home owner took advantage of travelers (e.g. overcharged 

room prices). 

 

The home owner helped travelers (e.g. providing them with a 
good home). 

Rephrased into: The home owner 
helped travelers (e.g. providing them 
with local information). 

Inferred relative 
profit 

The profit the home owner made is a lot less than normal - a 
lot more than normal.  

0,83 0,953 0,911 

 

The asking price by the home owner was a lot less than normal 

-a lot more than normal.  

 

Affect How do you feel after reading this scenario? n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Added one more items based on 

Bougie et al. (2003) and Gregoire & 
Fisher (2008): How do you feel 
about booking with Airbnb? 

Cultural  
dimension 

(Horizontal 
Collectivism) 

The well-being of my co-workers/fellow student/neighbor is 
important to me.  

0,821 n.a. n.a. 

 

If a coworker/fellow student/neighbor gets a prize, I would 

feel proud. 

 

If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help within 
my means. 

 

It  is important to maintain harmony within my group.   

I like sharing lit t le things with my co-workers/fellow stu-
dents/neighbors.  

 

I feel good when I cooperate with others.   

My happiness depends very much on the happiness of those 
around me.  

 

To me, pleasure is spending time with others.  Changed "pleasure" into happiness. 

Cultural  
dimension 
(Horizontal 
Individualism) 

I often do "my own thing". 

0,825 n.a. n.a. 

 

One should live one's life independently of others.   

I like my privacy. Deleted 

I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing with 
people. 

 

I am an unique individual.  

What happens to me is my own thing.   

When I succeed, it  is usually because of my abilities.   

I enjoy being unique and different in many ways.   

Price sensitivity 

 

When it  comes to choosing temporary accommodation, I rely 

heavily on price. 
   

 

I book the lowest priced temporary accommodation that will 
suit  my needs. 

   
 

I usually book temporary accommodations that offer dis-
counts. 

   
 

P
e
r
c
e
p

-

ti
o

n
 

Price fairness 

I paid a fair price for the apartment. 

0,88 n.a. n.a. 

 

I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as fair.   

I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as ethical.   

I consider Airbnb's pricing policy as acceptable.  

C
o

n
se

-

q
u

e
n

c
e
s Shopping 

intentions 

I will visit  the Airbnb webpage again.  

n.a. 0,938 0,775 

 

I will book a room at Airbnb in the future.   

I will book apartments at Airbnb in the next years.   

Reciprocal 
behavior 

If I the house owner treats me in a favorable manner on 
Airbnb, I am prepared to behave in a favorable manner to-

n.a. 0,304 0,71 
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wards him/her as well (e.g. favorable feedback). 

If the house owner is kind to me, I go out of my way to help 

him/her as well (e.g. favorable feedback). 

 

I am ready to undergo personal costs to help the house owner 
if he/she has helped me during my stay.  

Changed into: "I am ready to under-
go costs ... " 

Perceived  

greed 

Airbnb did not intend to take advantage of me.  

n.a. 0,856 0,904 

 

Airbnb is primarily concerned with my needs  

Airbnb did not try to abuse my need for a temporary apart-
ment. 

 

Airbnb had good intentions.  

Desire for  
revenge 

I want to take active action to get the Airbnb host in trouble 
(e.g. unfavorable feedback). 

n.a. 0,979 0,938 

 

I want the Airbnb host to be in trouble (e.g. unfavorable 
feedback). 

 

I want to punish Airbnb in some way (e.g. bad reviews).  

I want to cause inconvenience for Airbnb as a brand.  

I want to cause inconvenience for the Airbnb host.  

I want to make Airbnb get what it deserves.  Deleted as it  seemed to dramatic. 

Post-purchase 

trust 

I trust Airbnb. 

n.a. 0,929 0,937 

Added: "I trust Airbnb after using its 
services" to emphasize post-purchase 

trust. 

I think Airbnb is a credible Internet service provider.   

I believe that Airbnb is a reliable Internet service provider.   

T able 9: It ems  p er construct Pretest  
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9.6.3 Exploratory factor analysis - PCA  

Rotated Component Matrix
a
 

Variable  Component 

Factor Label  

R
ev

en
g

e
 

G
re

ed
 

R
ep

u
ta

ti
o

n
 

F
a

ir
n

es
s 

R
ec

ip
ro

ci
ty

 

M
o

ti
ve

 

In
d

iv
id

u
a

li
sm

 

C
o

ll
ec

ti
vi

sm
 

E
n

g
a

g
em

en
t 

P
ro

fi
t 

T
ru

st
 

Desire for revenge: I want to cause inconvenience for the Airbnb 
host. 

,976                     

Desire for revenge: I want to punish Airbnb in some way (e.g. bad 
reviews). 

,969                     

Desire for revenge: I want the Airbnb host to be in trouble (e.g. 
unfavorable feedback). 

,942                     

Desire for revenge: I want to cause inconvenience for Airbnb as a 
brand. 

,938                     

Desire for revenge: I want to take active action to get the Airbnb 
host in trouble (e.g. unfavorable feedback). 

,906                     

Shopping intentions (framed): I will visit  the Airbnb webpage 
again. 

-,755     ,455               

Desire for revenge: I want to make Airbnb get what it deserves. ,655                     

Inferred motive: The home owner helped travelers (e.g. providing 
them with a good home). 

-,497         ,420           

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb did not try to abuse my need for 

a temporary apartment. 
  ,946                   

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb did not intend to take advantage 
of me. 

  ,903                   

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb had good intentions.   ,836                   

Perceived greed (framed): Airbnb`s is primarily concerned with my 
needs. 

  ,798                   

Post-purchase trust: I think Airbnb is a credible Internet service 
provider. 

-,567 ,600                   

Post-purchase trust: I trust Airbnb. -,480 ,578                   

Reciprocal behavior: I am ready to undergo personal costs to help 
the house owner if he/she has helped me during my s... 

  ,498           ,417       

Collectivism: If a co-worker/fellow student/neighbor gets a prize, I 

would feel proud. 
  ,489                 -,471 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb takes customer rights seriously.     ,882                 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats its customers courteously.     ,799                 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb is concerned about its customers. 
    ,753                 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats its customers fairly.     ,738                 

Individualism: I prefer to be direct and forthright when discussing 
with people. 

    ,623       ,600         

Post-purchase trust: I believe that Airbnb is a reliable Internet 
service provider. 

-,469   ,510             ,466   

Pricing fairness (no frame): I consider Airbnb`s pricing policy as 
acceptable. 

      ,847               

Pricing fairness (no frame): I consider Airbnb`s pricing policy as 
ethical. 

      ,781               

Pricing fairness (no frame): I consider Airbnb`s pricing policy as 
fair. 

      ,690               

Pricing fairness (no frame): I paid a fair price for the residence.       ,679               

Shopping intentions (framed): I will book a residence with Airbnb 
in the near future. 

-,469     ,635               

Shopping intentions (framed): I will book a residence with Airbnb 

in the next years. 
-,550     ,574               

Reciprocal behavior: If the house owner treats me in a favorable 
manner on Airbnb, I am prepared to behave in a favor... 

        ,842             

Reciprocal behavior: If the house owner is kind to me, I go out of 
my way to help him/her as well (e.g. favorable fee... 

        ,790             
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Collectivism: I feel good when I cooperate with others. 
        ,699             

Collectivism: The well-being of my co-workers/fellow stu-
dents/neighbors is important to me. 

        ,664     ,492       

Collectivism: I like sharing lit tle things with my co-workers/fellow 
students/neighbors. 

        ,618             

Collectivism: If a relative were in financial difficulty, I would help 
within my means. 

        ,600             

Recoded_Selfish           ,860           

Inferred motive: The home owner had good intentions (e.g. being 

social and getting to know foreign cultures) when ren... 
          ,796           

Inferred relative profit: The asking price by the home owner was...           -,638     ,424     

Recoded_Took advantage           ,582           

Inferred relative profit: The profit the home owner made is ...           -,522   -,415   ,455   

Individualism: .I often do my own thing.             ,917         

Individualism: One should live one s̀ life independently of others.             ,672         

Collectivism: My happiness depends very much on the happiness 
of those around me. 

              ,885       

Collectivism: To me, pleasure is spending time with others.     -,492         ,496       

Collectivism: It is important to maintain harmony within my group. 
              ,452       

Individualism: I am an unique individual.                 ,863     

Individualism: When I succeed, it  is usually because of my abili-
ties. 

                ,682     

Individualism: I enjoy being unique and different in many ways.             ,522   ,581     

Individualism: What happens to me concerns only me.                   ,803   

Individualism: I like my privacy.                     ,739 

Firm Reputation: Airbnb treats all of its customers equally.     ,595               -,674 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a
 

a. Rotation converged in 18 iterations. 

T able 10: Exp lorat ory factor analysis –  PCA of pilot s tudy  

 

λ Construct Comment, where necessary 

1 Desire for revenge Construct clearly identifiable 

2 Perceived greed 
Construct clearly identifiable, however, further loaded by variables of trust, reciprocity, horizontal collectivism 
 shows similarity in character traits 

3 Firm reputation Construct clearly identifiable, further weak loading by two other variables  

4 Pricing fairness Construct clearly identifiable , also loaded by variables of shopping intentions  shows relatedness 

5 Reciprocal behavior 
Construct identifiable, confirmed that statement: “ I am ready to undergo personal costs”,  is too strong. It also 

shows that reciprocity and collectivism are closely related. 

6 Inferred motive  Construct clearly identifiable 

7 Horizontal Individualism 
Construct identifiable through 4 out of 7 loading variables.  Comparison with Cronbach’s alpha shows that 
deleting “I like my privacy” may lead to better results, but others do not.  Other 3 variables load separately on 
one factor.  Individual analysis, deletion of same statement and confirms reliability of remaining variables.  

8 Horizontal Collectivism 
Construct identifiable through 4 out of 8 loading variables. Comparison with Cronbach’s alpha shows high 
reliability. One variable of reciprocity also loads. 

9 Engagement 
Construct shows correlation with pricing fairness and is not been identified as distinct.  Comparison with 
Cronbach’s alpha shows high reliability.  Individual PCA shows high loadings on one factor. 

10 Inferred relative profit Have not been identified as distinct construct. Comparison with Cronbach’s alpha shows high reliability.  

11 Trust 
Construct shows correlation with firm reputation and greed and is not been identified as distinct As consumers 
do not perceive greed, correlation with trust and firm reputation seems logic. Comparison with Cronbach’s alpha 

shows high reliability.  Individual PCA shows high loadings on one item. 

T able 11: Comment s  on pilot s tudy per construct  
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9.7 Data analysis – structural models 

9.7.1 Case and variable screening 

Outliers 

After data imputation:  

 

Skewness 

  Gender Age Income Occupation Residence Nationality Travel type Rent(er) 

N Valid 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Skewness ,525 1,419 1,153 2,424 ,207 ,161 4,760 1,540 

Std. Error of Skewness ,166 ,166 ,166 ,166 ,166 ,166 ,166 ,166 

Kurtosis 
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N Valid 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 214 

  Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Kurtosis   3,34 2,54 2,86 3,18 3,05 3,81 3,22 3,56 3,67 5,51 3,64 5,96 24,37 

Standard error   ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 ,331 

As standard errors of kurtosis are a function of sample size, all standard errors are the same.  
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9.7.2 Exploratory factor analysis & Cronbach’s alpha 

Pattern Matrix
a
 

Variable  Factor 

Factor label  

R
ep

u
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ti
o

n
 

R
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en
g

e
 

F
a
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n

es
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C
o
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T
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P
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A
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t 

G
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Factor num-

ber 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Cronbach's 

alpha 
0,918 0,939 0,932 0,815 0,922 0,816 0,725 0,774 0,726 0,824 0,753 0,8 0,761 

ST02_01 1,022                         

ST02_02 1,004                         

ST02_03 ,732                         

ST02_04 ,689                         

CO08_02   1,020                       

CO08_01   ,976                       

CO08_05   ,886                       

CO08_03   ,759                       

ST05_04     ,923                     

ST05_02     ,881                     

ST05_03     ,855                     

PT04_06       ,822                   

PT04_05       ,808                   

PT04_01       ,750                   

PT04_04       ,580                   

PT04_02       ,524                   

CO06_03         1,011                 

CO06_02         ,986                 

CO06_01         ,585                 

CO04_02           ,867               

CO04_03           ,818               

CO04_01           ,634               

PT05_08             ,784             

PT05_05             ,699             

PT05_04             ,585             

PT05_03             ,488             

PT06_02               ,836           

PT06_01               ,712           

PT06_03               ,678           

ST03_02                 ,826         

ST03_01                 ,683         

ST03_03                 ,538         

CO07_06                   ,948       
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CO07_05                   ,769       

ST04_02                     1,013     

ST04_01                     ,505     

SC01                       1,060   

SC02                       ,484   

CO05_02                         ,795 

CO05_04                         ,445 

CO05_03 
                        ,341 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.  Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.
a
 

a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
 

T able 12: Exp lorat ory factor analysis –   Pattern matrix 

 

Factor Correlation Matrix 

Factor 
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Reputation 1,000                         

Revenge -,149 1,000                       

Fairness ,458 -,204 1,000                     

Collectivism ,130 -,197 ,024 1,000                   

T rust  ,554 -,321 ,482 ,058 1,000                 

Engagement ,462 -,387 ,470 ,140 ,609 1,000               

Individualism ,157 ,007 ,126 -,026 ,184 ,135 1,000             

Sensitivity -,056 -,050 -,058 ,080 ,046 ,020 -,024 1,000           

Motive ,221 -,356 ,196 ,142 ,242 ,333 ,084 -,066 1,000         

Reciprocity ,134 -,215 ,264 ,172 ,317 ,238 ,233 ,134 ,103 1,000       

Profit -,064 ,260 -,289 -,047 -,142 -,333 ,003 ,043 -,371 -,062 1,000     

Affect  ,403 -,190 ,520 ,042 ,412 ,501 ,120 -,063 ,185 ,148 -,237 1,000   

Greed ,564 -,203 ,401 ,070 ,473 ,372 ,244 ,038 ,223 ,152 ,024 ,357 1,000 

Extraction Method: Maximum Likelihood.   
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. 

T able 13: Exp lorat ory factor analysis –  Fact or correlation mat rix 
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9.7.3 Confirmatory factor analysis 

Invariance tests 

Country of residence: It was re-grouped into DACH, Scandinavia, and Others, in order to have big 

enough groups (n=85;n=60;n=69, respectively).  

Relationship Residence DACH Residence Scandinavia Difference 

To From Estimate P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,202 0,000 0,926 0,000 -1,115 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,375 0,000 1,235 0,000 -0,589 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,419 0,000 1,238 0,000 -0,712 

CO08_03 Revenge 0,855 0,000 0,914 0,000 0,353 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,219 0,000 1,277 0,000 0,579 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,258 0,000 1,286 0,000 0,195 

ST05_03 Fairness 0,997 0,000 0,985 0,000 -0,082 

ST05_02 Fairness 0,944 0,000 1,267 0,000 2,423** 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,002 0,000 1,154 0,000 0,709 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,653 0,000 0,905 0,000 1,315 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,946 0,000 0,528 0,005 -1,755* 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,966 0,000 0,763 0,000 -1,211 

CO06_02 Trust 1,002 0,000 1,148 0,000 1,197 

CO06_01 Trust 0,911 0,000 1,097 0,000 1,131 

CO04_02 Engagement 1,175 0,000 0,823 0,000 -1,259 

CO04_01 Engagement 1,226 0,000 0,875 0,000 -1,553 

PT05_05 Individualism 1,014 0,000 1,251 0,000 0,693 

PT05_04 Individualism 1,305 0,000 0,616 0,001 -1,935* 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,915 0,000 0,382 0,067 -1,653* 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,205 0,000 4,502 0,041 1,486 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,804 0,000 1,028 0,001 0,634 

ST03_02 Motive 0,764 0,000 4,305 0,012 2,046** 

ST03_01 Motive 0,775 0,000 1,180 0,000 1,056 

ST04_01 Profit 1,062 0,000 1,144 0,000 0,279 

SC01 Affect 0,833 0,000 0,575 0,000 -1,256 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,735 0,000 0,856 0,000 0,474 

CO05_03 Greed 0,647 0,000 1,092 0,000 1,72* 

CO05_02 Greed 0,620 0,000 1,060 0,000 1,797* 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 14: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Res idence (DACH -Scandinavia)  
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Country of residence: 

Relationship Residence DACH Residence_O ther Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,202 0,000 1,156 0,000 -0,215 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,375 0,000 1,171 0,000 -1,021 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,419 0,000 1,204 0,000 -1,044 

CO08_03 Revenge 0,855 0,000 1,250 0,000 2,608*** 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,219 0,000 1,210 0,000 -0,077 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,258 0,000 1,345 0,000 0,598 

ST05_03 Fairness 0,997 0,000 1,111 0,000 1,049 

ST05_02 Fairness 0,944 0,000 1,051 0,000 1,062 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,002 0,000 0,566 0,000 -2,66*** 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,653 0,000 0,133 0,051 -4,175*** 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,946 0,000 0,146 0,132 -4,608*** 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,966 0,000 0,222 0,002 -5,628*** 

CO06_02 Trust 1,002 0,000 0,938 0,000 -0,842 

CO06_01 Trust 0,911 0,000 0,899 0,000 -0,093 

CO04_02 Engagement 1,175 0,000 1,031 0,000 -0,517 

CO04_01 Engagement 1,226 0,000 0,741 0,000 -2,166** 

PT05_05 Individualism 1,014 0,000 1,109 0,000 0,283 

PT05_04 Individualism 1,305 0,000 0,731 0,000 -1,618 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,915 0,000 0,773 0,000 -0,457 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,205 0,000 1,361 0,000 0,479 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,804 0,000 1,035 0,000 0,932 

ST03_02 Motive 0,764 0,000 1,214 0,000 1,483 

ST03_01 Motive 0,775 0,000 1,155 0,000 1,298 

ST04_01 Profit 1,062 0,000 0,401 0,026 -2,404** 

SC01 Affect 0,833 0,000 1,081 0,000 1,344 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,735 0,000 0,097 0,762 -1,721* 

CO05_03 Greed 0,647 0,000 1,130 0,000 2,606*** 

CO05_02 Greed 0,620 0,000 0,873 0,000 1,352 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 15: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Res idence (DACH -Other) 
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Country of residence: 

Relationship Residence Scandinavia Residence O ther Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 0,920 0,000 1,157 0,000 -1,092 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,208 0,000 1,172 0,000 0,178 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,225 0,000 1,207 0,000 0,079 

CO08_03 Revenge 0,914 0,000 1,250 0,000 -1,945* 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,278 0,000 1,226 0,000 0,372 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,286 0,000 1,368 0,000 -0,575 

ST05_03 Fairness 0,987 0,000 1,108 0,000 -0,848 

ST05_02 Fairness 1,265 0,000 1,051 0,000 1,605 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,012 0,000 0,486 0,000 2,49** 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,447 0,007 0,144 0,097 1,622 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,607 0,000 0,193 0,008 3,071*** 

CO06_02 Trust 1,147 0,000 0,935 0,000 1,612 

CO06_01 Trust 1,097 0,000 0,898 0,000 1,178 

CO04_02 Engagement 0,827 0,000 1,039 0,000 -0,888 

CO04_01 Engagement 0,885 0,000 0,749 0,000 0,824 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 5,923 0,115 1,380 0,000 1,207 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 1,090 0,002 1,028 0,000 0,155 

ST03_02 Motive 2,822 0,021 0,604 0,003 1,789* 

ST04_01 Profit 1,178 0,000 0,481 0,005 2,538** 

SC01 Affect 0,621 0,000 1,076 0,000 -2,052** 

CO05_03 Greed 1,088 0,000 1,139 0,000 -0,210 

CO05_02 Greed 1,084 0,000 0,873 0,000 0,829 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
  T able 16: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Res idence (Scandinavia-Other)  
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Gender:  

Relationship Gender - Male  Gender - Female  Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,067 0,000 1,096 0,000 0,139 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,460 0,000 1,074 0,000 -1,794* 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,524 0,000 1,103 0,000 -1,863* 

CO08_03 Revenge 1,125 0,000 1,007 0,000 -0,756 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,187 0,000 1,301 0,000 0,972 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,240 0,000 1,362 0,000 0,881 

ST05_03 Fairness 0,993 0,000 1,041 0,000 0,509 

ST05_02 Fairness 1,051 0,000 1,023 0,000 -0,292 

PT04_05 Collectivism 0,997 0,000 1,049 0,000 0,292 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,326 0,002 0,757 0,000 3*** 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,620 0,000 0,615 0,000 -0,024 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,667 0,000 0,747 0,000 0,562 

CO06_02 Trust 0,871 0,000 1,063 0,000 2,263** 

CO06_01 Trust 0,884 0,000 0,979 0,000 0,779 

CO04_02 Engagement 1,003 0,000 1,034 0,000 0,125 

CO04_01 Engagement 1,004 0,000 0,850 0,000 -0,791 

PT05_05 Individualism 0,965 0,000 0,924 0,000 -0,152 

PT05_04 Individualism 0,914 0,000 0,686 0,000 -0,864 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,533 0,005 0,698 0,000 0,707 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,288 0,000 1,428 0,000 0,349 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,963 0,000 0,906 0,000 -0,192 

ST03_02 Motive 0,784 0,000 1,050 0,000 0,985 

ST03_01 Motive 0,669 0,000 0,881 0,000 0,862 

ST04_01 Profit 1,300 0,000 0,889 0,000 -1,522 

SC01 Affect 0,935 0,000 0,777 0,000 -0,857 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,026 0,913 0,959 0,000 3,216*** 

CO05_03 Greed 0,729 0,000 0,949 0,000 1,186 

CO05_02 Greed 0,757 0,000 0,771 0,000 0,083 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 17: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Gender 
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Age:  

Relationship Age below 25 Age medium Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,244 0,000 0,980 0,000 -1,278 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,249 0,000 1,197 0,000 -0,281 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,371 0,000 1,195 0,000 -0,895 

CO08_03 Revenge 1,058 0,000 0,992 0,000 -0,501 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,181 0,000 1,189 0,000 0,082 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,254 0,000 1,243 0,000 -0,101 

ST05_03 Fairness 1,116 0,000 0,953 0,000 -1,470 

ST05_02 Fairness 1,019 0,000 1,028 0,000 0,091 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,167 0,000 1,024 0,000 -0,732 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,617 0,000 0,746 0,000 0,787 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,623 0,000 0,760 0,000 0,601 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,713 0,000 0,841 0,000 0,807 

CO06_02 Trust 1,079 0,000 0,987 0,000 -1,105 

CO06_01 Trust 0,932 0,000 0,993 0,000 0,511 

CO04_02 Engagement 0,967 0,000 1,160 0,000 0,847 

CO04_01 Engagement 0,987 0,000 0,653 0,000 -2,226** 

PT05_05 Individualism 0,917 0,000 1,139 0,000 0,769 

PT05_04 Individualism 1,221 0,000 0,659 0,000 -2,061** 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,962 0,000 0,637 0,000 -1,259 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,669 0,000 1,116 0,000 -1,371 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,937 0,000 0,756 0,000 -0,786 

ST03_02 Motive 1,335 0,000 1,297 0,000 -0,103 

ST03_01 Motive 1,344 0,000 1,050 0,000 -0,867 

ST04_01 Profit 1,190 0,000 0,783 0,000 -1,766* 

SC01 Affect 0,769 0,000 0,879 0,000 0,637 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,941 0,000 0,934 0,000 -0,029 

CO05_03 Greed 0,885 0,000 0,823 0,000 -0,347 

CO05_02 Greed 0,849 0,000 0,692 0,000 -0,939 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 18: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Age 
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Nationality: It was re-grouped into DACH, Scandinavia, and Others, in order to have big enough 

groups (n=99; n=34; n=81, respectively). 

Relationship Nationality DACH Nationality Scandinavia Difference  

To From Estimate P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,177 0,000 0,932 0,000 -1,329 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,394 0,000 0,748 0,000 -3,275*** 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,406 0,000 0,658 0,000 -3,645*** 

CO08_03 Revenge 0,704 0,000 0,963 0,000 1,209 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,158 0,000 1,449 0,000 2,171** 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,087 0,000 1,615 0,000 3,021*** 

ST05_03 Fairness 0,963 0,000 1,146 0,000 0,981 

ST05_02 Fairness 0,912 0,000 1,216 0,000 1,836* 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,020 0,000 1,526 0,000 1,8* 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,666 0,000 1,182 0,000 1,848* 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,856 0,000 0,600 0,024 -0,857 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,857 0,000 0,887 0,000 0,129 

CO06_02 Trust 1,000 0,000 1,060 0,000 0,351 

CO06_01 Trust 0,908 0,000 1,119 0,000 1,102 

CO04_02 Engagement 1,207 0,000 0,830 0,000 -1,339 

CO04_01 Engagement 1,097 0,000 1,076 0,000 -0,124 

PT05_05 Individualism 1,010 0,000 0,768 0,000 -0,975 

PT05_04 Individualism 0,853 0,000 0,606 0,001 -0,948 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,574 0,000 0,649 0,002 0,278 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,219 0,000 1,656 0,000 0,893 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,759 0,000 1,010 0,000 0,824 

ST03_02 Motive 0,740 0,000 2,078 0,000 2,331** 

ST03_01 Motive 0,724 0,000 0,967 0,014 0,590 

ST04_01 Profit 0,918 0,000 1,439 0,001 1,109 

SC01 Affect 0,754 0,000 0,995 0,000 1,051 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,783 0,000 0,086 0,837 -1,521 

CO05_03 Greed 0,517 0,000 0,530 0,000 0,066 

CO05_02 Greed 0,521 0,000 0,517 0,000 -0,022 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 19: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Nat ionality (DACH -Scandinavia)  
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Income: It was re-grouped into low income (below 150.000 DKK and high income (above 150.000 

DKK) in order to have big enough groups (n=121; n=89, respectively).  

Relationship Low income  High income  Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,174 0,000 1,004 0,000 -0,937 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,243 0,000 1,193 0,000 -0,313 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,357 0,000 1,125 0,000 -1,324 

CO08_03 Revenge 1,067 0,000 1,053 0,000 -0,104 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,167 0,000 1,318 0,000 1,419 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,235 0,000 1,371 0,000 1,121 

ST05_03 Fairness 1,055 0,000 1,023 0,000 -0,318 

ST05_02 Fairness 1,085 0,000 0,951 0,000 -1,393 

PT04_05 Collectivism 0,997 0,000 1,169 0,000 0,836 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,613 0,000 0,698 0,000 0,485 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,612 0,000 0,830 0,000 0,935 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,706 0,000 0,904 0,000 1,187 

CO06_02 Trust 1,079 0,000 0,916 0,000 -2,229** 

CO06_01 Trust 1,036 0,000 0,828 0,000 -1,825* 

CO04_02 Engagement 0,985 0,000 1,010 0,000 0,120 

CO04_01 Engagement 0,989 0,000 0,723 0,000 -1,773* 

PT05_05 Individualism 0,971 0,000 0,958 0,000 -0,050 

PT05_04 Individualism 1,123 0,000 0,738 0,000 -1,418 

PT05_03 Individualism 1,200 0,000 0,498 0,001 -2,525** 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,551 0,000 1,133 0,000 -1,164 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,913 0,000 0,938 0,000 0,097 

ST03_02 Motive 1,498 0,000 0,881 0,000 -1,901* 

ST03_01 Motive 1,346 0,000 0,571 0,000 -2,707*** 

ST04_01 Profit 0,998 0,000 0,772 0,000 -1,081 

SC01 Affect 0,827 0,000 0,912 0,000 0,447 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,890 0,000 1,281 0,000 1,622 

CO05_03 Greed 0,832 0,000 0,990 0,000 0,880 

CO05_02 Greed 0,769 0,000 0,826 0,000 0,340 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 20: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Income 
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Occupation: It was re-grouped into student and non-student, in order to have big enough groups 

(n=115; n=34; n=86, respectively). 

Relationship Student Employed Difference  

To From Estimate  P Estimate  P z-score  

ST02_03 Reputation 1,165 0,000 1,037 0,000 -0,681 

ST02_02 Reputation 1,281 0,000 1,191 0,000 -0,519 

ST02_01 Reputation 1,371 0,000 1,125 0,000 -1,342 

CO08_03 Revenge 1,069 0,000 1,031 0,000 -0,274 

CO08_02 Revenge 1,220 0,000 1,262 0,000 0,393 

CO08_01 Revenge 1,322 0,000 1,256 0,000 -0,542 

ST05_03 Fairness 1,062 0,000 1,037 0,000 -0,230 

ST05_02 Fairness 1,096 0,000 0,939 0,000 -1,536 

PT04_05 Collectivism 1,091 0,000 1,085 0,000 -0,029 

PT04_04 Collectivism 0,567 0,000 0,671 0,000 0,600 

PT04_02 Collectivism 0,547 0,000 0,714 0,000 0,713 

PT04_01 Collectivism 0,617 0,000 0,809 0,000 1,184 

CO06_02 Trust 1,030 0,000 0,922 0,000 -1,510 

CO06_01 Trust 0,937 0,000 0,921 0,000 -0,141 

CO04_02 Engagement 1,019 0,000 1,035 0,000 0,050 

CO04_01 Engagement 0,937 0,000 1,039 0,000 0,393 

PT05_05 Individualism 0,994 0,000 0,796 0,000 -0,844 

PT05_04 Individualism 1,007 0,000 0,593 0,000 -1,722* 

PT05_03 Individualism 0,972 0,000 0,432 0,002 -2,294** 

PT06_02 Sensitivity 1,577 0,000 1,305 0,000 -0,676 

PT06_01 Sensitivity 0,947 0,000 0,951 0,000 0,015 

ST03_02 Motive 1,432 0,000 1,574 0,000 0,319 

ST03_01 Motive 1,346 0,000 0,904 0,000 -1,248 

ST04_01 Profit 1,208 0,000 0,177 0,325 -3,908*** 

SC01 Affect 0,799 0,000 0,732 0,000 -0,353 

CO07_05 Reciprocity 0,906 0,000 1,150 0,000 0,946 

CO05_03 Greed 0,972 0,000 1,024 0,000 0,279 

CO05_02 Greed 0,725 0,000 0,855 0,000 0,750 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 T able 21: M ultigroup CFA invariance t ests –  Occupation 
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Adequacy 

Construct CR AVE MSV ASV 

Reciprocity 0,840 0,726 0,095 0,040 

Reputation 0,919 0,742 0,468 0,121 

Revenge 0,942 0,804 0,181 0,050 

Fairness 0,934 0,825 0,342 0,140 

Collectivism 0,795 0,510 0,053 0,017 

Trust 0,930 0,817 0,465 0,167 

Engagement 0,816 0,599 0,465 0,175 

Individualism 0,741 0,589 0,061 0,022 

Sensitivity 0,783 0,550 0,028 0,007 

Motive  0,700 0,540 0,144 0,048 

Profit 0,754 0,605 0,193 0,075 

Affect 0,816 0,693 0,364 0,142 

Greed 0,777 0,543 0,468 0,170 

T able 22: Adequacy of dat a –  CR, AVE, MSV, ASV p er construct  

Model fit 

Model fit indices 

Measure  # Desired 

Chi-square/df 898,226/552=1,63 <3 good 

CFI 0,931 >0,9 traditional 

RMSEA 0,054 <0,05 good 

PCLOSE 0,137 >0,05 

T able 23: M odel fit indices  for measurement model  
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9.7.4 Multivariate assumptions 

Linearity test:  

- Linear = linear relationship was strongest 

- Sufficiently linear = linear relationship was not strongest 

- Not sufficiently linear = no significance of linear relationship based on p-value.  

Linearity Check 

Independent variable: Dependent variable: PPF 

Inferred motive Linear 

Inferred relative profit Sufficiently linear 

Reputation Linear 

Affect Sufficiently linear 

Horizontal collectivism Not sufficiently linear, a limitation that the author is willing to accept 

Horizontal individualism Sufficiently linear 

Price sensitivity Not sufficiently linear, a limitation that the author is willing to accept 

Independent variable: Dependent variable: Willingness to engage in sharing activity 

PPF Linear 

Positive reciprocal behavior Linear 

Perceived greed Sufficiently linear (and inverse, as desired) 

Desire for revenge Sufficiently linear (and inverse, as desired) 

Post purchase trust Sufficiently linear 
T able 24: Summary  of linearity T ests  

The following analysis shows the output for the linearity test of the dependent variable “PPF”. The 

corresponding independent variables are stated before the output.  
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Independent variable: Inferred motive 

 

Independent variable: Inferred relative profit 
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Independent variable: Reputation 

 

Independent variable: Affect 
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Independent variable: Individualism 

 

Independent variable: Collectivism 
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Independent variable: Price sensitivity 

 

The following analysis shows the output for the linearity test of the dependent variable “Willingness 

to engage in sharing activity”. The corresponding independent variables are stated before the out-

put.  

Independent variable: PPF 

 

  



I. Roggenkamp 

 

Copenhagen Business School 

Cand.merc. EBA- IMM | Master Thesis 

What’s mine is yours, but for a price 
9 Appendix  Page 135 of 146 

Independent variable: Positive reciprocity 

 

Independent variable: Perceived greed 
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Independent variable: Desire for revenge 

 

Independent variable: Post-purchase trust 

 

  



I. Roggenkamp 

 

Copenhagen Business School 

Cand.merc. EBA- IMM | Master Thesis 

What’s mine is yours, but for a price 
9 Appendix  Page 137 of 146 

Multicollinearity test 

Dependent variable: PPF 

Multicollinearity was checked for independent variables of the dependent variable PPF. VIF was 

well below three, indicating no multicollinearity which is desirable (Gaskin, 2012). 
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Dependent variable: Willingness to engage in sharing economy 

Multicollinearity was also checked for dependent variable Willingness to engage in sharing activity. 

VIF was well below three, indicating no multicollinearity which is desirable (Gaskin, 2012).  
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9.7.5 Final structural model as depicted in AMOS 

 
Figure 10: F inal s t ructural model 

  



I. Roggenkamp 

 

Copenhagen Business School 

Cand.merc. EBA- IMM | Master Thesis 

What’s mine is yours, but for a price 
9 Appendix  Page 141 of 146 

9.7.6 Model fit measures 

Moderated by groups Not moderated by groups 

Measure  # Desired Measure  # Desired 

Chi-square/df 1,5 <3 good Chi-square/df 1,56 <3 good 

CFI 0,89 >0,8 permissible  CFI 0,94 >0,9 traditional 

RMSEA 0,03 <0,05 good RMSEA 0,05 <0,05 good 

PCLOSE 1 >0,05 PCLOSE 0,37 >0,05 

T able 25: M odel fit indices  for s tructural model  

 

9.7.7 Multigroup moderation 

Invariance tests have been performed with statistics tool by Gaskin (Gaskin, J., (2012), Group dif-

ferences, Stats Tools Package. http://statwiki.kolobkreations.com) 

Invariance test 

Relationship Negative Frame  Positive Frame  Difference  

From To Estimate P Estimate  P z-score  

Motive Fairness -0,070 0,433 0,009 0,887 0,729 

Profit Fairness -0,536 0,016 -0,189 0,073 1,415 

Affect  Fairness 0,620 0,020 0,367 0,009 -0,840 

Individualism Fairness 0,051 0,374 0,048 0,477 -0,027 

Collectivism Fairness 0,051 0,708 0,212 0,019 0,993 

Reputation Fairness 0,068 0,731 0,247 0,012 0,806 

Fairness Greed 0,439 0,000 0,078 0,480 -2,422** 

Fairness Reciprocity 0,450 0,006 0,401 0,102 -0,167 

Fairness Trust  0,662 0,000 0,362 0,004 -1,992** 

Greed Revenge -0,347 0,008 -0,259 0,147 0,395 

Fairness Engagement 0,299 0,033 0,653 0,002 1,415 

Reciprocity Engagement 0,176 0,003 -0,003 0,962 -2,248** 

Revenge Engagement -0,292 0,009 -0,197 0,004 0,729 

Trust Engagement 0,433 0,000 0,382 0,000 -0,317 

Gender Engagement -0,188 0,385 -0,013 0,957 0,546 

Gender Fairness 0,599 0,011 0,277 0,152 -1,058 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

  T able 26: M ultigroup moderation within s tructural model (Negat ive frame –  positive frame)  
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Invariance test 

Relationship Positive Frame  Neutral Frame  Difference  

From To Estimate P Estimate  P z-score  

Motive Fairness 0,009 0,887 0,024 0,880 0,091 

Profit Fairness -0,189 0,073 -1,538 0,025 -1,949* 

Affect  Fairness 0,367 0,009 1,077 0,000 2,118** 

Individualism Fairness 0,048 0,477 -0,122 0,117 -1,648 

Collectivism Fairness 0,212 0,019 0,032 0,756 -1,298 

Reputation Fairness 0,247 0,012 0,393 0,025 0,725 

Fairness Greed 0,078 0,480 0,337 0,003 1,625 

Fairness Reciprocity 0,401 0,102 0,480 0,040 0,234 

Fairness Trust  0,362 0,004 0,327 0,001 -0,224 

Greed Revenge -0,259 0,147 -0,214 0,014 0,229 

Fairness Engagement 0,653 0,002 0,022 0,787 -2,822*** 

Reciprocity Engagement -0,003 0,962 0,004 0,878 0,114 

Revenge Engagement -0,197 0,004 -0,130 0,133 0,610 

Trust Engagement 0,382 0,000 0,361 0,011 -0,113 

Gender Engagement -0,013 0,957 0,001 0,995 0,051 

Gender Fairness 0,277 0,152 0,321 0,149 0,150 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

  T able 27: M ultigroup moderation within s tructural model (Positive frame –  neutral frame)  

 

Invariance test 

Relationship Negative Frame  Neutral Frame  Difference  

From To Estimate P Estimate  P z-score  

Motive Fairness -0,070 0,433 0,024 0,880 0,512 

Profit Fairness -0,536 0,016 -1,538 0,025 -1,393 

Affect  Fairness 0,620 0,020 1,077 0,000 1,128 

Individualism Fairness 0,051 0,374 -0,122 0,117 -1,789* 

Collectivism Fairness 0,051 0,708 0,032 0,756 -0,106 

Reputation Fairness 0,068 0,731 0,393 0,025 1,224 

Fairness Greed 0,439 0,000 0,337 0,003 -0,672 

Fairness Reciprocity 0,450 0,006 0,480 0,040 0,105 

Fairness Trust  0,662 0,000 0,327 0,001 -2,563** 

Greed Revenge -0,347 0,008 -0,214 0,014 0,849 

Fairness Engagement 0,299 0,033 0,022 0,787 -1,699* 

Reciprocity Engagement 0,176 0,003 0,004 0,878 -2,633*** 

Revenge Engagement -0,292 0,009 -0,130 0,133 1,155 

Trust Engagement 0,433 0,000 0,361 0,011 -0,394 

Gender Engagement -0,188 0,385 0,001 0,995 0,766 

Gender Fairness 0,599 0,011 0,321 0,149 -0,860 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

  T able 28: M ultigroup moderation within s tructural model (Positive frame –  neutral frame)  
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9.7.8 Hypothesis testing 

Direct effects: Individual models 

Negative Framing 

From To Sign 
Unstandardized 

Regression Weight 
Standardized Regre s-

sion Weight 
S.E. C.R. P Hypothesis 

Motive Fairness - -0,07 -0,067 0,089 -0,784 0,43 H1 

Profit Fairness - -0,536 -0,302 0,222 -2,42 0,016** H2a 

Reputation Fairness + 0,068 0,046 0,199 0,344 0,73 H3 

Affect  Fairness + 0,62 0,512 0,267 2,323 0,02** H4 

Collectivism Fairness + 0,051 0,038 0,135 0,375 0,71 H5 

Individualism Fairness + 0,051 0,093 0,057 0,889 0,37 H6 

Fairness Engagement + 0,299 0,383 0,14 2,136 0,033** H7 

Fairness Reciprocity + 0,45 0,348 0,163 2,764 0,006** H8a 

Reciprocity Engagement + 0,176 0,292 0,059 3,01 0,003** H8b 

Fairness Trust  + 0,662 0,74 0,085 7,802 *** H9a 

Trust Engagement + 0,433 0,496 0,116 3,752 *** H9b 

Fairness Greed + 0,439 0,513 0,101 4,358 *** H10a 

Greed Revenge - -0,347 -0,373 0,13 -2,66 0,008** H10b 

Revenge Engagement - -0,292 -0,298 0,111 -2,623 0,009** H10c 

Gender Fairness + 0,599 0,22 0,236 2,542 0,011** Control 

Gender Engagement - -0,188 -0,089 0,217 -0,869 0,39 Control 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

     T able 29: Direct  effects  of variable effects  –  Negat ive frame 

 
Positive Framing 

From To Sign 
Unstandardized 

Regression Weight 
Standardized Regre s-

sion Weight 
S.E. C.R. P Hypothesis 

Motive Fairness + 0,009 0,015 
0,06

1 
0,142 

0,89 H1 

Profit Fairness - -0,189 -0,195 
0,10

6 
-1,791 

0,073** H2a 

Reputation Fairness + 0,247 0,243 
0,09

8 
2,511 

0,012** H3 

Affect  Fairness + 0,367 0,396 
0,14

1 
2,608 

0,009** H4 

Collectivism Fairness + 0,212 0,222 
0,09

1 
2,339 

0,019** H5 

Individualism Fairness + 0,048 0,096 
0,06

8 
0,711 

0,48 H6 

Fairness Engagement + 0,653 0,714 
0,20

8 
3,148 

0,002** H7 

Fairness Reciprocity + 0,401 0,22 
0,24

5 
1,637 

0,102* H8a 

Reciprocity Engagement - -0,003 -0,005 
0,05

4 
-0,048 

0,96 H8b 

Fairness Trust  + 0,362 0,372 
0,12

4 
2,918 

0,004** H9a 

Trust Engagement + 0,382 0,406 
0,11

4 
3,338 

*** H9b 

Fairness Greed + 0,078 0,088 0,11 0,706 0,48 H10a 

Greed Revenge - -0,259 -0,153 
0,17

9 
-1,449 

0,15 H10b 

Revenge Engagement - -0,197 -0,322 
0,06

9 
-2,865 

0,004** H10c 

Gender Fairness + 0,277 0,142 
0,19

3 
1,432 

0,15 Control 

Gender Engagement - -0,013 -0,007 
0,23

8 
-0,054 

0,96 Control 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

     T able 30: Direct  effects  of variable effects  –  Positive frame 
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No Framing 

From To Sign 
Unstandardized 

Regression Weight 

Standardized Regre s-

sion Weight 
S.E. C.R. P Hypothesis 

Motive Fairness + 0,024 0,014 
0,16

2 
0,151 0,88 

H1 

Profit Fairness - -1,538 -0,431 
0,68

4 
-2,249 0,025** 

H2a 

Reputation Fairness + 0,393 0,276 
0,17

6 
2,238 0,025** 

H3 

Affect  Fairness + 1,077 0,484 
0,30

4 
3,538 *** 

H4 

Collectivism Fairness + 0,032 0,035 
0,10

4 
0,311 0,756 

H5 

Individualism Fairness - -0,122 -0,214 
0,07

8 
-1,566 0,117 

H6 

Fairness Engagement + 0,022 0,046 
0,08

3 
0,27 0,787 

H7 

Fairness Reciprocity + 0,48 0,259 
0,23

4 
2,054 0,04** 

H8a 

Reciprocity Engagement + 0,004 0,017 
0,02

9 
0,154 0,878 

H8b 

Fairness Trust  + 0,327 0,388 0,1 3,281 0,001** H9a 

Trust Engagement + 0,361 0,625 
0,14

2 
2,548 0,011** 

H9b 

Fairness Greed + 0,337 0,354 
0,11

5 
2,927 0,003** 

H10a 

Greed Revenge - -0,214 -0,281 
0,08

7 
-2,468 0,014** 

H10b 

Revenge Engagement - -0,13 -0,192 
0,08

6 
-1,502 0,133 

H10c 

Gender Fairness + 0,321 0,139 
0,22

2 
1,445 0,149 

Control 

Gender Engagement + 0,001 0,001 
0,11

8 
0,006 0,995 

Control 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

     T able 31: Direct  effects  of variable effects  –  No frame 

 



Mediation:  

Mediation 

  

Relationship Frame 
Direct without mediator 

(standardized regression 

weight; p-value) 

Direct with mediator 
(standardized regression 

weight; p-value) 

Indirect 
(p-value) 

Mediation type 
observed 

(Sobel’s test) 

Mediation 
type observed 
(Bootstrapping) 

A
n

te
c
e
d

e
n

ts
 

Profit-Motive-Fairness 

All -0,264 (***) -0,270 (***) 0,633 no mediation 

No mediation 
Negative -0,302 (0,016**) 

-0,307 (0,011**)   no mediation 

Positive -0,195 (0,073*) 
-0,147 (0,115)   partially mediated 

No frame -0,431 (0,025**) -0,437 (0,03**)   no mediation 

C
o

n
se

q
u

e
n

c
e
s 

Fairness-Reciprocity-Engagement 

All 0,945 (***) 0,899 (***) 0,013** partially mediated 

Partial media-
tion  

Negative 1,001 (***) 0,862 (***)   partially mediated 

Positive 1,047 (***) 1,044 (***)   partially mediated 

No frame 0,386 (0,11) 0,425 (0,082*)     

Fairness-Trust-Engagement 

All 0,945 (***) 0,604 (***) 0,001** partially mediated 

Partial media-

tion  

Negative 1,001 (***) 0,568 (0,004**)   partially mediated 

Positive 1,047 (***) 0,815 (0,001**)   partially mediated 

No frame 0,386 (0,11) 0,043 (0,799)     

Fairness-Greed-Engagement 

All 0,945 (***) 0,864 (***) 0,026** partially mediated 

Partial media-
tion  

Negative 1,001 (***) 1,236 (***)   partially mediated 

Positive 1,047 (***) 0,873 (***)   partially mediated 

No frame 0,386 (0,11) 0,041 (0,858)     

Fairness-Revenge-Engagement 

All 0,945 (***) 0,904 (***) 0,01** partially mediated 

Partial media-
tion  

Negative 1,001 (***) 0,971 (***)   partially mediated 

Positive 1,047 (***) 1,044 (***)   partially mediated 

No frame 0,386 (0,11) 0,393 (0,112)     

Fairness-Greed-Revenge-Engagement 

All 0,945 (***) 0,905 (***) 0,01** partially mediated 

Partial media-
tion  

Negative 1,001 (***) 
0,956 (***)   partially mediated 

Positive 1,047 (***) 1,008 (***)   partially mediated 

No frame 0,386 (0,11) 0,401 (0,098*)     

Notes:  *** p-value < 0.001; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 
 

 

Number of bootstrap sample=2000 (in case of fairness-revenge-engagement and fairness-greed-engagement-engagement=200) 
 

 

In case of relationship profit-motive-fairness, the imputed variable of motive was used 
 

T able 32: Result s mediat ion



 


