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Abstract 

Sharing Economy refers to online peer-to-peer marketplaces, which enable individuals to share and 

redistribute underused tangible and intangible assets between each other for a fee or free of charge. 

Scholars agree that people are the driving force of the Sharing Economy on both supplier and demand 

side, however, the antecedents of participation behavior in sharing platforms have not been 

systematically addressed. The thesis therefore proposes a model that attempts to explain and predict the 

participation behavior in peer-to-peer accommodation platforms. The research is novel in the sense that 

it is the first research conducted on sharing services in Bulgaria.  

The review of literature for a theoretical foundation revealed the Theory of Planned Behavior as most 

appropriate framework. In a quantitative study with 72 participants, the Structural Equation Modeling 

(SEM) analysis provided evidence that Intentions to participate in peer-to-peer accommodation platforms 

were positively driven by Attitudes, Perceived Behavioral Control and Subjective Norms. The findings 

indicated that Attitudes were solely driven by Perceived Community Benefits, while other underlying 

factors such as Perceived Economic Benefits, Perceived Consumer Effectiveness and Perceived Trust had 

no influence. Perceived Trust, however, was an important antecedent of Perceived Behavioral Control in 

sharing accommodation with strangers. Based on the empirical findings, the research draws conclusions, 

gives directions for future research and provides managerial implementations for sharing and non-sharing 

business.  
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1. Introduction 

According to New York Times Magazine, the Sharing Economy is among the 10 ideas that will change the 

world in the future (Walsh, 2011). Similarly, Botsman and Rogers (2010) postulate that the Sharing 

Economy could be as important as the Industrial Revolution in regard to how we think about ownership. 

The Sharing Economy refers to online peer-to-peer platforms that enable people to share tangible and 

intangible resources over the Internet. Driven by network technologies and changing consumption 

patterns, these online marketplaces facilitate the sharing of bikes, cars, apartments, tools, space, skills 

and money and their potential goes way beyond that (Sacks, 2011). Sharing Economy platforms allow 

individuals to take new roles and tasks that were previously handled by businesses, thereby changing the 

old perception of supply and demand (Dervojeda et al., 2013). In addition, advocates of Sharing Economy 

claim that the emerging peer-to-peer business models are more sustainable, economical and enable 

meaningful interpersonal relationships (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010). 

Travel accommodation is one of the sectors that is most significantly affected by the growth of the Sharing 

Economy (Trivett & Staff, 2013). Indeed, companies such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing have experienced a 

rapid growth in only few years drawing the attention of academics, established industry players and 

regulatory bodies. Today, Airbnb alone is offering more than 1.2 million temporary spaces in 34.000 cities 

and 192 countries (Airbnb, 2015), suppressing the room offering of the largest hotel chains. Similarly, 

Couchsurfing has built a global hospitality network with 10 million registered members in 200.000 cities 

around the world (Couchsurfing, 2015). 

While the increasing popularity of Airbnb and Couchsurfing is undeniable, there is little knowledge about 

why people engage in peer-to-peer accommodation. In fact, research contributions addressing 

determinants of the usage remain rare and have a number of shortcomings (Tussyadiah, 2015). 

Furthermore, most of the research up to date is conducted in Western settings where most Sharing 

Economy companies were established. However, scholars found that despite being a cosmopolitan 

concept by nature, the way Sharing Economy is practiced varies considerably in different cultural contexts 

(Molz, 2012). In Bulgaria, the Sharing Economy is gaining momentum with companies such as Uber, 

Couchsurfing and Airbnb increasing in popularity. Yet little attention has been given to who are the people 

that adopt Sharing Economy services and why they show interest in it.  
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This paper seeks to expand the current level of knowledge and clarify some of the questions raised above. 

In fact, it is the first known study on Sharing Economy in Bulgaria. For the purpose of the thesis, the 

researcher constructs and tests a model based on Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991). 

The model allows to study the Intentions of Bulgarians to use peer-to-peer travel accommodation and 

test if model constructs (Attitudes, Perceived Behavioral Control and Subjective Norm) significantly 

predict these Intentions. In particular, the research investigates whether Intentions to use shared 

accommodation are related to positive or negative Attitudes, to participants’ perceived ability to engage 

in sharing accommodation and to social pressures that influence their decisions. Furthermore, the model 

allows for investigation of underlying beliefs that stand behind the Attitudes of Bulgarians in this context. 

The researcher relies on the drivers that authors have anecdotally outlined and few scholars have 

empirically tested and applies them in research model. 

With the obtained results the researcher hopes to answer the question: What determines the decision of 

Bulgarians to engage in sharing peer-to-peer accommodation with strangers? By doing so, the researcher 

could compare the drivers of participation for Bulgarian consumers with those found in other related 

works. The obtained results further serve as a starting point for further research on Sharing Economy in 

Bulgaria and offer some practical implications for sharing and non-sharing companies in the country.  

Outline of the thesis 

The thesis is structured in the following matter.  

In part one, a literature review on the Sharing Economy is provided. This chapter seeks to conceptualize 

the term Sharing Economy and to outline the reasons for its emergence.  

Part two focuses on Sharing Economy in the travel accommodation sector. Here, an overview of the two 

most popular platforms in peer-to-peer accommodation are presented, Couchsurfing and Airbnb, and 

their business models are analyzed. The chapter finishes with hospitality practices in different cultural 

contexts. 

In the next chapter, the theoretical framework is outlined. In particular, the chapter presents the Theory 

of Planned Behavior and reveals why it was found appropriate for this study and how it was adopted in 

the present context. In addition, in this section the hypotheses to be tested with the constructed model 

were developed.  
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The following chapter relates to the research methodology and includes the process of how the empirical 

data was collected, estimated and analyzed. Furthermore, the chapter provides a description of the model 

constructs and how they are incorporated in the research model.  

The next chapter is devoted to the findings and results. The main purpose of this chapter is to discuss the 

findings from the hypotheses testing, examine the relationships between the different constructs in the 

TPB model, and compare them with the findings of other authors. Furthermore, the appropriateness of 

the selected model is discussed, and additional statistics are crunched. 

Finally, theoretical implications and future research directions are discussed and managerial guidance for 

Sharing Economy players and conventional accommodation providers is provided.   
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2. The Sharing Economy 

Up to date, the definition of the Sharing Economy as well as its scale and scope remain matter of discussion 

among academics. Throughout the literature review various terms that substitute or complement the 

Sharing Economy were identified. The most often used terms were collaborative economy, collaborative 

consumption (R Botsman & Rogers, 2010), peer economy, the Mesh (Gansky, 2010) and access-based 

economy (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). In broader understanding some less popular terms were encountered 

such as commercial sharing systems, co-production, co-creation, prosumption, consumer participation, 

online volunteering, etc. (Belk, 2014b). For the purpose of this work a clearer view on “sharing” and 

Sharing Economy needs to be established. In addition, in this chapter the reasons for the emergence the 

Sharing Economy are investigated.  

2.1. The act of Sharing 

Before looking at the Sharing Economy, the researcher has decided to investigate the roots of the term 

and define the concept of “sharing”. Scholars investigating the act of sharing argue that sharing is often 

misused as a collective term for various behaviors, blurring the meaning that sharing comprises (Belk, 

2007; Benkler, 2004). The definition of sharing has been further complicated by the emergence of the 

Web 2.0 and Social Media. The act of sharing in the Web 2.0 era covers a wide spectrum of activates 

ranging from sharing as an altruistic doing to an act driven by self-interest and commerce.  

Russell Belk is one of the most cited academic authors on the topic of sharing. According to him sharing 

encompasses the “the act and process of distributing what is ours to others for their use and/or the act 

and process of receiving or taking something from others for our use” (Belk, 2007, p. 126) His definition 

illustrates what Benkler calls a nonreciprocal pro-social behavior (Benkler, 2004). Belk (2010) argues that 

two types of sharing can be distinguished - sharing-in and sharing-out. The former is more likely to occur 

among people with close relation to each other. Examples of sharing-in would include an act typical for 

the interior world of the home, friends and close circles. In other words, those kind of sharing activities 

that are likely to make the recipient a part of a pseudo-family and our aggregate extended self (Belk, 

2014b). The later refers to situation in which sharing involves dividing something between relative 

strangers or when it is intended as a one-time act such as providing someone with  directions or the time 

of day. In this case the recipient of the sharing act remains outside of the sphere of aggregate extended 

self. According to these considerations, the degree of intimacy involved in sharing can vary considerably. 
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Another important distinction that the author stresses is the one between sharing, gift giving and 

marketplace exchange (Russell Belk, 2014b). Belk argues that while sharing is associated with non-

ownership-based transactions, gift giving and marketplace exchange involve the transfer of ownership or 

reciprocal exchange. Furthermore, an important characteristic of sharing is that no debt incurs when 

partaking of sharing as would be the case with gifts and market transactions. The author suggests that 

borrowing and lending are borderline cases of sharing that generate an expectation that the object or 

some equivalent will be returned.  

In another article, Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) conseptualize the notion of sharing in the context of 

ownership and access. According to the authors the two main differences between these concepts relate 

to the nature of object-self relationship and the rules that govern that relationship. In cases of ownership, 

the individuals might identify themselves with the possession. In contrast to the the long-term interaction 

with the object related to onwership, in cases of access, the interaction is rather temporary and 

occasional, which rarely leads to such an object-self relationship. Furthermore, ownership comes with 

property rights of the object given to an individual. These property rights enable the freedom to regulate 

or deny access to others, to sell, transform, use and retain profits from the object’s use. As a consequence, 

access is different from ownership since the property rights belong to someone else. In this sense access 

is similar to sharing as defined by Belk (1988) in that no transfer of ownership takes place. Bardhi and 

Eckhadt (2012) also stress that acess might be different from sharing since it can be dictated by economic 

motives or reciprocity, whereas sharing is mainly altruistic and prosocial.  

In a later work Belk (2014a) reflects on his own and that of Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) and other authors to 

make a distiction of what he considers sharing and what he calls pseudo-sharing in the age of Web 2.0. 

For example, Belk (2014a) finds the online–facilitated offline sharing as a border case between sharing 

and pseudo-sharing. This type of sharing appears often in Sharing Economy business models.  

For example, online-facilitated offline sharing takes place on platforms such as Freecycle and Really Really 

Free Market, where goods are exchanged or offered for free. Although, in such cases there is a change of 

ownership, Belk (2014a) argues that these exchanges remain within a community and hence the goods or 

services remain owned by that community and can be considered as a type of sharing. On the other hand, 

pseudo-sharing services concern exchange transactions for cash as in the case of eBay.  

Another example of online–facilitated offline sharing is the scheduling of sharing, exchanging and usage 

of goods or services through the internet within communities, which includes the online facilitated 
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hospitality. Here again it is to distinguish between hospitality in the sense of Couchsurfing and that of 

Airbnb. Although in his earlier works Belk (2014b) includes Couchsurfing as a type of online-facilitated 

offline sharing. The author, however, regards Airbnb as a pseudo-sharing example since it is a commercial 

type of hospitality.  

2.2. The Sharing Economy defined 

In order to clearly define the Sharing Economy, the researcher presents three definitions suggested by 

Botsman and Rogers (2010), Belk (2014a) and Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012). These are used to formulate 

the definition that is incorporated in this thesis.  

Rachel Botsman, one of the pioneers in Sharing Economy research, argues that Sharing Economy is a part 

of a milieu called Collaborative Consumption (Botsman, 2013).  In the book What’s Mine is Yours, the Rise 

of Collaborative consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 2010: p. 15) the authors define Collaborative 

Consumption as “traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, renting, gifting and swapping, redefined 

through technology and peer communities on a scale and in ways never possible before”. This definition 

serves as a fundamental starting point for many authors touching upon the topic of collaborative 

consumption and Sharing Economy.  

According to Botsman, there are three forms of collaborative consumption – redistribution markets, 

collaborative lifestyles and product process systems. Redistribution markets refer to cases when 

unwanted or underused assets are redistributed to individuals who can better benefit from the usage of 

the product or service. For example, the start-up thredUp acquires unwanted high-quality kids and women 

garments and resells them, while paying the previous owner 40% compensation of the resale price. 

Collaborative lifestyles are, on the other hand, the cases when non-product assets such as space, skills 

and money are exchanged and traded in new ways. An example here is Taskrabbit that connects 

individuals and businesses that require a certain job done with others who perform the task for an 

arranged price. Finally, product process systems transactions where individuals or businesses pay to 

access a product instead to own it outright. Examples are car- sharing platforms that allow customers to 

access a car for a certain fee, rather than paying the costs of owning one.  

Botsman (2013) argues that the Sharing Economy is part of the Collaborative Consumption dimension. 

The author views Sharing Economy as “an economic model based on sharing underutilized assets from 

spaces to skills to stuff for monetary or non-monetary benefits”. While Collaborative Consumption 
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includes B2B transactions, the author states that Sharing Economy platforms operate solely in the B2C 

and C2C areas.  

Russell Belk (2014a) also provides a definition of Collaborative Consumption based on his previous works 

on sharing discussed in the previous section. He defines collaborative consumption as “people 

coordinating the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation”. The two 

definitions comprise similar concepts with two exceptions. First of all, Belk’s definition does not include 

sharing activities such as those provided by Couchsurfing, since they do not include any compensation. 

According to Belk (2014a) It is a fundamental mistake to consider commercial pseudo-sharing ventures as 

operating under the same principles as true sharing. Second, the definition excludes gift giving, which 

involves a permanent transfer of ownership. Belk, however, includes swapping, bartering and trading as 

borderline cases of sharing since these situations present a non-monetary compensation and reciprocal 

exchange of goods or services.  

What Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) define as access-based consumption is another term presenting a 

concept similar to Collaborative Consumption. They define it as “transactions that may be market-

mediated in which no transfer of ownership takes place” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012: p. 881). In access-based 

consumption the consumer acquires consumption time with the item and, in cases of market-mediated 

transactions, is willing to pay a price premium. The access-based consumption is a combination of the 

collaborative consumption according to Belk (2014b) and Botsman (2013). It is a non-ownership based 

model so it excludes gift-giving in contrast to Botsman’s idea of collaborative consumption. On the other 

hand, access-based consumption includes transaction without any monetary or non-monetary 

compensation, contrasting Belk’s collaborative consumption.  

The use of Sharing Economy that is incorporated in this work is based on the definitions discussed above. 

When referring to Sharing Economy the author considers practices of temporary access non-ownership 

system of utilizing both consumer goods and services that rely on the internet and location based 

technologies, as the authors agree on as common features regardless of the definition. Furthermore, 

these systems may or may not include monetary or non-monetary compensation (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 

2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2010). In addition, Sharing Economy as defined here includes traditional sharing 

as defined by Belk as well as bartering, lending, trading, renting and swapping as proposed by Botsman. 

It excludes, however, practices of gift-giving where ownership transfer takes place. Finally, although the 
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present study is focused on peer-to-peer business models, the author considers B2C models as suggested 

by  Botsman (2013) as part of the Sharing Economy.  

2.3. Drivers of the Sharing Economy 

Authors outline several reasons for the emergence of the Sharing Economy. Some authors find that it 

gained popularity because of consumers changing Attitudes towards a more cost-conscious consumption 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Furthermore, consumers are willing to try out new brands and are more open 

to new ways of accessing what they need as opposed to ownership (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Botsman & 

Rogers, 2010).  On the other hand, Belk (2014) argues that the uptake of the Sharing Economy is a result 

of recent developments in user-generated contend, social media sites and web connectivity. With the 

emergence of Web 2.0, new alternatives for interaction have emerged and traditional forms of sharing 

have become available on larger scale. Botsman and Rogers (2010) add that consumers are becoming 

increasingly aware of the pressure that overconsumption can pose to the environment. The idea of 

sharing idle capacity to reduce environmental concerns and the renewed belief in the importance of 

community move consumers towards the practice of sharing, openness and collaboration. The individual 

drivers of the Sharing Economy are discussed below. 

Technology 

Researchers agree that Sharing Economy relies strongly on technological developments in ICT Systems 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2014; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; etc). The increased connectivity and the 

Web 2.0 have made the emergence of Sharing Economy possible. Although most of the goods and services 

are exchanged offline, the internet enables individuals that would not have met otherwise to connect and 

make arrangements on the Web. The rise of the Internet facilitates the creation of online-based 

communities with low transaction costs. According to Hamari and Ukkonen (2013) the peer-to-peer 

communities emerge as a result of open source development (e.g. Linux), collaborative online projects 

(e.g. Wikipedia), music and file sharing (e.g. Napster) and social networks sites (e.g. Youtube, Facebook). 

In addition, user recommendation systems and social networks help to build trust, an important 

prerequisite for virtual communities establishment (Hsu et al,, 2007). Another factor is the rapid increase 

in smartphone usage and availability of cheap mobile plans. Mobile applications facilitate connectivity 

between users and allow an instant exchange of information (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012) while GPS location 

services enable real-time offline sharing. Finally, online payment systems such as intelligent e-commerce 

and invoicing systems (Black & Lynch, 2004) allow the easy, fast and secure completion of transactions. 
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These developments aggregate supply and demand where needed and enable connectivity between 

potential participants in the Sharing Economy.  

Economic drivers 

The second driver refers to the growing concern with financial stability after the recession in 2008. 

According to Gansky (2010), this global financial crisis caused consumers to rethink their values and be 

more mindful in their consumption habits. Other authors also conclude that in times of economic 

downturn and growing skepticism toward capitalistic structures, many consumers turn toward alternative 

forms of consumption (Albinsson & Perera, 2012; Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Rifkin, 2000). Consumers 

increasingly acknowledge access as an alternative to ownership, since it offers more value at a lower cost 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Lamberton & Rose, 2012). In addition, Sharing Economy provides a solution to 

problems such as excess and idle inventory. For example, an electric drill is used 5-12 minutes in its lifetime 

making the potential for its better utilization immense (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). People can now share 

the costs of owning an item that was once considered a single-household possession.  

Moreover, Sharing Economy becomes an additional income source or cost-saving alternative for many 

people. Sharing Economy allow owners to earn money by renting their possessions or make use of their 

skills by providing services for others. In contrast, those who choose access to ownership have greater 

possibility to try different products and services, since they are free of the burden of ownership and do 

not pay additional premium that companies require (Manyika, Chui, Bughin, & Dobbs, 2013). In addition, 

venture capitalists increasingly see Sharing Economy ventures as profitable investments, leading to an 

increasing number of start-ups pooling into the Sharing Economy.  

Social Drivers 

Advocates of the Sharing Economy argue that there is shift towards rebuilt of community relations and 

desire for person-to-person communication. While social networks and the online collaboration platforms 

allow individuals to interact and build social connections with others on the Web, Sharing Economy goes 

a step further and creates an opportunity for meaningful physical encounters (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). 

Belk (2014b) agrees that the true power of the Sharing Economy lies in its ability to facilitate offline 

relationships. For example, Peer-to-peer accommodation rentals such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing foster 

direct interactions between hosts and guests, allowing travelers to connect with locals. Belk (2014b) adds 

that Sharing Economy provides emotional benefits for consumers by evoking feelings of generosity and 

community belonging.  Similarly, Piscicelli, et al. (2013) suggest that collaborative consumption promotes 
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social innovation and contribute to building stronger and more connected communities. Finally, the online 

trust systems make it easier to choose the peers to share with. Trust and reputation systems help to select 

likeminded individuals and exclude those that fail to comply with the community norms.  

Another factor driving the Sharing Economy is the increasing demand for sustainable business models. 

Tukker and Tischner (2006) stress that current patterns and levels of consumption in industrial economies 

are widely recognized as unsustainable. Over-consumption and a throwaway culture are liable for major 

environmental problems such as resource depletion and waste. Furthermore, population increase and 

urbanization are closely related to the growing awareness of the importance of sustainability and 

environmental consciousness. According to Shareable.org, personal vehicles account for 20% of total U.S. 

energy-related CO2 emissions and another 80% have unoccupied seats. The article suggests that sharing 

a car can substitute for 9-13 cars on the road. What Sharing Economy companies do is to connect 

individuals who have to offer underused assets with others who are willing to pay for the usage of these 

assets, resulting in better allocation of resources to places where they can be better utilized and hence 

reducing wastage (The Economist, 2013). Similarly, Tussyadiah (2015)  insists that since inefficient use of 

natural and human resources causes environmental harms, resource redistribution approach offers an 

economic and social framework that enhances sustainability by efficiently deploying excess capacity of 

resources. Hence, for consumers with a greater preference towards greener consumption, sharing can be 

considered a manifestation of sustainable behavior. Finally, Sharing Economy contributes to the reduction 

of the adverse impacts on the environment, since it decreases the development of new products and 

hence the use of raw materials. Gansky (2010) insists that sharing goods is expected to reduce individual 

purchases pressuring companies towards more robust and long-lived products. 

Urbanization 

Scholars argue that increasing interest in urban living contributes to the growth of Sharing Economy 

(Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012). Although most transactions are arranged online, studies find that people 

predominantly share with others living in close proximity. Hence, the Sharing Economy can be regarded 

as an urban phenomenon (Sharable.org). The high population concentration increases the probability that 

the supply and demand will meet since there are more peers that are willing to share goods and services. 

Nowadays, 54% of the world population lives in cities and this number is expected to increase to 66% 

adding 2.5 billion people to the urban population (Heilig, 2014). The high density of people leads to limited 

availability of space and makes way for sharing of certain resources. Car-, bike- and accommodation 
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sharing are examples that can lead to great improvements in urban environments. Bardhi and Eckhardt 

(2012) further suggest that the limited space in cities does not allow citizens to store unused goods, 

therefore they will be highly interested in a higher utility of things.  

The characteristics, which Sharing Economy is built on, imply that it might be one of the business models 

of the future with authors suggesting that it presents a radical change on how we consume and will lead 

to the end of large capitalistic corporations (Botsman & Rogers, 2010; Gansky, 2010). This claim is, 

however, vague if we do not consider how big the real potential of Sharing Economy outside of anecdotal 

evidences is and to what extent people around the world are ready to embrace it.  

To expand the current knowledge on the topic, the thesis focuses on the Sharing Economy in the 

Hospitality sector. In particular, the research focuses on the Bulgarian consumers and to what extent they 

are ready to adopt peer-to-peer accommodation sharing. The next chapter is dedicated to these topics. 
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3. The Sharing Economy in Hospitality  

Research on the Sharing Economy in the context of Tourism and Hospitality up to date is rather scarce 

and empirical data is limited (Tussyadiah, 2015). According to Euromonitor (2014a), the Sharing Economy 

predominantly impacts the tourism and hospitality industry in two sectors – transportation and 

accommodation. This thesis focuses on peer-to-peer accommodation, therefore only the accommodation 

sector will be discussed further. 

According to Trivett and Staff (2013), the hospitality industry is the sector most severely affected by the 

growth of the Sharing Economy. The authors suggest that the recent social, technological and economic 

changes have turned Sharing Economy from a an “idealist niche for hitchhikers and backpackers, into a 

multi-billion dollar industry” (Trivett & Staff, 2013: p. 1). In accommodation, Sharing Economy companies 

such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing compete with the hotel industry, as well as, bed and breakfasts, budget 

hotels, hostels and guest houses. An indicator of the growing importance of the Sharing Economy is the 

commitment of UNWTO to issue a report on the guidelines and rules based on best practices and analysis 

of Sharing Economy companies (Forbes, 2015). 

In Bulgaria, peer-to-peer accommodation services are not new. There are many private houses in 

Bulgarian seaside and ski resorts, which were built during a construction boom and sold mainly to foreign 

owners from the UK, Russia and Germany. These private establishments remain unoccupied for most of 

the time, but are available for rent. Many foreigners, who own such holiday apartments rent them through 

platforms such as Airbnb or through more traditional offline intermediaries in order to minimize their 

maintenance expenses (Euromoniotor 2015b). As a result, peer-to-peer websites are growing in 

popularity and for example, only in Airbnb there were over 1,000 offers for private rentals in Bulgaria in 

2014. Peer-to-peer accommodation is sought mainly by foreigners, while Bulgarian travelers rarely seek 

for such accommodation within the country borders. Relying on a report on Travel Accommodation in 

Bulgaria “Bulgarian travelers prefer other options such as informal hospitality exchanges through 

organizations such Couchsurfing” (Euromonitor, 2013: p. 2). According to Euromonitor, at the moment 

peer-to-peer accommodation has a small effect on overall travel accommodation sale, however the trend 

is in a growing path (International, 2015b). 

Analysts suggest that peer-to-peer accommodation are not a viable threat for hotels in Bulgaria, since the 

sales for international tourists are still dominated by package holidays. Nevertheless, statistics suggest 
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that while the number of international visitors, accommodation establishments and rooms at disposal 

increased compared to the previous year (2014), the number of nights spend in hotel rooms has decreased 

(Euromonitor 2015b). The statistics show that the occupancy rate decreased 5% to reach 32% compared 

to 2013 and the average hotel room rates further declined by 9% in 2014 (Euromonitor 2015a). Analysts 

suggest that the reasons behind this decline is a combination of increase amount of private rentals and 

shortened holiday stays. The largest segment (17% of the total turnover of all lodging establishments in 

Bulgaria in 2014), constitutes predominantly of not officially declared, private rentals, that are offered as 

lodging outlets Historically, the unofficial private lodgings have been arrange mainly offline, however 

companies such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing provide the architecture to offer them online. The two most 

prominent examples in online peer-to-peer accommodation sharing are discussed next. 

3.1. Airbnb and Couchsurfing 

Airbnb is a “community marketplace where guests can book spaces from hosts, connecting people who 

have space to spare with those who are looking for a place to stay” (Airbnb, 2015). In its essence, Airbnb 

is an online platform where people rent out their rooms, apartments, houses, even castles for temporary 

usage. The business model of Airbnb resembles that of traditional Bed and Breakfasts, where 

homeowners rent out accommodation facilities in the cities. The owner could be living in the 

accommodation during the guest stay, however, the difference to a traditional Bed and Breakfast is that 

the booking and the payment take place online (Trivett & Staff, 2013). According to the Airbnb website, 

on the platform are offered accommodation establishments in 34.000 cities within 190 countries (Airbnb, 

2015). In Bulgaria, an exact number is difficult to obtain, but as of September 2015, there were 627 listings 

in the capital and between 300 and 500 in the next 3 largest cities.  

Airbnb Revenues flow from commission fees that the company charges on every booking. Airbnb charges 

between 6 and 12 percent booking fee for every rented accommodation, depending on the type of space 

as well as a 3 percent for credit card processing. Euromonitor (2014) estimates that Airbnb has acquired 

USD 795 million funding in total and is valued at more than USD 10 billion as of April, 2014. More recently, 

the WSJ (Parsons, 2014) published that in June 2015 the company has concluded one of the biggest 

private-funding deals, raising USD 1.5 billion, in a deal that increases the company value to USD 25.5 

billion. The company revenue growth comes at 277% per year on average between 2009 and 2013. 

Already in 2013 the company has registered 20 million nights booked, accounting for 6 million guests who 

found accommodation through Airbnb (Euromonitor, 2014).  
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Statista (2014) calculates that a room rented through Airbnb costs less than half of a hotel room and an 

apartment is significantly cheaper than its hotel equivalent in most US cities. Statista’s research (2014) 

also suggests that more than 50% of the respondents between 16 and 44 are interested in renting out 

accommodation through Airbnb and 58.5 % consider using sites such as Airbnb to find accommodation. 

In 2013, the company started a rebranding campaign in attempt to emphasize the social aspect of sharing 

accommodation and move away from a technology-based brand. The company has experienced 

regulatory and tax issues in several cities with the most notable one in NYC where the number of rental 

has increased from 2,652 to 16,483 in only 4 years from 2010 to 2014 (Statista, 2014). Currently, the 

legislation in NY prohibits rentals in apartment buildings for less than 30 days and without the presence 

of the permanent occupant. 

Couchsurfing is another online hospitality platform that has drawn the attention of researchers in recent 

years. According to the company website (Couchsurfing, 2015) “Couchsurfers share their homes, cities and 

lives in profound in meaningful ways, making travel anywhere in the world a truly social experience”. 

Typically, a member will create a profile providing information such as experiences, philosophy, hobbies, 

travels and contribution to the Couchsurfing society. A traveler will search for hosts or other travelers in 

a particular city and write to them about the reasons for their visit, period of stay and information about 

themselves. The hosts, in most cases, offer to their guest a couch in their living room or a spare bed where 

the Couchsurfer can stay a few nights. Furthermore, it is implied that the host spends time with the guests 

and provide local experience, or at least useful information.  

According to Molz (2013), Couchsurfing relies strongly on reciprocal behavior and encourages every 

traveler who does Couchsurfing  during their trips to be willing to host others in their own home. Even if 

some hosts are not able to offer accommodation, they often meet other Couchsurfers for a coffee or to 

show them around. In contrast to Airbnb, Couchsurfing is not limited to providing accommodation and 

allows members to organize various social activities, participating in discussions and joining groups. Up to 

date, Couchsurfing has registered 10 million members in 200.000 cities. Unlike Airbnb, Couchsurfers 

provide accommodation free of charge. In fact, it is a company policy that hosts are not allowed charge 

any fee for guest stays. In 2011, Couchsurfing has moved from a non-profit to a commercial (“Benefit”) 

organization allowing it to rise more than USD 22 million in funding from investors. In Bulgaria, there are 

more the 31.000 members on Couchsurfing and more than 15.000 potential hosts as of September 2015 

(Couchsurfing.com). 
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3.2. What do Couchsurfing and Airbnb do differently 

Convenience 

One of the main strengths of Airbnb and Couchsurfing is their ability to exploit the advancements of Web 

2.0 technologies. Offering private accommodation has traditionally been challenged by the inability of 

owners to easily market their accommodation and make it known to a high number of potential renters. 

Most of the times, this has resulted in long-term rentals that eliminated the need of constant search for 

guests and reduced the risks associated with frequent guest turnover. Peer-to-peer online 

accommodation platforms essentially eliminate these issues by providing the technological infrastructure 

through which homeowners can list their accommodation free of change (Guttentag, 2013). Peer-to-peer 

online accommodation makes it easy for the guest as well. In both Couchsurfing and Airbnb guests can 

search by country, city, district, as well as by type of accommodation, number of guests allowed, and price 

(in the case of Airbnb). Only by a single click they can access to the database with hundreds of listings, 

whereas traditionally arranging accommodation requires making phone calls or research available 

accommodations separately. These features are available in online intermediaries such as booking.com 

as well. The difference is that online intermediaries essentially allow combined overview of all commercial 

accommodation facilities available in a certain destination for a predefined period, while peer-to-peer 

online accommodation relies on private listings. Furthermore, online intermediaries focus on vacation 

rentals and hotels that most often have higher prices.  

Review and Reputation Systems 

Couchsurfing and Airbnb have achieved significant advancements in overcoming the issues of trust that is 

recognized as main obstacle in online mediated transactions (Lauterbach & Truong, 2009). First of all, 

review systems are available in both platforms, where guests and hosts can share their experiences. In a 

study on reputation systems in the case of Couchsurfing, Lauterbach & Truong (2009), suggest that 

reputation mechanisms are essential for online transactions that result in offline interaction, especially 

when the trading parties have not prior relation to each other. Furthermore, online reviews, allow both 

guest and hosts to gain additional information about the other party, which reduces the risk of wrong 

decision making and engages both parties to stick to the agreed behavior. Second, the companies allow 

member profiles and direct communication between potential guest and host. While, on Airbnb these 

profiles are centered on the accommodation being provided, Couchsurfing, encourages members to 

update their profiles with general information, as well as interests, life mission, personal skills and so on. 
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Liu (2012) found that such profiles play a major role in Couchsurfing hosts’ decisions about accepting 

potential guests. Finally, both companies provide various verification methods such as photo verification, 

authorizing phone number and synchronizing member profiles with Google+, Facebook and LinkedIn.  

Low or No cost 

One of the main advantages of online peer accommodation remains economic benefits for both hosts and 

guests. As Chu and Choi (2000) found, cost is predictably a major factor in hotel decisions. In June 2013, 

Priceonomics found that Airbnb apartments cost 21.2 percent less than a hotel while individual rooms are 

56.5 percent cheaper (Priceonomics, 2013). In addition, most Couchsurfing and Airbnb accommodations 

include access to kitchen facilities, opportunity for doing laundry and other amenities, which are available 

at an additional charge in most traditional accommodation establishments (Trivett & Staff 2013).  At the 

same time, hosts have the opportunity to gain an additional income from the idling space in their homes. 

Spaces on Airbnb can be offered at a lower cost, since the fix costs such as rent and utilities are already 

calculated, hosts do not charge additional taxes and for most of them it is only a source of additional 

income (Guttentag, 2013). On Couchsurfing, guests are hosted free of charge, making the most 

economical accommodation option that is especially attractive for younger travelers with low disposable 

income. Although for hosts there are not any monetary benefits, there might by even additional costs 

form utility bills, Molz (2012) suggest that there are hedonic benefits that motivate homeowners.  

Authentic Experience  

Various authors suggest that the demand for peer accommodation is driven by a desire for local 

experience. According to Trivett and Staff (2013) peer accommodations expand the stock of available 

rooms by offering accommodation options outside of the main touristic areas and the majority of Airbnb 

guests stay in non-tourist neighborhoods. A research of Week (2012) on people who identify themselves 

as travelers rather than tourists revealed the preference for local, authentic travel experience. “Travelers” 

were much more interested in experiencing the local life and were willing to explore less popular sights 

rather than just visiting the main tourist attractions. Similarly, Chen (2012) found that guests on 

Couchsurfing were expecting that by staying at a local home for few days, they would better understand 

local culture and customs. As Molz (2012) notes, Couchsurfing allows travel experience that goes beyond 

the commercial realm of hotels, resorts and tourist destinations. Instead, Couchsurfing takes travelers to 

the private realm of host’s home environment and thereby allows more authentic travel experience. 

Hosts, particularly on Couchsurfing, are usually a source of useful local advice such as where to dine, how 
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to get around in the city and what kind of attractions are available. Furthermore, “Couch-providers” often 

engage in the organization of events such as city tours, hikes, pub-crawls and Couchsurfing group 

meetings. Similarly, hosts often act as tour guides for their guests, introduce them their friends and the 

interaction result in a more intimate travel experience.  

Meaningful Relationships 

Finally, especially in the case of Couchsurfing, researchers emphasize the role of interpersonal 

relationships that emerge from a guest-host encounter. According to Rosen et al. (2011), Couchsurfing 

differs from social networking site such as Facebook essentially in the fact that Couchsurfers join the 

network in order to connect to strangers, not to interact with pre-existing friends and acquaintances. In 

other words, instead of taking offline relationships online, Couchsurfers join the network with the 

Intention of making connections online that they can then parlay into face-to-face encounters on the road. 

Furthermore, Bialski (2007) suggests that Couchsurfing encounters are different from both commercial 

hospitality options and informal home stays with family or friends. The author states that Couchsurfers 

are not constrained neither by rules of the market system nor by familial obligation, which the author 

sees as a prerequisite for more meaningful and trustful encounters but also entail risks because host or 

guest might not behave according to the other’s expectations. In commercial hospitality options such as 

Airbnb there are better defined rules between the host and the guest, however, Molz notes that the 

commercial factor “serves to emotionally insulate strangers from another” (Molz, 2012: p. 221). Molz 

(2012) insists that in noncommercial hospitality it is more likely that encounters result in warm, 

affectionate and emotionally intense relationships, while in cases of Airbnb these might be blurred by 

economic motives. The author also suggests that precisely the desire for such meaningful interpersonal 

connections motivates many people to travel as Couchsurfers. 

3.3. Practices of hospitality in different cultural contexts 

Culture is an important aspect of the Sharing Economy. This is especially the case in the context of tourism 

since “tourism is part of cultural development in society” (Dahlgaard-Park, 2015, p. 324). Although Airbnb 

and Couchsurfing are cosmopolitan projects that can potentially bring together people from all around 

the world, there are large differences in the way they are practiced and embraced in different cultural 

contexts. While Airbnb research has dominated the business scholars, Couchsurfing has been of interest 

for social sciences and intercultural management researchers. For example, Molz (2012) criticizes that 

most of the literature on Couchsurfing is based on western travelers. Exceptions make few studies in 
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which authors apply an ethnographic method to study online-offline hospitality exchanges in different 

cultures.  

A study of Chen (2012) analyzed Taiwanese experiences on Couchsurfing and found that there is a 

difference in what Taiwanese Couchsurfers expect to receive and give as host and guests as compared to 

the expectations of Couchsurfers in the Western World. Jesudhass (2011) examines reciprocity in the non-

commercial, private domain of hospitality in the Vietnamese culture. The findings from the study indicate 

that the concepts of hospitality and reciprocity, while universal, have some features specific to the 

Vietnamese culture. Particularly, in terms of moral values and generational differences when it comes to 

hosting strangers.  

In another study, Zuev (2012) studies Couchsurfing practices in Siberia through his personal experience 

with Marco, an Italian-Argentinian Couchsurfer. The author explains that Couchsurfing creates a 

cosmopolitan realm mainly for the guest, yet this realm remains shaped to a large extent by localized 

hospitality norms and cultures for the host. Similarly, Buchberger (2012) stressed that researchers must 

take into consideration how hospitality is practiced and implemented in local settings. In a research on 

inclusion, exclusion and equality on Couchsurfing, the author finds that Moroccan Couchsurfers, which 

are predominantly males in their early 20s, are restrained by a number of factors when hosting foreigners. 

For example, they need to balance between family traditions of hospitality and the more modern 

hospitality that young Moroccans are willing to provide. Additionally, they have to consider the reputation 

of the family when hosting females.  

All together these studies indicate that sharing accommodation is practiced differently in various cultural 

environments. In fact, the authors’ conclusions suggest that the way peer-to-peer accommodation sharing 

is conducted in Bulgaria might be affected by local hospitality practices. Yet, there is no research up to 

date conducted with Bulgarian participants. Therefore, this thesis investigates some of the beliefs that 

govern Bulgarians’ decision to engage in accommodation sharing with strangers. The next chapter is 

dedicated to theoretical model applied to accomplish this goal.   
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4. Theoretical Framework 

The main research purpose of the thesis was to investigate the reasons behind the decision of Bulgarians 

to use Sharing Economy services. In particular the research focused on travel accommodation. In order to 

answer the research question, the researcher required a model that adequately captured the important 

aspects of human behavior that was robust and simple, had a significant predictive power and allowed a 

certain degree of adaptation to match the research purpose.  

After extensive research of available options, the researcher decided to build a model based on the Theory 

of Planned Behavior developed by Ajzen (1991) that matched the required criteria. According to the 

Theory of Planned Behavior (later referred to as TPB), positive Attitudes and Subjective Norms combined 

with high perceived behavioral control of conducting a particular behavior lead to strong Intentions to 

execute this behavior. Ajzen (1991) postulates that these Intentions will eventually result in observed 

behavior, provided that the individual has the resources needed at place and the ability to choose one’s 

own actions. 

The decision to apply a model based on the TPB was supported by the fact that the theory has been 

empirically validated for various types of behaviors related to e-commerce adoption, online community 

participation and technology adoption. In addition, it is an established framework in a variety of other 

disciplines such as social psychology and public health (Lee, Cerreto, & Lee, 2010). The theory has been 

applied in more than a 1000 studies in the past 20 years and has established itself as one of the most 

robust frameworks for explaining human behavior. A study conducted by (Sutton, 1998) indicated that 

TPB explains on average 40 to 50 percent of the variance when measuring Intention and Intention, in turn, 

is responsible for 19 to 38 percent of the variance in behavior. Throughout the years, various researchers 

have tried to extend or improve the model by including additional variables, however the originally 

proposed model by  Ajzen (1991) remains the most robust model across various behavioral contexts. 

Another advantage of the TPB lies in its ability to test the underlying beliefs behind the three main 

constructs that precede Intention - Attitudes, Subjective Norms and Perceived Behavioral Control factors. 

This aspect of the framework guides researchers to understand not only the occurrence of particular 

behavior but also to explain why it occurs. This was especially important considering the limited research 
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on Sharing Economy up to date and the decision to focus on a nation that has not been investigated in 

this context.  

4.1. The Theory of Panned Behavior 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991) derives from the Theory of Reasoned Action (I Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) is a cognitive theory built 

upon Expectancy Value Models (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and seeks to explain the discrepancy between 

Attitude and behavior.  According to TRA the individual behavior is guided by behavioral Intentions to 

execute the behavior whereas the Intentions are moderated by the individual Attitude toward the 

behavior and the perceived Subjective Norms related to the performance of the behavior (Appendix A). 

In other words, the theory predicts that individuals will intend to execute a behavior if they perceive a 

positive evaluation of the outcomes and if they believe that important others approve that behavior (I 

Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  

In later years the model received criticism that most behaviors rarely are purely volitional and the theory 

was extended with the construct Perceived Behavioral Control. The construct has been empirically 

validated as an important component for predicting behavior and the explanatory power of TRA scores 

significantly lower in numerous studies when the construct was excluded (e.g. Chang 1998). 

With the inclusion of the Perceived Behavioral Control construct, the TRA theory was renamed to the 

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). TPB seeks to explain how human actions are guided on a cognitive 

level,  provided that the behavior under investigation is Intentional or deliberate (I Ajzen, 1991). In its 

complete form, the theory suggests that behavior is preceded by Intentions which are directly moderated 

by three factors – Attitude, Subjective Norm and Perceived Behavioral Control. 
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Figure 1: The Theory of Planned Behavior by Ajzen 

 

Source: Ajzen (1991) 

The TPB further suggests that the three main constructs that Attitude, Subjective Norm and PBC are 

determined by underlying beliefs. In particular, Attitude towards the behavior represents one’s positive 

or negative evaluation of a particular behavior. It depends on person’s beliefs regarding the outcomes of 

the behavior weighted by the corresponding evaluation of desirability of these outcomes. The two 

components are weighted to produce an estimation of one’s favorable or unfavorable Attitude towards a 

behavior. Subjective Norm, on the other hand, is defined as one’s judgment of weather people important 

to that person approve or disapprove of the target behavior or in other words the one’s estimate of social 

pressures to execute certain behavior. According to the theory, there are two components that interact 

to form the Subjective Norm – normative beliefs about how one’s social surrounding or people whose 

opinion the individual holds for valuable would expect him or her to behave and one’s motivation to 

comply with these normative beliefs. Finally, the Perceived behavioral control relates to the individual’s 

perception of capability to perform the behavior under investigation. Hence control beliefs refer to factors 

that may facilitate or impede performance of certain behavior. Perceived behavioral control is again 

influenced by two aspects – the perception of control over the behavior and the confidence about the 

capability to perform the behavior. 

All beliefs interact in line with the Expectancy-Value-Theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) that is embedded in 

the model when the Attitude, Subjective Norm and Perceived Behavioral Control are determined 

indirectly through these beliefs. According to the Expectancy-Value Theory, one’s perception towards an 
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object, action or event is based on the sum of the expected attributes of this object, action or event, 

weighted by the values ascribed to those expected attributes (Warner, 2006).  

Limitations 

As any other theory the TPB does not come without imperfections. For example, the TPB assumes causal 

relationship as the three main constructs directly determine Intention. In most empirical studies, 

however, the researchers apply correlational relationship, which suggests that a change in one construct 

reflects on a change in another, but the directionality of the relationship is not clear (Conner & Armitage, 

1998). For example, if a person holds positive Attitude towards sharing travel accommodation, the theory 

implies that the same person will have higher Intention to share. The correlation relationship, however, 

might also suggest that the high Intention to share determines one’s positive Attitude.  

Furthermore, TPB is criticized for its simplicity. Ajzen (1991) suggests that the main constructs of TPB 

include all the relevant information to determine behavior on a cognitive level. Conner and Armitage 

(1998), on the other hand, question the sufficiency of the TPB constructs as universal influencers on 

behavior and indicate that the inclusion of other independent determinants might increase the predictive 

value of the model. In a meta-analysis on different studies, in which TPB was applied, the authors find six 

additional variables. Nevertheless the authors themselves state that these variables should not be 

included simultaneously in a single model, since the TPB will lose its simplicity.  

Finally, the TPB was criticized for the exclusion of external variables such as variables related to 

demographics and personality. In connection to the last two points Ajzen (1991: p. 199) accepts the 

inclusion of additional variables “if it can be shown that they capture a significant proportion of the 

variance in Intention or behavior after the theory’s current variables have been taken into account”. Ajzen, 

however, notes that the inclusion of such variables is dependent on the situational context and the 

investigated behavior, while the main TPB constructs remain robust predictors across different research 

contexts.  

4.2. TPB applied to current study 

One of the reasons why the TPB has become so popular is its ability to measure the different constructs, 

which makes the theory easy to apply in different settings. How the researcher applied the TPB to 

investigate the behavior of interest in this study discussed in the following pages.  
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Behavior and Behavioral Intention 

As the theory suggests, a specific behavior is directly preceded by the Intention to perform that behavior 

and in some cases by actual behavioral control as additional component (Ajzen and Fishbain, 1980) The 

theory assumes that a person will act in accordance to his or her Intention as long as unforeseeable events 

or barriers do not occur. For that reason, Intention has often been used by researchers as proxy of 

behavior (e.g. Dunn, Mohr, Wilson, & Wittert (2011); Lee et al., (2010); Vermeir & Verbeke (2008)). In fact, 

Ajzen (1991) and Armitage and Conner (1998) argue that the TPB can be applied with extreme 

predictability and adequacy even if there is not a readily available measure of actual behavior. For this 

study as well only the Intention to share travel accommodation has been measured since it captures all 

the motivations embodied in the three major constructs preceding it (I Ajzen, 1991).  

According to Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) it is important, however, to specify the behavior of interest, even if 

the research is limited to investigate behavioral Intention only. Furthermore, Ajzen (1991) insists that 

researchers must take great care to formulate items in accordance with the behavior being measured, in 

order to optimize the validity of the questionnaire. In his recommendations on constructing a TPB 

questionnaire,  Ajzen (2002) suggests that all constructs should be defined exactly the same way as the 

behavior in question in terms of time, action, target, and context (TACT) in order to comply with the 

principle of compatibility. The author insists that variations in any one element may greatly influence 

beliefs about performing the behavior in question, which in turn may negatively influence the research 

design. The formulation of the four TACT elements is outline in Appendix B. The behavioral statement 

applied in the designed survey resulted in the following:  

“Share (provide or use) private accommodation with a stranger through an online peer-to-peer platform 

in the next year.”  

With the exception of behavior, the variables in the TPB model are psychological (internal) 

constructs.  Each predictor variable may be measured directly through Attitude, Subjective Norm and 

perceived behavioral control or indirectly by investigating specific behavioral beliefs and outcome 

evaluations of the three constructs. Direct and indirect measurement approaches make different 

assumptions about the underlying cognitive structures and neither approach is perfect. Ajzen (1991) 

states the relative importance of the three determinants of Intention can vary depending on the scope 

and nature of the study and the framework can be adapted to best fit the research purpose. 
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For this study a mixed approach has been chosen the measure the three moderators of Intention. A direct 

measure of Subjective Norm and perceived behavioral control have been applied consistent with original 

TPB model (I Ajzen, 1991). On the other hand, the Attitude construct has been investigated indirectly 

based on drivers identified in the existing literature, as well as through direct measurement consistent 

with the  Ajzen's (2002) recommendations.  

Attitude 

The Attitude construct is expected to yield the highest weight in predicting the Intention to share as 

indicated in numerous studies on e-commerce, technology adoption and participation in virtual 

communities. Therefore, a more concrete investigation on the drivers of positive or negative Attitude can 

supply an important information to the research. Ajzen (1991) argued that measuring underlying beliefs 

is of utmost importance as Attitudes, Intentions, and behavior are most successfully altered when such 

beliefs are thoroughly understood. According to Ajzen and Fishbain (1980) suggest that underlying beliefs 

of Attitude can be identified by conducting an elicitation study in a representative sample of the 

population by asking open-ended questions such as: "What do you think would be the 

advantages/disadvantages for you of performing behavior X?" (Icek Ajzen, 2002: p. 9). Those beliefs that 

are elicited most frequently are included in the modal set and are used as the basis for the quantitative 

measures of beliefs.  

The approach chosen for this study is contradictory to what I Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) best practice. A 

qualitative research on the underlying beliefs is omitted and instead beliefs are extracted from the 

academic literature particularly on Sharing Economy (Kaplan et al., 2014), e-commerce (e.g. Pavlou & Chai, 

2002) and virtual communities (e.g. Hsu & Lin, 2008). Such approach is a common practice among 

researchers applying the TPB. For example, George (2002) investigated the intent to make internet 

purchases and stated that TPB does not include specific underlying beliefs and, hence, determining those 

are left to the researcher.  Furthermore, the decision to rely on existing literature reduces the complexity 

and ambiguity related to an inclusion of a qualitative study. Finally, it is acknowledged that by choosing 

this approach there is a risk of omitting or including irrelevant belief variables, which might limit the 

predictability of the model. Nevertheless, a great deal of attention has been put into choosing the right 

variables and close consideration of alternative factors has been taken in the selection process. Such belief 

factors have been applied that have a strong support in the literature and have been used in various 

research settings. The inclusion of the chosen variables has been tested with the addition of direct 
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measurement as well as inclusion of outcome evaluation questions as suggested by Ajzen & Fishbein 

(1980).  

Perceived Behavioral Control 

The next latent construct that precedes Intention is Perceived Behavioral Control. The construct relates 

to the extent to which the individual feels confident about executing the behavior under investigation. 

According to Francis et al. (2004) there are two aspects that need consideration – the controllability over 

the behavior and self-efficacy. The former refers to the perceived control over the situation in which the 

behavior takes place and the later reflects the person’s own confidence about his or her ability to execute 

the behavior. For example, a people can be reluctant to share travel accommodation because they do not 

feel confident about operating with the website (self-efficacy) or because they have no control over the 

other person’s Intentions (controllability). The two aspects of controllability and self-efficacy have been 

considered in the questionnaire as suggested by Francis et al. (2004). In order to reduce the risk of 

questionnaire becoming too cumbersome for the participants, however, the researcher decided to rely 

on direct measurement for this construct.  

Subjective Norm 

The construct of Subjective Norms was measured directly with questions adopted from standard 

recommendations of Icek Ajzen (2002) and Francis et al. (2004). In many studies, the Subjective Norm has 

proven to be least important in predicting the behavior in question (e.g. Conner & Armitage, 1998). Taking 

into account the nature of the behavior in this study was assumed that sharing accommodation is not 

affected to a great extend from important others. As Ajzen and Fishbein (1980: p. 169) stated, “when the 

behavior was explicitly restricted to personal consumption, the Intention was dominated by attitudinal 

considerations and virtually no weight was given to the Subjective Norm”. This is consistent with decision 

to focus the research around the Attitude concept, since we can argue that using or sharing 

accommodation is similar to personal consumption and the construct of Subjective Norm would be a weak 

predictor of Intention.  

External factors 

The Theory of Planned Behavior does not include external variables, which in itself strengthens the theory. 

The disadvantage of relying on external variables is that different kinds of variables have to be invoked 

for different behavioral domains (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Thus, a theory becomes weakened when 
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external variables are introduced. Several authors, however include external variables to increase the 

predictability of the model (e.g Pavlou & Chai, 2002). In the present study the researcher has included in 

the questionnaire experience and familiarity with sharing accommodation as a mean for group 

comparisons, since these were proven important factors in predicting future use (Tussyadiah, 2015; 

Kaplan et al., 2014). For example, Gefen & Straub (2004) argue that online purchase behavior depends on 

how familiar is an individual with the vendor. Following that logic, it can be assumed that people familiar 

with Couchsurfing, Airbnb or other Sharing Economy options will have a more favorable Attitude towards 

sharing accommodation and Intention to do so. 

In addition, habitual choice of travel accommodation was included in order to distinguish between people 

who tend to spend their holidays in luxury hotels or choose a more costly travel accommodation and 

those who prefer budget options such as hostels, camping sites or home stays. Euromonitor (2014) finds 

that budget travelers are more likely to choose options such as Couchsurfing and Airbnb and hence it 

make sense to divide respondents in accordance to their habitual travel accommodation preferences. 

Molz argues that Couchsurfing and Airbnb appeals to people who prefer organize their trips themselves. 

Therefore, a final variable was included to investigate the habitual travel planning. 

Finally, demographics has been included to test if such characteristics as age, gender, etc. will have effect 

on the overall model results. These variables have been included in the questionnaire but not 

incorporated in the research model. Instead they served the researcher to provide a richer analysis of the 

obtained results and to further shed light on the research topic. 

4.3. Hypothesis Development 

After discussing how the TPB is incorporated in the present work, it is important to formulate the 

hypothesis to be tested. The researcher proposed 7 main hypotheses altogether. The first three 

hypotheses were related to the main constructs of TPB (Attitude, Subjective Norm and Perceived 

Behavioral Control) and their relationship to the Intention of Bulgarians to share private accommodation 

with a stranger through an online peer-to-peer platform. Furthermore, as discussed in the previous 

section, the original TPB model has been modified, whereby the Attitude construct was decomposed in 

sub-constructs. In this section, underlying beliefs for the construct of Attitude are discussed and included 

in the framework. In particular, based on the existing literature, the paper examined four belief constructs 
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related to economy, community, environment and trust. For each behavioral belief the researcher 

formulated hypotheses accordingly.  

4.3.1. Main constructs of TPB 

Numerous studies implementing a model based on the TPB indicate that Attitudes, Subjective Norms, and 

Perceived Behavioral Control explain substantial part of the variance in behavioral intent (Armitage & 

Conner, 2001). In line with the original TPB model assumptions, the researcher hypothesized that the 

Intention to share travel accommodation is directly predicted by the three main constructs. This was an 

important step to test the appropriateness of the model and its predictive power in the present context. 

The first hypothesis related to the directly measured Attitude construct and its relation to Intention. In 

the proposed model, Attitude is the overall evaluations of sharing travel accommodation with strangers 

through an online peer-to-peer platform. Hence, it can be postulated that Bulgarians who hold positive 

Attitudes would also be more likely to state Intentions to perform the behavior. Such relation between 

Attitude and Intentions has been found in various studies in consumer behavior. For example, Zhang & 

Ng (2012) and Bock et al. (2005) find a positive causal relationship of Attitude on Intentions towards 

knowledge sharing in construction teams. Kaplan et al. (2014) provide an evidence that pro-cycling 

Attitudes are positively linked with Intentions to rent bikes while on holiday, Intentions to cycle more 

frequently and Intentions to cycle for multiple purposes.  Hamari and Ukkonen (2013) similarly find a 

positive relationship between Attitude and Intentions, however the observed effect was smaller as 

compared to other studies. Considering the strong support in the literature of the link between Attitude 

and Intentions, the researcher hypothesized that:  

H1: There will be a positive relationship between the Attitudes towards sharing travel accommodation 

with a stranger and the Intention to do so. 

Moreover, the researcher expected the Attitude construct will be the most important predictor of the 

Intention to share travel accommodation. The strong relationship was supported in the studies of Kaplan 

et al. (2014) and Bock et al. (2005). Furthermore, the Attitude has been proven the most significant 

predictor in several meta-analysis on TPB studies (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Sutton, 1998). This is also 

the reason why only this construct has been chosen to be investigated further with its underlying 

antecedents. Therefore the researcher further hypothesized that: 
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H1a: Attitude towards sharing travel accommodation with a stranger will account for most of the variance 

in Intention from the three main TPB constructs.  

In spite of the emphasis on the Attitude construct as the predominant predictor of Intention, the 

researcher was aware that an analysis of Attitude alone might not sufficiently contribute to the prediction 

of Behavioral Intent (e.g. Ajzen & Fishbein; 1980; Ajzen, 1991). Considering the novelty to Sharing 

Economy it is important to understand if Bulgarians feel hindered or enabled to use peer-to-peer 

accommodation services. Therefore, it has been hypothesized that the Perceived Behavioral Control 

construct will be an important predictor of Intention as suggested by the original TPB model of Ajzen 

(1991). As Ajzen (2006) suggest, Perceived Behavioral Control refers to people's perceptions of their ability 

to perform a given behavior. In other words the construct encompasses the perceived ease or difficulty a 

person associates with the providence or usage of peer-to-peer accommodation through websites such 

as Couchsurfing or Airbnb. For example, Tussyadiah (2015) notes that, as sharing platforms are enabled 

by ICT systems, consumers’ adoption of collaborative consumption can be influenced by the 

characteristics of technology. The author suggests that factors such as ease of use, complexity and 

technology efficiency are important adoption factors. In another study Gefen and Straub (2004) 

investigate how perceived security, trust and self-efficiency affect the adoption of mobile shopping 

applications. It can be argued that numerous cognitive factors could impede or enable Bulgarians to 

engage in sharing travel accommodation. Although the researcher did not investigated the underlying 

control beliefs behind the PBC construct, the construct included items to measure both the person’s self-

efficacy and beliefs over the controllability of sharing travel accommodation as suggested by Francis et al. 

(2004). Hence it was hypothesized that:  

H2: There will be a positive relationship between the Perceived Behavioral Control towards sharing travel 

accommodation with a stranger and the Intention to do so. 

In the present study, Subjective Norm was defined as the degree to which a user perceived that others 

approved of them sharing travel accommodation with strangers through a peer-to-peer platform. In other 

words, Subjective Norm refers to individual’s perceptions of social pressures and rewards to participate 

in sharing accommodation. Since sharing is a social behavior, the beliefs will also have to reflect the 

influence of “others” on the individual Intention to participate in sharing services. The construct Subjective 

Norm, however, has been proven an unstable predictor of Intention depending on the behavior under 
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investigation. For example, in a research on file sharing of motion pictures, Hennig-Thurau et al. (2007) 

found that sharing illegal movie copies allows consumers to establish social links with relevant others, 

which allows them to demonstrate their expertise and receive social rewards for their input from others. 

In another study on acceptance of blog usage, Hsu and Lin (2008) failed to find a link between Subjective 

Norm and Intention to use blogs. Similarly, Chen and Li (2010) do not find a significant relationship 

between social pressures and Intention to adopt an e-service. Several empirical studies have shown that 

Subjective Norms have a positive and direct impact on behavioral Intention, but this influence is usually 

weaker than that of Attitude and perceived behavioral control (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980; Armitage & 

Conner, 2001). In order to investigate the role of Subjective Norm in the present context, it is hypothesized 

that: 

H3: There will be a positive relationship between the Subjective Norm towards sharing travel 

accommodation with a stranger and the Intention to do so. 

4.3.2. Behavioral beliefs 

Beside the original TPB constructs, the researcher went a step further and decomposed the Attitude 

construct into several underlying sub-constructs. The reasoning behind was that while statistics suggest 

that consumers are increasingly anticipating Sharing Economy (Owyang et al., 2014), empirical research 

justifying the motivational drivers for consumers to participate in Sharing Economy platforms remains 

limited. Since a qualitative elicitation study was omitted from the research, an in-depth analysis of the 

existing literature was required. The following literature review has the purpose to illustrate the factors 

that researchers suggest to drive the Sharing Economy. The literature review is based on the works of 

Hamari, Ukkonen, & Sjöklint (2013); Lamberton & Rose (2012); Möhlmann (2015); Tussyadiah (2015) and 

other works related to the topic under investigation. 

Hamari, Sjöklint, and Ukkonen (2013) research the motivations that drive people’s Attitude and behavioral 

Intention to participate in collaborative consumption.  The authors base their empirical study on self-

determination theory and previous studies on sharing. The self-determination theory suggests that people 

are acting in a particular way driven by both intrinsic and extrinsic motives (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Hamari 

et al. (2013) test four determinants – sustainability, reputation, enjoyment and economic benefits. 

Interestingly, the results suggest that behavioral Intention is guided by enjoyment and economic benefits, 

while sustainability and enjoyment drive Attitude. They fail to establish connection between reputation 
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and either Attitude or behavioral Intention towards participation in collaborative consumption. 

Möhlmann (2015), on the other hand, provides a framework to understand the determinants of 

satisfaction with a sharing option and likelihood of choosing a sharing option again. The study is compares 

a C2C (Airbnb) and B2C (car2go) sharing option. In the case of Airbnb, the author finds that the satisfaction 

with a sharing option is determined by cost savings, familiarity, trust and utility, and the likelihood of 

choosing Airbnb again was driven by familiarity and utility. In the B2C study, the author identified 

community belonging and utility to influence the likelihood of choosing car2go again and cost savings, 

familiarity, service quality, trust, and utility as main determinants for satisfaction with car2go. Other 

factors such as environmental impact, internet capability, trend affinity and smartphone capability failed 

to account for the subject under investigation.  

In another study, Lamberton & Rose (2012) identify cost-related benefits of sharing as a main driver of 

participating in sharing systems. In contrast, Piscicelli et al., (2013) find that behind the engaging in the 

sharing platform Ecomodo (UK-based online marketplace through which people can lend and borrow each 

other's objects, spaces and skills either free of charge or for a small fee) are before all the desire “to be 

green” and to connect with the local community. Other important drivers appear to be to get more out 

of the things they own and to save money as forth most important driver.  

As illustrated above, the reasons for engaging in Sharing Economy vary significantly depending on the 

study and the context in which is performed. Nevertheless, there are similarities that allow a certain 

degree of classification of the drivers that are being researched. For example, most authors find economic 

drivers such as cost-saving, utility, economic benefits, etc. to be the most important determinants of 

participation in Sharing Economy (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Hamari & Ukkonen, 2013; Lamberton & Rose, 

2012; Möhlmann, 2015). On the other hand, sustainability and environmental drivers, appear as crucial 

for many consumers in the studies of Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) and Piscicelli et al. (2013), while 

community belonging has been suggested as important prerequisite by Gansky (2010),  Möhlmann (2015) 

and Botsman & Rogers (2010). Finally, online trust has been identified by both Sharing Economy research 

and previous studies on peer-to-peer marketplaces as a crucial preposition for sharing (Lauterbach & 

Truong, 2009; Lu, Zhao, & Wang, 2010; Ridings, Gefen, & Arinze, 2002).  

Community-related benefits: 
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Botsman & Rogers (2010) argue that desire to socialize plays an increasingly important role in 

consumption behavior and Belk (2010) suggests that participants in the Sharing Economy benefit from 

improved social relationships. Albinsson & Perera (2012) note that communities are built around 

tolerance norms, trust and reciprocity. In a qualitative study of non-monetary alternative marketplaces 

such as Really Really Free Markets, the authors find a consumer-driven desire to enact social exchange 

while fostering personal and community well-being through participation in alternative marketplaces. The 

authors illustrate that people make use of community groups to exchange knowledge and goods for 

ideological and practical reason. Similarly Tussyadiah (2015) finds that individuals engage in Sharing 

Economy motivated by the opportunity to interact and connect to communities in a meaningful way and 

the chance to get to know new people. For example, travelers might choose Airbnb or Couchsurfing for 

the local experience or the opportunity to meet like-minded people. In the study of Möhlmann (2015) 

becomes evident that community belonging is responsible for significant positive effect on the likelihood 

to choose a B2C car sharing option, however such effect was not found in relation to satisfaction with the 

sharing service. Interestingly the study does not find any significant impact of community belonging in 

C2C case (Airbnb).  

In a study investigating the motivations to participate in electronic communities of practice, Wasko and 

Faraj (2000) argue that besides the economic motivations to exchange knowledge, individuals are 

motivated by community interest. The study examining electronic communities, where community 

members voluntarily contribute their knowledge and expertise reveal that people are motivated by the 

opportunity to gain access to the community and the benefit of interacting with likeminded peers. 

Participants acknowledge that by entering the community they are exposed to different viewpoints from 

around the world that would not have encountered otherwise. It can be argued that participants in 

Couchsurfing or Airbnb will have higher interest in entering communities since there is an opportunity of 

actual physical encounter that goes beyond the online knowledge sharing as in the study of Wasko and 

Faraj (2005). Moreover, Wellman et al. (2001) claim that by belonging to a collective, members have the 

opportunity to interact with others who have similar interests and enthusiasm and Bressler & Grantham 

(2000) argue that community belonging satisfy some of the basic human needs.  

Another largely discussed topic in relation to community research refers to reciprocity. There are two 

types of reciprocity – generalized and direct. For example if member A hosts member B, member B will 

not necessarily host member A but might host another member of the community.  This case refers to 
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generalized reciprocity. If A hosts B and B hosts A the reciprocal behavior is direct (Arbor, 2009). Gouldner 

(1960) argues that reciprocity turns into a shared norm in communities and calls it a starting mechanism 

for that enables social relations to emerge.  Reciprocity has been identified as a dominant driver for 

contribution in many studies on online communities, such file sharing (Giesler & Pohlmann, 2003) and in 

blogging Hsu and Lin (2008). Molm (2010, p. 125) even suggests that a reciprocity is a crucial part in any 

network because it allows the participants in the community to develop “trust and affective bonds” 

resulting meaningful relationships.  

Molz (2013) found that although reciprocity is not directly enforced on hospitality services, it is evident as 

a community norm through statements on the sites as well as displays on member profiles that indicate 

the frequency of a member traveling versus hosting. In another study, Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee (2005) 

suggest that salient motivators for knowledge sharing are related to group benefits such as reciprocal 

behaviors, relationships with others and community interest. The authors find that anticipated reciprocal 

relationships affect the Attitude towards knowledge sharing. In the present context in can be argued that 

peer-to-peer accommodation, particularly for platforms such as Couchsurfing, rely strongly on expected 

reciprocal relationships. Assuming that everyone sees Couchsurfing as an opportunity to find 

accommodation for free and no one offers one, the community cannot sustain. In confirmation that 

reciprocity is embedded in the Couchsurfing platform, Arbor (2009) found that most members with more 

than 10 experiences have been engaged in both hosting and “surfing”. Furthermore the authors find that 

individuals take the role of both provider and user of accommodation in relatively equal proportion.  

Expected relationships is another factor that has been identified as driver for people to engage in 

communities. In a study investigating the Intention to use blogs, Hsu and Lin (2008) propose that altruism, 

expected relationships, expected reciprocal benefits, reputation and trust were accountable for the 

Attitude towards knowledge sharing. The results indicated that expected relationships, reputation and 

altruism have a statistically significant impact on blogger’s Attitude. In another study, Wasko & Faraj 

(2005) find that people are motivated by the desire for interpersonal relationships that evolve into pro-

social and altruistic behavior. Participants noted that they are willing to help others and enjoy contributing 

knowledge at their own expense, because it results in a meaningful interaction with other members. 

Furthermore, the study found that participants considered sharing knowledge they strengthen the bond 

between members of the community. This has been confirmed in a later study on why individuals 

contribute time, effort and knowledge for the collective benefit voluntarily and well as in the study 
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conducted by Chou & Chang (2005) on the antecedents of knowledge sharing. This also is consistent with 

the findings of Molz that Couchsurfing is positioned by its users as a “superior alternative to commercial 

hospitality enterprises and commodified relations” (Molz, 2013: p. 220).  

Following the discussion above it can be postulated that participants in Sharing Economy platforms for 

accommodation are driven by similar community-related factors. In both Airbnb and Couchsurfing 

members get the opportunity to interact with each other, which facilitates the establishment of social 

relationships that expand beyond monetary benefits (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Based on the literature 

review in the present study, the effect of perceived community-related benefits on Attitudes to share 

travel accommodation are tested. In particular, it was assumed that perceived community belonging 

(Möhlmann, 2015; Tussyadiah, 2015; Wasko & Faraj, 2005), expected reciprocity (Bock et al., 2005; Molm, 

2010 and Molz, 2013) and expected relationships (Hsu & Lin, 2008; Wasko & Faraj, 2005) will jointly have 

a positive effect on both Attitude and Intention to share travel accommodation. Hence, it is hypothesized 

that:  

H4: Perceived Community-Related Beliefs will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or 

using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so.  

Environment-related benefits  

The increased concern for the environment is one of the drivers that has been largely discussed in relation 

to Sharing Economy. Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) demonstrate that sustainability is a key factor of the 

Intention to share but not the Attitude towards sharing. Similarly, in an explorative study of the drivers 

and deterrents of Sharing Economy, Tussyadiah (2015) recognizes sustainability as one of the motivations 

for sharing. The author finds that Sharing Economy is driven by the desire to reduce adverse impact on 

the environment and to use resources more responsibly. In the same context, Möhlmann (2015) suggests 

that in times of growing skepticism toward capitalistic structures and anti-consumption movements, 

alternative forms of green, ethical or sustainable consumption become increasingly important. The 

author, however, fails to establish statistically significant relationship between environmental impact and 

satisfaction with a sharing option or likelihood of using a sharing option again. Similarly, Lamberton & 

Rose (2012) agree that sharing has the potential to reduce negative impact on the environment, however 

they argue that this might not translate into consumers’ motivation to participate in sharing behavior. 

Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) likewise, note that sustainability might only be a driving factor for those 
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individuals who consider sustainable living essential. In order to further investigate the matter further, 

the author turned to studies on socially responsible consumer behavior.  

The discrepancy between concern for the environment and its translation into behavior has been reported 

in a several studies. Butler and Francis Butler & Francis (1997) found that consumers believe that the 

environment should be considered when purchasing textiles and apparel, but they do not consider it in 

actual buying situations. Roberts (1996), on the other hand, suggests that perceived consumer 

effectiveness (PCE) is one of the most salient factors in explaining environmentally conscious behavior. 

PCE refers to the subject’s own belief that individual actions can affect and have an observable impact on 

environmental resource problems (Roberts, 1996). For example, the author argues that consumers 

increasingly consider the impact of their purchases if they believe that by doing so they can reduce 

pollution. Vermeir & Verbeke (2008) suggest that high level of PCE drives consumers to show their positive 

Attitudes towards sustainable products through actual consumption behavior. The authors, however, 

failed to illustrate that such Attitudes in fact result in environmentally-friendly product purchases. 

Similarly, the employment of the environment related beliefs as a pre-determinant of Attitude is present 

in the study of  Wesley, Lee, & Kim (2012), who investigate the environmentally sustainable textile and 

appeal consumption. The authors posit that motivational Attitude toward socially responsible consumer 

behavior is determined by Perceived Consumer Effectiveness. Their study further illustrated that PCE 

influenced socially responsible purchases when mediated by positive personal and social Attitudes. Kim & 

Choi (2005) likewise found that PCE indirectly influenced green purchasing behavior through 

environmentally sensitive Attitudes. 

According to Jonathan Chenoweth (Chenoweth, 2009) the choice of accommodation has a significant 

effect on carbon-dioxide emissions resulting from a trip, with low-budget alternatives resulting in lower 

impact. To a large extent adverse environmental impact comes from the construction and maintenance 

of facilities beside the everyday residential accommodation that remain unoccupied for most of the time 

(gyms, swimming pools, etc). It is challenging to provide an exact measurement for the carbon footprint 

of different travel accommodation and estimates vary. Chenoweth, however, provides an estimate of the 

environmental impact of travel accommodation based on the type of accommodation as suggested by the 

literature (Appendix C). The author suggests that an unoccupied house in the UK will still result in 25% of  

the emissions (approx. 1.9 kg of carbon dioxide) in comparison to when the house is occupied (approx. 

7.4 kg of carbon dioxide). He subtracts that amount from the total amount of emissions resulting from 
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using hotel, hostel, camping or home-stay accommodation. For example, home-stays such as 

Couchsurfing, Airbnb or friend visits will generally result in 0 additional emissions, since they are offset by 

the guest’s own unoccupied accommodation at home. Hotels, on the other hand, result in much higher 

emissions regardless of the difference in estimates (Appendix C). 

Another research conducted by Airbnb (Airbnb, 2014) clams that “Airbnb promotes the efficient use of 

existing resources as well as more environmentally sustainable way of traveling”. The findings of the study 

suggest that in Europe a properties listed on Airbnb use on average 78% less energy than an average 

hotels room. The calculations suggest that this is equivalent to the avoidance of energy use of 68,000 

homes in Europe. In addition, by accommodating through Airbnb guests help to reduce the greenhouse 

gas emissions by 89% (Europe), equivalent to removing 200,000 cars off the road. Finally, Airbnb 

properties consumer less water (48% in Europe) and produce less waste (0-28% in Europe). This results 

suggest that by using peer-to-peer accommodation, consumers can significantly reduce the adverse 

environmental impact from travel accommodation. It should be taken into account that the Airbnb study 

is provided by the company itself and certain degree of favorable misinterpretation is possible.  

To shed some light on the researchers’ questioning if consumer’s Attitude towards sharing travel 

accommodation is determined by perceived positive effect on the environment, in the present study is 

hypothesized that: 

H5: Perceived Consumer Effectiveness will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or 

using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so  

Economic benefits: 

The majority of theories explaining human behavior argue that human actions are determined by self-

interest. The game theory (Rapoport & Chammah, 1965) and the tragedy of commons (Hardin, 1968) state 

that individuals are rational and will seek to maximize their utility even though collaboration might result 

in a better overall result. Hence, authors hypothesize and a few studies empirically show that Sharing 

Economy is driven by economic factors such as cost-savings and utility maximization. As suggested by 

Bardhi & Eckhardt (2012) and Russell Belk (2014), Sharing Economy is based on the concept of access to 

resources rather than their individual ownership. Translating that in the context of rational and utility-

maximizing behavior, individuals will choose to share with others their possession or to access possessions 
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of others only if they can financially benefit from doing so or see a greater utility in that.  Following this 

thought, Lamberton & Rose (2012) find that individuals will show greater interest in sharing if cost of 

sharing are minimized while the utility of sharing is maximized. In their study on motion picture file sharing 

systems, Hennig-Thurau, Henning, & Sattler (2007) confirm that consumers find the sharing attractive 

when they perceive that the benefits outweigh the cost. Likewise, Tussyadiah's study (2015) concludes 

that economic benefits are the driving motivator for participating in Sharing Economy. Furthermore, 

economic benefits were identified as both enablers and deterrents for participation. In line with the above 

mentioned studies, Möhlmann (2015) finds that consumers seeks rational reasons by participating in 

Sharing Economy. In both C2C and B2C cases cost savings and high utility was a leading driver for both 

satisfaction with and likelihood of choosing a sharing option again, while cost savings determined only 

satisfaction. Interestingly, Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) found that economic benefits are drivers of 

Intention, however they did not significantly impact Attitude.  

Several authors find that cost is a major determinant of accommodation choice (Chu & Choi, 2000; 

Dolnicar & Otter, 2003; Lockyer, 2005). Airbnb accommodation can be provided at a low cost since hosts’ 

utility costs increase only marginally by hosting additional people, their income rarely depends solely on 

Airbnb rentals and most hosts do not pay taxes up to date. An analysis by Statista (2014) compares prices 

between Airbnb and hotel accommodation in major US cites and finds that on average Airbnb rooms is 

twice cheaper than a hotel room and a whole apartment is still a cheaper alternative than a hotel room 

in most cities. In another study, Guttentag (2013) provides a comparison between Airbnb accommodation 

and hotel and hostel prices in 6 different cities. The results indicate that Airbnb median prices an 

apartment are in general less costly than those of 4 or 5 star hotels, while the price of a room on Airbnb 

is comparable to those of 1 or 2 star hotels. In addition, the author finds that the 10 cheapest options in 

both categories are significantly cheaper than rates in hotels, indicating the opportunity for cost savings. 

For guests, Couchsurfing appears as even cheaper option, since a home-stay on Couchsurfing is generally 

free of charge. Following that logic, guests on Airbnb and Couchsurfing as well as hosts on Airbnb will be 

economically motivated to share travel accommodation. While on Airbnb members can benefit financially 

both as providers and as users of accommodation, on Couchsurfing the main benefactor in monetary 

terms is the guest. We can even assume that a stay on Couchsurfing will result in higher cost for the host, 

whose utility costs will increase. To investigate the matter further, it is hypothesize that: 
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H6: Perceived Economic Benefits will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or using 

private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so. 

Interpersonal Trust 

According to Botsman and Rogers (2010) trust between strangers is one of the fundamental principles 

that Sharing Economy is built on. The authors suggest that based on interpersonal trust, individuals are 

enabled to collaborate on Sharing Economy platforms in a certain way that resembles face-to-face 

interaction in small communities, but on much larger scale as a result of the internet.  Owyang et al., 

(2014) and Gansky (2010) agree that trust amongst strangers is the most cited barrier to Sharing Economy. 

Besides regarding trust on peer-to-peer level, the mediation of ICT systems brings further complexity. 

Gefen & Straub (2004) insist that transactions that take place online are challenged by lack of 

interpersonal exchange and their one-time nature, since trust involves other people and is nourished 

through interaction with them. According to Tussyadiah (2015) Sharing Economy can be deterred by lack 

of trust among peers, between users and technology, and between users and the company. Similarly, Lu, 

Zhao, & Wang (2010) posit that in virtual communities trust can be viewed from a member-member and 

member-website perspective. The novelty of Sharing Economy is that it makes the individual both a 

supplier and a provider of a good or a service. For that reason, the interpersonal trust is investigated 

further. This is consistent with the works of Lu et al. (2010) and Ridings et al. (2002) who research 

determinants of trust in virtual communities. It can be argued that interpersonal trust is even more 

important in Sharing Economy context since it usually results in an offline interaction. 

Trust is a context-dependent multidimensional social concept whose relevant significant dimensions 

depend on the circumstance of the interaction (David Gefen & Straub, 2004). One of the most prominent 

definitions of trust is developed by Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman (1995: p. 712) who argue that trust is Trust 

is “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the expectation that 

the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or 

control that other party”. Gefen & Straub (2004) insist that when rules and customs fail to deliver the 

necessary amount of security, trust becomes a substitute warranty that the expected result will take place.  

There are several aspects of trust research that need to be considered when trust is referred to in the 

present work. First, there is a large amount of literature dealing with trust as a determinant of behavior 

with two research directions in both marketing and socio-psychological literature. The first one relates to 
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trust as a behavioral Intention while the second approaches trust as a set of salient beliefs. Trust is 

regarded here according to the later school of thought and incorporated in the TPB framework. Second, 

literature on interpersonal trust distinguishes between general and particular trust. The first one refers to 

trust in members of the close circle of friends, relatives, family, or people with whom we have personal 

experiences. This type of trust is referred to as particularized trust. Generalized trust, on the other hand, 

relates to the abstract Attitude towards people in general. Since travel accommodation platforms connect 

strangers in most of the occasions, the latter is a subject of this paper (Delhey, Newton, & Welzel, 2011). 

Finally, it should be differentiated between online and offline trust. While trust is usually built gradually 

with an ongoing interaction, trust in online platforms often relates to one-time interactions and reliable 

expectations on other’s behavior are missing. Sharing Economy incorporates both online and offline trust, 

because while most transactions are arranged online, the product or service involves offline interaction.  

In general, researcher argues that the cognitive aspects of trust deal with beliefs that the other person 

will behave in an ethical matter and will act according to the expected commitments (David Gefen & 

Straub, 2004). Mayer et al. (1995) suggest that trust beliefs are the extent to which one is confident about 

and persuaded that the trusting person is trustworthy in particular situation. Several authors have found 

that the most important antecedents of trust are benevolence, integrity and ability (e.g Lu, Zhao, & Wang, 

2010; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; ). Although other researchers propose other constructs or 

include additional ones, these three have proven to be valid in both online and offline setting, which is 

important considering the nature of Sharing Economy. For example, Mcknight provides a framework on 

research formation in e-commerce arguing that trust in the vendor is composed by benevolence, integrity 

and competence beliefs. Furthermore, both Blau (1964) and Giffin (1967) find that the three belief 

constructs are antecedents of trust in offline setting while, Luhmann (1982) includes integrity and 

benevolence but excludes ability and Moorman (1992) considers integrity and ability but not benevolence. 

Studies related to online trust similarly consider the three dimensions. Examining virtual teams in the 

Internet environment, Jarvenpaa & Leidner (1998) found that antecedents of trust are the same three 

factors: ability, integrity and benevolence. These are evident   in an exploratory research of interpersonal 

trust on e-commerce (David Gefen & Straub, 2004). The authors find that integrity and predictability as 

crucial belief composites, however they note that the lack of significance of ability and benevolence might 

be caused by the high correlations between the different proposed aspects of trust. Furthermore. In 
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previous work on enterprise resource planning systems, Gefen (D Gefen, 2002) also considers trust as a 

composite of benevolence, integrity and ability and find the same three aspects to shape trust Intention.  

According to Mayer et al. (1995: p. 717-719), benevolence refers to “the extent to which a trustee is 

believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive”, integrity encompases 

“the trustor’s perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor find acceptable”, 

and ability relates to “groups of skills, competencies, and characteristics that enable a party to have 

influence within some specific domain”. These definitions have been agreed on and adapted by other 

authors as well (David Gefen & Straub, 2004; Lu et al., 2010; X. Zhang & Zhang, 2005). Following the 

discussion above, it is hypothesized that: 

H7: Perceived trust will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or using private 

accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and the Intention do so. 

In addition, trust has been largely considered as an enabling or constraining factor for engaging in e-

commerce (David Gefen & Straub, 2004), knowledge sharing (M. Hsu et al., 2007) virtual communities 

(Ridings et al., 2002) and Sharing Economy (Lauterbach & Truong, 2009). For that reason, the researcher 

further hypothesized that: 

H7a: Perceived Trust will have a positive effect on Perceived Behavioral Control of sharing private 

accommodation with a stranger through a peer-to-peer platform. 

All developed hypotheses are summarized in Table 1. A graphic representation of the research model and 

hypothesized relationships (excluding direct paths from behavioral beliefs to Intention) is illustrated in 

Graphic 2. 

Table 1: A summary of all Hypotheses 
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Figure 2: A Graphic representation of the research model and hypotheses 

 

H1

There will be a positive relationship between the attitudes towards sharing 

travel accommodation with a stranger and the intention to do so.

H1a

Attitude towards sharing travel accommodation with a stranger will account for 

most of the variance in intention from the three main TPB constructs. 

H2

There will be a positive relationship between the Perceived Behavioral Control 

towards sharing travel accommodation with a stranger and the intention to do so.

H3

There will be a positive relationship between the Subjective Norm towards 

sharing travel accommodation with a stranger and the intention to do so.

H4

Perceived community-related beliefs will have a positive effect on the attitude 

towards providing or using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and intention do so. 

H5

Perceived Consumer Effectiveness will have a positive effect on the attitude towards 

providing or using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and intention do so 

H6

Perceived Economic Benefits will have a positive effect on the attitude towards providing or using

 private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and intention do so.

H7

Perceived trust will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or using 

private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and the intention do so.

H7a

Perceived Trust will have a positive effect on Perceived Behavioral Control of 

sharing private accommodation with a stranger through a peer-to-peer platform.

Hypotheses

H4 

H5 

H6 

H7 

H7a 

H3 

H2 

H1(a) 
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5. Methodology 

The Methodology chapter is devoted to describing the methods in which the quantitative study was 

designed. First the chapter includes the way the survey was administered and how participants were 

acquired. Second, the scaling and the items selection in the questionnaire are exemplified. Finally, the 

analysis strategy is outlined. It should be noted that parts of the Methodology section are included in the 

appendixes. These include, how the pilot study is conducted, in which order the questions appear in the 

survey and what measures did researcher take for ensuring that the inclusion of the proposed scales in 

the model is appropriate. 

5.1. Survey administration 

For the purpose of this work a quantitative approach was adopted. As mentioned earlier a qualitative 

approach for eliciting salient beliefs was omitted and instead a quantitative research relying on existent 

literature was chosen. Since the target population covered potentially every Bulgarian with internet 

connection and ability to operate with a computer, the researcher had to assemble a representative 

sample in the short time available and choose an easy and reliable data collection method. In particular, 

the researcher conducted an online questionnaire created with SurveyXact, an online survey tool that is 

provided free of charge to CBS students. The tool was found appropriate due to the easy data collection 

procedure, communication of results, intuitive interface and efficient follow-up of results.  

The lack of resources and limited time span did not allow the researcher to apply a probability sampling 

technique. Probability sampling is preferable, since it allows for unbiased selection of respondents and 

estimates of sampling errors (Babbie, 2015). Instead a non-probability sampling method was selected, 

where the researcher had a certain degree of control over who receives the questionnaire. The researcher 

used predominantly his personal network to acquire candidates, whereby they were encouraged to 

distribute the questionnaire further to increase the sample size and reduce bias. In particular, participants 

were acquired to a large extent through Facebook. According to Cooper et al. (2006), social networks offer 

the possibility to collect a large sample with relative ease, low cost, high quality and reliability. A few 

candidates have also been acquired offline and through e-mail communication.  

There is a general problem with high non-response bias on internet questionnaires (Saunders et al., 2011). 

In order to increase the participation rate, the candidates were contacted with a personal message that 
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was personalized accordingly.  The participants could reach the questionnaire thought a click on a link 

provided in the message. The link was thoughtfully tested on different browsers, as well as, on Mac and 

PC to ensure that everyone is capable participate. In hope to reduce the non-response rate, the researcher 

took further measures. In the message invitation participants were introduced to the topic (without 

revealing the purpose of the research), which allowed them to decide whether the topic was of interest 

to them or not. Furthermore, an estimated time for the completion of the questionnaire was provided 

and a status bar was included in the questionnaire that allowed participants to follow up on their progress. 

Finally, in accordance to Babel’s (2001) recommendations on survey administration, all ethical 

considerations have been applied while conducting the research such as anonymity, voluntary 

participation, confidentiality and no harm to the participants.  

Limitations 

Several limitations have to be mentioned related to the sampling and distribution choice. The decision to 

rely on a personal network results in risk of sample homogeneity. Furthermore, the decision to use 

Facebook as a main source of candidates excludes people who do not use the site or use other social 

networks instead. Nevertheless, in favor of the researcher decision was the fact that Internet capability is 

a prerequisite for participation in the Sharing Economy. Furthermore, Sharing Economy platforms are 

strongly linked to virtual communities and social media, making the participation in such networks 

important (Belk 2014b). The decision was also led by the fact that most of the respondents were 

researcher’s friends or acquaintances on Facebook, which potentially reduced the non-response rate. 

Finally, the possibility to collect a large sample with relative ease and the possibility of snow-ball effect 

was in favor of the choice.  

The survey was conducted in English which presents a further limitation to the survey, since the official 

language in Bulgaria in Bulgarian. However, English is a first foreign language in most schools in the 

country and is included in the education program from early age. Furthermore, most discussions on both 

Couchsurfing and Airbnb are led on English, making English an important prerequisite for participation in 

such sites (Molz, 2013). Finally, the decision was taken in order to avoid errors committed by translating 

the questions and to avoid double translation first from original questionnaires adapted from other 

researchers and inverse translation back to English for the inclusion in the questionnaire. 
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5.2. Questionnaire design and scaling 

The items applied to measure the constructs of the research model were adopted from established and 

empirically tested scales. Throughout the questionnaire design process, an extensive amount of items 

have been considered with the goal to capture with maximum accuracy the individual constructs. This, 

however, resulted in 40 items only for the underlying beliefs in Attitude.  To avoid that the questionnaire 

becomes too extensive, the researcher had no other choice, but to critically examine the initially included 

items. In particular for the indirect measurement of the Attitude construct, the researcher considered 

those items with highest internal consistency or those with highest factor loadings in the respective 

studies. At the same time the researcher kept a minimum of 2-3 items for each of the examined factors 

as recommended by Ajzen (2002). Finally, the wording of the different items was considered and those 

that made little sense for the present context were eliminated.  

The researched behavior was defined based on the TACT principle, as discussed previously, and resulted 

in the statement “sharing travel accommodation through an online platform with a stranger in the next 

12 months”. The behavioral statement was incorporated in all questions related to the model, as proposed 

by  Ajzen (2002). Participants were provided with detailed explanation of the statement in order to avoid 

misinterpretations. For example, it was explained that “travel accommodation” might refer to a room, 

bed, whole apartment, shelter, etc. Similarly, in the questionnaire was clarified that “sharing” refers to 

both using accommodation as a guest and providing accommodation as a host. Furthermore, in attempt 

to reduce the length of the questionnaire, the researcher grouped some items into matrix tables using 

the stem of the behavior under investigation as defined with the TACT principle. The complete 

questionnaire is presented in Appendix B. 

As mentioned in the previous section the constructs of Behavioral Intent, Perceived Behavioral Control 

and Subjective Norms were measured directly, while Attitude was measured both with direct and indirect 

measurements. The questions were designed according to the general recommendations for the 

respective constructs provided by Ajzen (2002) and Francis et al. (2004). According to the authors, the 

best scale to use is a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “completely agree” to “completely disagree” with a 

neutral option in the middle. An addition, the items were randomized and later recoded in SPSS into a 

scale of -3 and +3 scale to more objectively measure the positive and negative answer choices as 
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recommended by Ajzen (2002). In order to allow group comparisons in the final analysis, additional 

external variables were included in the questionnaire. 

5.2.1. Directly measured constructs of TPB 

Behavioral intention was included in the questionnaire with 4 items altogether. The wording of the items 

was adapted from Ajzen’s (2002) and Francis et al. (2004) recommendations for Theory of Planned 

Behavior researchers. The four items were very similar as the statements differed only in the usage of the 

verbs “intent”, “plan”, “determined” and “decided” (Appendix K:. p. 113). Although the researcher 

considered that the similar wording might irritate same of the participants, he decided to include all 4 

items in the initial questionnaire to unambiguously capture the Behavioral Intent construct. 

Beside the belief-based measurement, a direct measurement of the Attitude construct was applied. The 

decision was based on two reasons. First, direct measurement can be a good indicator of the quality of 

the research design. In case of high/low mean values for the direct measurement of Attitude, it can be 

expected that the values for indirect measurement would be high/low as well. If this is not the case, it can 

uncover flaws in the research design in respect to the selected antecedents of Attitude. Second, since we 

incorporate indirect measures based on existent literature and not through a qualitative research as 

proposed by Ajzen & Fishbein (1980), it is important to capture the Attitude construct through a direct 

measurement. Consistent with Ajzen's (2002) recommendations, a large set of semantic differentiation 

scale was used, including both instrumental (e.g. useless - useful) and experiential items (e.g. unenjoyable 

- enjoyable). The bipolar items were included in a matrix category question with the stem “For me, sharing 

(providing or using) private travel accommodation through an online platform with a stranger in the next 

12 months would be…” (Appendix K: p. 109).  

The Subjective Norm construct was measured with 4 items relating to the opinion of important others. 

The items included questions adopted from Ajzen's (2002) recommendations on constructing TPB 

questionnaires. According to the author Subjective Norm measurement consists of both injunctive and 

descriptive norms. The former relate to how important others perceive the performance of a certain 

behavior, while the later deal with weather important others act in a certain way themselves. The 

inclusion of both was considered since relying only on injunctive norms leads to low variability with 

important others in general approving desirable and disapproving undesirable behaviors (Francis et al., 

2004) (Appendix K: p. 110-112).  
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Finally, Perceived Behavioral control was measured with 4 items. The items related to the confidence of 

participants in their own ability to share private accommodation and whether or not they feel in control 

over the situation. This corresponds to the two components of self-efficiency and controllability as 

suggested by Francis et al. (2004) and the 4 questions were adopted consistent with his suggestions. One 

of the questions’ answers were reversed in order to ensure that respondents consider the questions and 

pay attention while filling out the survey (Appendix K: p. 110-112). 

5.2.2. Indirect measurement of the Attitude construct 

Based on the existing literature on Sharing Economy, e-commerce and virtual communities, the 

researcher incorporated four underlying factors preceding the Attitude construct. These were examined 

in the questionnaire with tried and tested scales adopted from other authors and adapted to the peer-to-

peer accommodation context.  

The first sub-construct of Attitude was construct was Perceived Community-Related Beliefs. As discussed 

in the hypothesis development section, three important aspects were identified throughout the literature 

review. These were perceived community belonging, expected relationships and reciprocity. Since the 

community sub-construct in itself included three other aspects, the researcher tried to keep the amount 

of items to a minimum and included 2-3 items for each one. The scale for community belonging was 

initially proposed by Hennig-Thurau, Henning, & Sattler (2007) and later adopted by Lamberton & Rose 

(2012) and Möhlmann (2015). In the study of Möhlmann (2015) the factor loadings for the 2 items 

indicated 0.95 and 0.96 indicating the appropriateness of their inclusion. Expected relationships was 

adopted from the study of C. Hsu & Lin (2008) on acceptance of blog usage. The proposed scale included 

2 items with factor loadings higher than 0.8. Finally, the scale chosen for expected reciprocity derived 

from the work of Bock et al. (2005) on knowledge sharing and was applied in other studies such as the 

that of Hus and Lin (2008) on acceptance of blog usage. Out of the 5 items proposed by Bock (2005) the 

researcher chose those two, which best fit the present study. The choice of the two items was consistent 

with the items used by C. Hsu & Lin (2008) (Appendix K: p. 106-107). 

The second sub-construct was Perceived Consumer Effectiveness. The authors considered a 5-item scale 

proposed by Tussyadiah (2015), that most adequately suited the investigated behavior. As proposed by 

Ajzen (2002), a minimum of 3 item scale is necessary to adequately capture a single construct. Out of the 

5 items that Tussyadiah (2015) proposed, 3 were considered for the present study. There were two 
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reasons for that decision. First, the researcher aimed to keep the amount of questions to a minimum in 

order to reduce the drop-out rate and at the same time to include enough items to capture each construct. 

Second, the last two items that were omitted from the questionnaire had a the lowest factor loadings in 

the research of Tussyadiah (2015) and, furthermore, did not suit the behavior under investigation. The 

three items selected had factor loadings higher than 0.9 (Appendix K: p. 106-107).  

The third sub-construct was Perceived Economic Benefits. The scale applied here was derived from the 

study of Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee (2005) on behavioral Intention formation in knowledge sharing. The items 

were adopted in the study of Hamari & Ukkonen on why people participate in collaborative consumption 

(2013) as well. These items were chosen since it capture the essence of perceived economic benefits and 

most adequately suits the research purpose. This resulted in the inclusion of three out of four items 

proposed by Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) (Appendix K: p. 106-107). 

The final sub-category referred to underlying beliefs related to Perceived Trust. Interpersonal trust has 

been identified by large body of literature as built of three factors – benevolence, ability and integrity. 

The scale for the three factors was adopted from Gefen and Staub (2004). Although, the research focused 

on B2C relationship in e-commerce between users and vendor (Amazon), the authors themselves state 

that the same three factors can be applied for interpersonal trust research. This has been confirmed by 

other authors as well (Lu et al.,2010; Ridings et al., 2002). Three items have been adopted from Gefen & 

Straub (2004) for the integrity construct. The authors initially proposed 4 but later dropped out one of 

them. The same three items were employed in the questionnaire. Similarly, the authors proposed 4 items 

for benevolence. The researcher decided to drop out one of the 4 in order to reduce the length of the 

questionnaire. The one left out had the lowest factor loading in the research of Gefen & Straub (2004). 

Furthermore, the wording of one of the items was slightly changed. The word “benevolent” was 

substituted with “kind”, in order to simplify the task for participants who are not native English speakers. 

Finally, three items were chosen to measure ability. One item was dropped since it was not found suitable 

to the research purpose and one was slightly changed (Appendix K: p. 108). 

Finally, according to the recommendations on constructing a TPB questionnaire by Ajzen (2002) and 

Francis et al. (2004), after identifying the antecedents of the Attitude construct, the researcher needs to 

include additional questions to assess outcome evaluations for each of the beliefs. Ajzen (2002: p. 9) states 

that “…belief strengths and outcome evaluations for the different accessible beliefs provide substantive 
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information about the attitudinal considerations that guide people’s decisions to engage or not to engage 

in the behavior under consideration.”  The authors suggest that if the indirect contracts are valid, person’s 

beliefs and outcome evaluations combined should accurately reflect the person’s overall Attitude. 

Questions that measure belief outcomes take the form of an incomplete statements with positive or 

negative evaluation options for each belief statement. For example, if the perceived environmental 

impact is considered, the statement can be formulated as “Doing something good for the environment 

is…” and the optional answers choices could be “very undesirable” – “very desirable” or “very bad – “very 

good”. Such outcome evaluation statements were composed for each underlying belief (four in this case) 

(Appendix K: p. 108).   

5.2.3. External factors 

Several additional variables have been included in the questionnaire to allow group comparisons between 

participants. These include familiarity with and previous usage of Sharing Economy options, habitual travel 

accommodation choice and habitual holiday planning. The employment of these variables served to help 

the researcher analyze the differences among the sample population and test their impact on the final 

results.  

The four variables were tested with a single item questions. To investigate familiarity, respondents were 

asked about their familiarity with companies that work in the same principle as peer-to-peer 

accommodation platforms. Options such as Couchsurfing, Airbnb, Uber, etc. were included as optional 

answers and respondents were able to select multiple options. Similarly, participant’s prior experience 

was tested by asking respondents about their prior usage of the same options. In order to examine the 

habitual choice of accommodation, respondents were presented with a question asking them to select 

those travel accommodation types that they use while on vacation. The options included a variety of 

different accommodations from luxury hotels to camping sites, hostels, etc. In addition another question 

reflected the Bulgarian travelers’ routine in organizing their holidays. The participants could choose 

between organizing holidays alone, through a travel agency or both. (Appendix K: p. 104-105) 

Finally, at the end of the questionnaire a demographic section was included. Participants were asked 

about their age, education and gender. Questions related to participant’s income were considered 

important to the research purpose, however, due to the fact that the participant could have felt 

intimidated by it was omitted from the questionnaire (Appendix K: p. 114).  
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The way order of the questions appearing in the survey is exemplified in Appendix D. 

5.3. Analysis strategy 

Prior to distributing the final version of the questionnaire, the researcher conducted a pilot test. The 

purpose was to spot unforeseen problems with the questionnaire and gain feedback from the target 

population. Conducting a pilot test allowed the researcher to alter questions, items, and procedures 

accordingly and thereby make refinements for the final questionnaire format (Blumberg, Cooper, & 

Schindler, 2008). The method of conducting the pilot study and the following changes applied is discussed 

in Appendix E. 

After the refinements implemented from participants feedback in the pilot study, the full scale survey was 

distributed to the target population. The survey was closed for participants on 30.09.2015. From that 

point on no cases was further considered. Prior to conducting the full-scale analysis, the researcher did 

the necessary preparations. First, all the variables on 7-likerd scale were re-coded in -3 to +3 scale with 0 

as a neutral point as suggest by Francis (2004) and Ajzen (2002). Furthermore, any inverted responses 

were recoded so that high numbers indicate negative opinions and via verse. The survey software allowed 

this adjustments to be made already before exporting the data to SPSS.  

After making the necessary adjustments, the dataset was exported from the survey software and further 

processed in SPSS and AMOS version 21.0. From all the cases, only those were selected that were fully 

completed. Since the researcher chose to make every answer obligatory, the problem with missing data 

was eliminated.  After loading the data to SPSS, the researcher labelled all the variables and inspected the 

dataset for entry errors. 

In order to ensure that the items for all the proposed constructs were clustered accordingly, the 

researcher conducted a factor analysis on all the behavioral belief scales (Perceived Community-Related 

Benefits, Perceived Consumer Effectiveness, Perceived Economic Benefits and Perceived Trust) as well as 

on all TPB main constructs (Attitude, Subjective Norm, PBC and Intention). In particular, the researcher 

applied a principal axis factor analysis with a Varimax rotation. The factor analyses suggested that most 

of the items are clustered according to the initially proposed scales. Only the scale for the PBC construct 

raised some concerns. After a closer examination the researcher discovered that the problem was rooted 

in one of the items that did not correlated to the other two. The researcher removed that item from the 
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construct, after which the factor analysis grouped the items accordingly. A detailed description of the 

factor analysis solutions is given in Appendix F. 

The researcher took further measures to check the robustness of all scales. As already mentioned 

Cronbach’s alpha is a widely accepted way of assessing reliability of scales. The Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficients indicates the portion of the variance explained that a composite score of all items included in 

the in a scale. At first, the researcher tested all behavioral belief scales, next the scales for Attitude, PBC 

and Subjective Norm and, finally, the Intention scale. All scales indicated high internal consistency scores 

of above 0.7. Furthermore, all items indicated a positive correlation in the inter-item correlation matrix 

as well as the corrected item total correlations suggested the appropriateness of the inclusion of all items 

in the composite variables (See table x).  

Finally, the researcher computed overall mean variables for each construct. In addition, for each of the 

four behavioral belief constructs, the composited mean variables were weighted by the corresponding 

outcome evaluation score as suggested by Ajzen (2002) and Francis et al. (2004). Composited variables 

were used for testing hypotheses and assessing model fit, by applying a Structural Equation Model (SEM) 

in AMOS. 

It is important to note there are two premises made in this study. Firstly, the researcher assumed that all 

the SEM assumptions are met. These include that observations are normally distributed; relationships 

between variables are linear; there is no missing data; relevant variables are not omitted (specification 

error) and there is no multicollinearity between predictor variables. Second, although AMOS uses terms 

such as "effects" of one variable on another, the relationships are essentially correlational and not causal.  
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6. Findings and Discussion: 

In this chapter the main results from the statistical analysis in SPSS and AMOS are presented. The 

researcher decided to combine the findings and discussion parts in order to facilitate the reading process. 

6.1. Participants 

All relevant SPSS Outputs for the Participants’ section are exhibited in Appendix G. 

Demographics  

All in all the questionnaire was send out to 92 potential respondents and obtained 72 fully completed 

cases. The descriptive statics revealed that the respondents formed a relatively young, equally distributed 

in terms of gender and highly educated sample. Out of the all participants who completed the survey, the 

female respondents comprised a slight majority with 58.3 percent. In terms of age, the results indicated 

that the mean age of the sample was 26.24. The respondents’ age ranged between 20 and 40 years with 

90.3 percent aged 30 or below. The reasons for the age homogeneity might be accounted to the fact that 

the researcher used his personal network to acquire participants. With the present age range, most of the 

participants belonged to the generation of Millennials born between 1980 and 2000, who according to 

Gansky (2010) were the driving force behind Sharing Economy. 

Predominantly, the respondents had some form of high education profile (bachelor degree or higher) with 

77.5 percent. The high levels of education could also be attributed to the channel (Facebook), though 

which the participants were acquired. As Ross, Orr, & Sisic (2009) suggest, members on Facebook connect 

with people who have the same interests, background and age. Nevertheless, an article from Bloomberg 

on the Sharing Economy job market revealed that workers appear to have higher levels of education 

achieved than employees in the respective industry (Bloomberg). Similarly, Tussyadiah (2015) suggests 

the market for Sharing Economy in the travel attracts highly educated and predominantly young 

consumers, suggesting that the sample obtained in the study was adequate for the behavior in question.  

Familiarity and Experience with Sharing Economy 

In the question related to familiarity with Sharing Economy companies the results indicated that vast 

majority of the respondents (95.8%) were familiar with at least one Sharing Economy enterprise. Among 

all options, Airbnb (80.6%), Couchsurfing (83.3%) and Uber (84.7%) and Netflix (73.6%) were among the 

most often selected. Homeaway was selected by only 12.5% of the respondents indicating that vacation 

rental is far less popular than peer-to-peer travel accommodation and other Sharing Economy options. 
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The surprisingly high familiarity with these companies indicates that the Sharing Economy is gaining in 

popularity in the country. In fact, some of the companies are already gaining increasing attention of the 

media and general public For example, Uber has been recently banned on accusation of unfair 

competition to the taxi industry. The decision was opposed by many citizens and resulted in a several 

demonstrations in front of the parliament building. 

In terms of experience with the above mentioned companies, Airbnb (59.7%) was the most often selected, 

followed by Uber (40.3%), Netflix (37.5%) and Couchsurfing (29.2%). Only 1 person indicated using the 

services of Homeaway, while 19.4% never used the services of any of the options available.  Interestingly, 

by looking at the Airbnb listings for the 4 major cities in Bulgaria becomes evident that accommodation 

offerings on Airbnb are rather scarce up to date. As of July 2015, the capital, Sofia (1,286,383 inhabitants, 

had only 671 registered listings, a number much lower than cites of the same size (Brussels, Milan, Prague) 

or much smaller (Athens, Malmo, Edinburgh, Copenhagen), with 1000+ listings (Airbnb.com). The 

numbers led the researcher to the conclusion that the participants used Airbnb predominantly when 

traveling, while the low number of accommodation listings suggest that offering Airbnb accommodation 

is less common. A conclusion about Couchsurfing was more difficult to obtain since there were more than 

17.000 members in Bulgaria as of October 2015, out of whom nearly 4000 indicated they accept guests. 

Hence, it is difficult to say if Couchsurfing is used for hosting, guesting or both. Relying on a report on 

Travel Accommodation in Bulgaria “[commercial] peer-to-peer accommodation is sought mainly by 

foreigners while Bulgarian travelers prefer other options such as informal hospitality exchanges through 

organizations such Couchsurfing” (Euromonitor, 2013: p. 2). 

Habitual choice of accommodation and holiday planning  

In terms of choice of accommodation while traveling, budget hotels (63.9%), hostels (62.5%) and bed and 

breakfasts / guest houses (62.5%) were the most often selected. The results indicated that 33.3% of 

Bulgarians preferred to stay on Camping sites or Hospitality exchanges / Home stays, while 23.6% used 

vacation homes / villas while on vacation. Of all participants, 19.4% indicated a preference for luxury 

hotels. Interestingly, on the question related to holiday planning, only 1.4% responded that they use solely 

travel agencies in their travel planning. In its majority, the participants were organizing their holidays 

alone (86.1%) and only 12.5% selected that they use both agencies and plan individually. 

Overall the results from these two questions revealed that the participants in the survey were accustomed 

to different types of travel accommodation and preferred to organize their holidays alone. Interestingly,  
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Tussyadiah (2015) suggests that Sharing Economy appeals to people who are more open to different 

accommodation types, travel frequently and are more innovative in the travel domain. The final three 

could not be tested with the present questionnaire. In regards to travel planning, an analysis of Travel and 

Tourism in Bulgaria reveals an increasing interest of the younger generation in online booking 

intermediaries, online ticket booking and peer-accommodation websites Euromonitor (2014b). 

Euromonitor’s analysis on Airbnb (2014a) further suggest that peer-to-peer accommodation appeals to 

travelers of younger generations who prefer to organize trips alone and check different accommodation 

options.  

To sum up, the participants in the present study predominantly belonged to the Millennials generation 

and had at least a Bachelor degree. The respondents were familiar with Sharing Economy companies and 

more than the half had experience with Airbnb and a third with Couchsurfing. Furthermore, the 

participants preferred to make their travel plans alone and were using different types of travel 

accommodation establishments. All in all, the sample resulted in a homogenous group and the results 

should not be generalized to the whole Bulgarian population. Nevertheless, it can be argued that although 

probability sampling was not applied there was a support for the decision to address this particular part 

of the population, since the group had the characteristics that are typical for Sharing Economy users as 

according to the authors. Finally, it should be noted that one of the prerequisite to participate in the 

survey was English proficiency, which prevented some potential respondents to participate. Nevertheless, 

as Molz (2012) states, English is a cosmopolitan language in Couchsurfing which automatically excludes 

members who do not speak it. The similar can be implied in the case of Airbnb. 

6.2. Correlations and descriptive statistics - Model constructs 

After running factor analyses and reliability tests (Appendix F), the researcher proceeded to provide 

descriptive statistics of all the composite constructs in the model. Since the behavioral belief means were 

multiplied with individual’s outcome evaluation scores, the potential range for them was between -9 and 

9, while for the main TPB constructs the score ranged between -3 and 3 with 0 as a neutral point. On 

average, the mean scores suggested positive results in all parameters. The mean scores indicated that 

participants held positive Attitudes (m=0.71) and felt confident about their ability to share travel 

accommodation with strangers (m=0.88). In addition, the general perception was that more often than 

not, sharing accommodation would be supported by important others (m=0.48). The mean overall for 

Intention was above 0 (m=0.29) suggesting that the respondents were slightly in favor of executing the 
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behavior. It should be noted that the standard deviation on that parameter was 1.75 indicating that the 

respondents were divided between people who stated a high and others who indicated a low intent. The 

mean scores for the behavioral belief components indicated that Bulgarians in the sample thought that 

sharing travel accommodation is associated with community-related (m=2.63) and economic benefits 

(m=2.92). The results further suggested that they perceived others as trustable (m=1.50) and that they 

thought that by sharing accommodation they could contribute to reducing the adverse impact on the 

environment (m=1.24).  

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics – TPB constructs 

 
Source: SPSS Output 
 
Next, the researcher analyzed the zero-order correlation matrix and investigated the correlational 

relationships between all constructs in the model (Appendix H). When exploring the correlation matrix 

became evident that, firstly, all the three constructs, Subjective Norm, PBC and Attitude, are correlated 

significantly with Intention, whereby the strongest relationships was with Subjective Norm (r=0.632), 

followed by Attitude (r=0.619) and PBC (r=0.537) at significance level 0.001. Furthermore, all inter-

correlations were considerably lower than one indicating that a discriminant validity was achieved (Ajzen, 

1991).  

In order to validate the decomposition of the Attitude construct in belief constructs, the correlations 

between the belief-based measures and the corresponding direct measurement of Attitude were 

examined. As Ajzen (1991) suggests, for the indirect measures to be valid, the belief-based measures of 

Attitude should correlate well with a standard measure of the same construct. All behavioral beliefs 

correlated significantly with the direct Attitude construct with r>0.3 at p<0.01, except for Perceived Trust 

sub construct that had an r=0.292 at p<0.05. Perceived Trust however correlated positively with the PBC 
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construct, with an r=0.347 at p<0.01. The correlation matrix further indicated that all behavioral belief 

constructs were significantly correlated between each other with r>0.3 in all cases except for the 

correlation between Perceived trust and Perceived Economic benefits (r= 2.60, p<0.05).  

6.3. Model fit 

The researcher applied SEM to construct a structural model in AMOS for the purpose of testing 

hypotheses and assessing model fit. Several common model-fit measures were taken into account – Chi-

Square statistics, CFI, NFI, GFI and RMSEA. The consideration of several fit indexes in SEM is necessary 

since the different types of indexes were developed under different theoretical rationales and none 

incorporates all the requirements for an ideal fit index (Fan, Thompson, & Wang, 1999). Before looking at 

the individual indexes, however, a few notes on the present model and the usage of fit indexes in general 

should be made.  

In terms of sample size, although there is not a fixed rule of thumb, since sample size is model-specific, 

Bentler and Chou (1987) suggest that a ratio of 5 to 1, sample size to free parameters, is reasonable. The 

number of free observations in the present model equaled 23. If the recommended ratio of Benter and 

Chou (1987) is considered this should result in a minimal sample size of 115. The present study acquired 

72 completed cases, which fails to satisfy the recommended ratio. Tanaka (1987) even posits that an 

adequate sample size to free parameters ratio should be 20 to 1, which is rarely achieved in most studies. 

Another note regarding model fit indexes is that under Maximum-Likelihood estimation, which SEM 

applies, all fit indexes are highly sensitive to model specification (Fan et al., 1999) and that SEM punishes 

severely for the inclusion of latent variables with less than three items. This was the case for the PBC 

variable where one of the items was excluded. When running a SEM analysis with both two-itemed and 

three-itemed PBC construct the model fit indexes fluctuated significantly (Table 3). With these notes in 

mind, the model fit indexes reported in AMOS are discussed next.  

Table 3: Model-fit indexes overview 
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Source: AMOS Output 

Chi-square assesses the relationship between the sample covariance matrix and the covariance matrix 

reproduced based on the model specifications (Fan et al., 1999). One of the main criticisms for using chi-

square for assessing model fit is that it is largely dependent on sample size and sensitive to non-normal 

distribution. The theoretical model revealed a Chi-square of 31.280 with 13 degrees of freedom. With 

p=0.003, the statistics indicated that the model does not provide a good fit to the data in general. Kenny 

(2012) suggests that Chi-square is a reasonable measure for models with a sample size between 75 and 

200, whereby the sample size was slightly below the recommended lower limit. 

Goodness of fit index (GFI) is another measure that researchers focus on for assessing model fit. GFI 

attempts to assess the extent to which the reproduced covariance matrix based on the specified model 

has accounted for the original sample covariance matrix (Fan et al., 1999). The authors find that GFI is 

strongly influenced by sample size and moderately influenced by model misspecification. Our model 

reported a GFI of 0.855 which is below the desirable 0.9 or higher. 

Furthermore, the researcher considered Bentler and Bonnet's Normed Fit Index (NFI) and CFI (Bentler 

1990), which are comparative fit indexes. They assess model fit by comparing the model of interest with 

a more restricted null model. The recommended score of 0.9 or above was not met for both indexes. The 

advantage of CFI is that it is not too sensitive on sample size, which was a source of concern in the present 

model. On the other, hand, in the case NFI, Ullman (2001) suggests that the fit is often underestimated 

when sample size is small. Fan et al. (1999) suggest that these indexes are less sensitive to model 

misspecification than e.g. GFI. 

Finally, RMSEA is the most popular measure in recent studies that apply SEM (Kenny, 2012). The author 

suggests that a good model should have a RMSEA-value of less than 0.05 and not more than 0.10. The 
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present model reported RMSEA of 0.208 which confirms the poor fit suggested by the other indexes. 

According to Fan et al. (1999), of all indexes considered here, RMSEA is the index that most severely 

punishes for model misspecification. On the other hand, the index is less sensitive to sample size.  

All in all, the SEM analysis reported a poor model fit. The researcher considered different indexes to 

eliminate the danger of “cherry-picking” a fit index (Kenny, 2012), however, all indexes selected were 

below the acceptable levels. The researcher assumes that three reasons could be accountable for the poor 

model fit. First, the sample size was too small as compared to the number of parameters in the model. 

Hence, indexes such as Chi-square statistics and GFI, which are sensible to sample size, might have been 

negatively influenced.  

Second, the RMSEA and GFI suggested that might have been a problem with model misspecification. It 

should be noted that under ML estimation, which SEM applies, most fit indexes are highly sensitive to 

model specification (Fan et al., 1999). The researcher anticipates that a cause for the model 

misspecification could be the omission of important variables, inclusion of irrelevant variables or missing 

paths between the observed variables. The address the latter, the researcher tested different models by 

including paths form behavioral beliefs to the other TPB predictors of Intention (Subjective Norm and PBC) 

as well as direct paths to behavioral intent. The results, however, indicated an even worst goodness of fit. 

The reason might lie in the decomposition of the Attitude construct in behavioral beliefs. For example, 

Schulze and Wittmann (2003) found less support in their meta-analyses of Theory of Planned Behavior 

studies, when they investigated decomposed models.  

Finally, poor model fit might be rooted in violations of some of the multivariate assumptions in SEM such 

as distribution normality and linearity, homoscedasticity, absence of multicollinearity, etc. The researcher 

did not test for such violations and anticipated that these are met. Overall, this does not necessarily mean 

that the constructed model is completely inaccurate. As the comparison between the two models with 

two-itemed PBC and three-itemed PBC indicated, the exclusion of a single item can make a great 

difference in all fit indexes (App. x). Nevertheless, the poor fit suggests that the obtained results from the 

SEM analysis should be treated with caution. 
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6.4. Hypothesis testing 

The first set of Hypotheses stated that Attitude, Subjective Norm and PBC would have positive, direct 

effect on Intention. The hypothesis H1 (H1a), H2, and H3 were tested with a SEM analysis in AMOS by 

analyzing the direct path coefficients from Attitude, PBC and SN to the Intention construct as an 

endogenous variable. Collectively all three variables accounted for 40 percent of the variance in Intention 

to share travel accommodation, which was consistent with the study of (Sutton, 1998) who finds that TPB 

explains on average between 40 and 50 percent of the variance in Intention. In addition, H3-H7 suggested 

that the four identified behavioral beliefs would have a positive direct effect on both Attitude and 

Intention, whereby the Perceived Trust construct had an additional path to PBC as hypothesized in H7a. 

These hypotheses were similarly tested by looking at the direct path coefficients from the SEM analysis.  

The structural model with all standardized estimates is illustrated in Figure 3. The table outputs from the 

SEM analysis in AMOS are presented in Appendix I.  

Figure 3: SEM analysis of the research model 

  

Source: AMOS Output 

6.4.1. Hypotheses H1 – H3 

Attitude has strong to moderate positive effect Intention 



62 

 

Hypothesis 1 stated that Attitude of Bulgarians towards sharing travel accommodation have a positive 

effect on their Intentions to engage in such behavior. Hypothesis 1 was supported by the data with a 

standardized path coefficient of 0.37 (p<0.001, N=72), indicating a moderate to strong positive 

relationship between the directly measured Attitude construct and Intention. In addition, it was 

hypothesized that among the direct predictors of Intention, Attitude will have the strongest weight (H1a). 

This hypothesis was not supported as among the three direct predictors of Intention, Attitude was the 

second highest contributor.  

With the obtained results the study concluded that Bulgarians in the sample hold strong positive Attitudes 

towards sharing travel accommodation with strangers and these Attitudes were positively correlated with 

the Intention to engage in such behavior. This is consistent with most studies applying TPB to e-commerce 

(e.g. Pavlou and Chai, 2002), virtual communities (e.g. C. Hsu & Lin, 2008), bike-sharing (Kaplan et al., 

2014) as well as other types of consumer behavior (e.g. Vermeir & Verbeke, 2008; Wesley et al., 2012)  

The Attitude construct referred to the positive or negative evaluations that a person holds for particular 

behavior and the questions included both instrumental and experimental statements (I Ajzen, 1991). The 

findings suggested that the participants in the study anticipated sharing accommodation as enjoyable, 

important, valuable, wise etc. and these perceptions translated in Behavioral Intent. On one hand, the 

results were consistent with the findings of Hamari & Ukkonen (2013), who state that enjoyment plays an 

important role in Attitude formation and use Intentions. As the authors suggest, participation in Sharing 

Economy might be anticipated simply because it is fun and provides enjoyment from meaningful 

interaction. On the other hand, the participants in the study saw tangible returns in sharing 

accommodation as suggested by Wasko & Faraj (2005) in their study on virtual communites. The authors 

found that users in online communities anticipated that participation might be useful for them, they can 

benefit from others knowledge and gain access to valuable input. The participants in the present study 

similarly saw that sharing accommodation is e.g. valuable, beneficial and wise. Based on the results, it can 

be suggested that Attitudes were formed by both intrinsic and extrinsic motives, which had a direct 

positive effect on intent.  

Subjective Norm has a strong to moderate positive effect on Intention  

The analysis suggested that Attitude is good starting point for explaining the Intention to share travel 

accommodation, however the two other direct predictors of Intention in the model have also proven 
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significant. Contrary to the expectations, the Subjective Norm the strongest effect on Intention among 

the three with standardized coefficient to Intention of 0.41 (p<0.0001, N=72). Thereby, H2, which stated 

that there is a positive and direct relationship between Subjective Norm and Intention to share travel 

accommodation, was supported as well.  

The Subjective Norm construct referred to what participants believed that important referents in their 

live thought of them sharing travel accommodation with strangers. Since it had a slightly higher 

standardized path than the Attitude construct, the hypothesis that Attitude would have the strongest 

effect on Intention (H1a) was not supported. This result was contrary to the findings of the meta-analysis 

on TPB of Armitage & Conner (2001) who find Subjective Norm the weakest and Attitude the strongest 

predictor of Intention. It is difficult to assess why this was the case.  The investigated behavior was related 

to personal consumption, in which case Ajzen (1991) suggests that the Intention is driven by attitudinal 

considerations and there was little weight on Subjective Norm. A plausible assumption is that the strong 

effect of Subjective Norm was either unique for the behavior in question or is related to the specific 

Bulgarian domain. Sharing Accommodation with strangers is a rather new phenomenon and people might 

need reassurance from important people in their life before taking the decision. For example, before 

taking the decision to host a person or going into a stranger’s home, participants might seek advice or 

opinion from family or friends.  

Furthermore, two of the questions evaluated if participants think that important others share travel 

accommodation. Hence, they might rely on the experiences of others who use accommodation sharing 

platforms. In addition, there is a high tendency for Bulgarians to stay at their parents’ home longer than 

in other European countries (Euromonitor 2014b). Although the survey did not test for that, it can be 

assumed that the opinions of family is an important reassurance factor in Bulgarians’ decision making.  

PBC has moderate positive effect on Intention  

The last hypothesis (H3) suggested that PBC has a positive and direct relationship with the Intention to 

share travel accommodation. The standardized estimate between the two suggested that H3 was 

supported as well with a moderate positive effect of 0.25 (p<0.05).  

PBC related to the question if the participants perceived any barriers to share travel accommodation with 

a stranger. As Francis (2004) proposed, PBC incorporated the concept of self-efficacy (participant’s own 

confidence about his or her ability to share travel accommodation) and controllability (perceived control 
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over the situation in which the sharing travel accommodation takes place). Initially two items for each 

were included in the questionnaire but later one was excluded after the pilot study and another one after 

the factor analysis. Hence, the construct was measured with only one item for controllability and one for 

self-efficacy. As Tussyadiah (2015) found, efficacy is among the three main barriers to peer-to-peer 

accommodation rentals. The results are in line with the author’s finding since mean values for PBC 

indicated that participants were confident and felt enabled to share travel accommodation and that 

translated positively into Intention.  

Furthermore, Tussyadiah (2015) suggested that familiarity has a positive impact on the PBC constructs. 

The familiarity with Airbnb and Couchsurfing was very high in the sample as discussed previously. Finally, 

based on the study of Tussyadiah (2015) and the present results we can postulate that participants did 

not perceive sharing accommodation platforms as too complex and knew how to use and operate them.   

6.4.2. Hypotheses H4 - H7 

The researcher tested further four hypotheses that analyzed the direct effect of each of the behavioral 

beliefs on the Attitude construct. The aim was test if the selected underlying beliefs correctly depicted 

the different notions of the Attitude construct. In addition it was suggested that there is a positive direct 

effect of Perceived Trust on the PBC construct (H7a). Overall the four behavioral beliefs explained 46% of 

the variance in Attitude, while the Perceived Trust alone accounted for 12% of the variance in PBC (Graph 

3). The table outputs from the SEM analysis in AMOS are presented in Appendix I.  

Graph 4: Direct paths from behavioral beliefs to Intention 
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PCRB positively impact both Attitude and Intention 

Botsman & Rogers (2010) suggested that the Sharing Economy was driven by social motivations to get to 

know new people, to interact and to connect with local communities and by a desire to build meaningful 

relationships. Therefore, in the present study it was hypothesized that Perceived Community-Related 

Benefits would be positively related to Attitudes to share travel accommodation. The hypothesis was 

supported and the standardized estimate weight of 0.63 (p=0.000), which indicated a strong, positive 

effect. 

In particular, the construct incorporated three aspects - community belonging, perceived reciprocity and 

expected relationships. In line with the expectations, the results from the SEM analysis provided a strong 

support for the positive effect of PCRB on Attitude. The strong positive effect was confirmed as well when 

the sample was divided in terms of age, gender and prior experience as well as when the construct directly 

related to Intention and was not mediated by Attitude. Such findings were likewise obtained in several 

other studies on participation in Sharing Economy. For example, the study of Möhlmann (2015) revealed 

that community belonging had a positive and significant effect on the likelihood of choosing a Airbnb 

again. Tussyadiah (2015) found that individuals engage in Sharing Economy motivated by the opportunity 

to interact and connect to communities in a meaningful way and the chance to get to know new people, 

while Molz (2012) insisted that reciprocity was community norm that drives the Couchsurfers’ movement.  

From the results it could be implied that participants in the survey put a strong weight on the social aspect 

of accommodation sharing.  

PCE does not significantly impact Attitude or Intention 

The second belief related to Perceived Consumer Effectiveness and was extracted from studies on 

environmentally conscious consumer behavior and Sharing Economy. It referred to the belief that by 

sharing travel accommodation, the participants could engage in environmentally conscious behavior. As 

Botsman & Rogers (2010) and Gansky (2010) suggest, the Sharing Economy is driven by the motivation to 

be more responsible travelers, to reduce the adverse impacts of travel on the environment and to use 

resources more responsibly. The findings, however, failed to establish such relationship between PCE and 

Attitude. With a standardized path of 0.121 and a significance level of p=0.188, hypothesis H5 was 

rejected. Furthermore, the mean value of this construct suggested that participants are rather neutral in 

their belief that sharing travel accommodation is a type of eco-friendly consumption behavior or can 
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reduce negative impact on the environment. This was the case, despite the fact that the outcome 

evaluation score indicated that doing something good for the environment was important. 

The results are contrary to the findings of Lamberton & Rose (2012) that people take into account 

sustainability between owning and sharing when considering a car sharing option. Similarly, the model 

failed to support the findings of Hamari & Ukkonen (2013) that found that sustainability is an important 

factor in Attitude formation in the Sharing Economy.  

PEB does not significantly impact Attitudes and Intention 

Botsman and Rogers (2010) and Gansky (2010) present anecdotal evidences suggesting that there are 

economic motives that drive people to engage in Sharing Economy. Although the participants in the 

present study indicated a positive belief that sharing accommodation could benefit them financially, the 

hypothesis that this belief is positively related to Attitude or Intention to share travel accommodation was 

not supported (0.8, p=0.369).  

The result is contrary to the findings of most scholars who empirically validate economic benefits as a 

strong predictor of participation in Sharing Economy. For example, Tussyadiah (2015) found that 

economic benefits is the number one factor to select a peer-to-peer accommodation, Lamberton & Rose 

(2012) found that utilitarian reasons among which cost savings are important prerequisite for commercial 

sharing system participation and Möhlmann (2015) suggested that cost savings are significant predictor 

for satisfaction with sharing option, but not to selecting a sharing option again. Although these studies 

consider economic benefits as a direct predictor of engaging in sharing services, the present results fail to 

establish direct relations between PEB and Intent as well. Thereby, similarly to Tussyadiah's research 

(2015) there was not a significant effect of perceived economic benefits on Attitude, but unlike her 

research we also find no significant effect on Intention.  

PT positively impacts PBC, but is not related Attitude and Intention 

The final belief was related to Perceived Trust. In particular the construct referred to interpersonal trust 

and incorporated three aspects – benevolence, ability and integrity. In the present study it was 

hypothesized that Perceive Trust will have a positive effect on both Attitude and Perceived Behavioral 

Control. The reasoning behind was that if the respondents perceive the people they are sharing 

accommodation with as trustworthy they would have a more positive Attitude toward the act. On the 
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other hand, it was hypothesized that the inability to predict the other person’s behavior could be a barrier 

to the perceived controllability of the situation. The results indicated a moderate positive and significant 

effect of PT on PBC (0.34; p=0.05), whereby the construct explained 12 percent of the variance in PBC. At 

the same time the effect on Attitude was weak and insignificant (0.260; p=0.456).  

From the results in can be inferred that although participants believed in the ability, benevolence and 

integrity of others who share travel accommodation, this did not translate in positive Attitudes. Instead, 

interpersonal trust was significant in the sense that it enabled participants to feel more confident in 

executing the behavior. This is consistent with the suggestion of Owyang et al. (2014) who suggest that 

interpersonal trust is a main barrier in the Sharing Economy. Tussyadiah (2015) similarly finds that a main 

factor that deterred travelers from using peer-to-peer accommodation was their concerns and distrust 

towards accommodation hosts. Hence, since the participants indicated that they trust others who sharing 

accommodation it can be postulated that this translated into their perceived ability and controllability to 

share travel accommodation, but not to positive Attitudes.  

6.4.3. Group Comparisons 

By including additional variables in questionnaire related to demographics and prior experience with 

Sharing Economy, the research was enriched with additional findings. The researcher conducted 

additional SEM analysis based on these variables. In particular, the variables age, gender and previous 

experience were used to provide group comparisons and check if these variables had any impact on the 

results. The other variables (education, familiarity, habitual accommodation choice and travel planning) 

were not considered, since the division resulted in unequal groups with only a few respondents in one of 

the groups.  

First, the researcher divided the sample into two age groups in order to account for any differences 

between the younger and older part of the sample. Group once comprised participants aged between 20 

and 25 and group two included the remaining part of participants aged 26 and above. This resulted in 

relatively equal division with group one comprising 55.6 percent and group two 44.4 percent of all 

respondents. Second, the researcher checked for group differences based on gender. Out of the all 

participants who completed the survey, the female respondents comprised a slight majority with 58.3 

percent while the males were 41.7 percent. The third group comparison was made based on previous 

experience with Couchsurfing and Airbnb. All participants who have used at least one of the two were 
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assigned to group one and all others to group two. The division resulted in 62.5 percent having previous 

experience and 37.5 having no experience. The results from the group comparisons are represented in 

Appendix J. 

Several findings emerged from the respective group comparisons, where by the most significant 

differences were in the path between Attitude and Intentions. First, considering the effect of Attitude on 

Intention, there was a significant difference between male and female participants. The results indicated 

that positive Attitudes for men had a strong and significant effect on Intention (0.451, p=0.000), while for 

women the effect was weak and insignificant (0.129, p=0.122). This is contrary to the findings of Kaplan 

et al. (2014) who find that pro-cycling Attitudes in the context of bike sharing are stronger predictors of 

Intention for females than for males.  

Second, Only those who had prior experience with Airbnb, CS or both had strong positive Attitude to 

sharing accommodation that translated to Intention( 0.543, p=0.000). For those participants with no 

previous experience, there was not a statistically significant effect between Attitude and Intention (0.229, 

p=0.162). This is consistent with the findings of Kaplan et al. (2014) that experience with bike renting is 

correlated to pro-cycling Attitudes and positive Intentions to use a bike-sharing service.  

Third, the between group comparison in terms of age indicated that there were statistically significant 

differences in the effect from Attitude to Intention as well. For the high age group, Attitude had a strong 

and positive effect on Intention (0.553, p=0.000), while the younger part of the sample the relationship 

was insignificant (0.269, p=0.073). Hence, only the older part of the sample seem to be guided positively 

by attitudinal considerations 

Finally, the group divisions resulted in some changes in the relationship between behavioral beliefs and 

Attitude. When the sample was divided in terms of gender, there was a statistically significant group 

difference between men and women in the effect of PCE on Attitude. The path for women became 

moderate, positive and significant relationship (0.323, p=0.033). Interestingly, considering the mean 

scores in the two samples, the male sample believed that by sharing accommodation they can make an 

impact on the environment. The score was also much higher than the one in the female sample, but this 

failed to attribute for more positive Attitudes. The second notable difference was that the standardized 

effect for men in the Perceived Economic Benefits to Attitude relationship was positive (0.180, p=0.108) 

and for women negative (-0.168, p=0.278). Yet, both paths remained insignificant.  
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The final significant difference was when the sample was divided in terms of age. The results suggested 

there was a significant moderate and positive effect between the Perceived Economic Benefits and 

Attitude for participants aged 26 and above (0.246, p=0.049), while for the low age group the effect was 

negative and insignificant (-0.144, p=0.219). The finding let the researcher to the conclusion that the 

opportunity for cost savings has positive effect on Attitudes only for participants of older generations. 

6.5. Summary 

Based on the results from the data analysis with SPSS and AMOS, the following results were obtained: 

 Sample was homogenous: the age span was low and participants had prominently high education 

levels. Participants were familiar with Sharing Economy companies whereby around 2/3 have 

used Airbnb and 1/3 Couchsurfing before.  

 Mean scores for all constructs were positive.  

 The Model fit indexes indicated poor model fit.  

 Intentions of participants were driven positively by (1) Attitudes, (2) Perceived Behavioral Control 

and (3) Subjective Norms. The three constructs explained 40% of the variance in Intention, 

consistent with expectations. 

 Subjective Norms were the most significant predictor of Intentions contrary to the expectation 

that these would be Attitudes.  

 Attitudes and Intentions were driven by Perceived Community-Related Benefits, such as expected 

relationships, expected reciprocity and desire for community belonging. Attitudes and Intentions 

were not driven by Perceived Economic Benefits, Perceived Consumer Effectiveness and 

Perceived Trust.  

 Perceived Trust had a significant positive impact on Perceived Behavioral Control. 

 Age, gender and prior experience had impact on the significance of some of the relationships.  

Table 4: Summary of Hypothesis tests 
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H1

There will be a positive relationship between the Attitudes towards sharing travel 

accommodation with a stranger and the Intention to do so. supported

H1a

Attitude towards sharing travel accommodation with a stranger will account for 

most of the variance in Intention from the three main TPB constructs. not supported

H2

There will be a positive relationship between the Perceived Behavioral Control 

towards sharing travel accommodation with a stranger and the Intention to do so. supported

H3

There will be a positive relationship between the Subjective Norm towards 

sharing travel accommodation with a stranger and the Intention to do so. supported

H4

Perceived Community-Related Beliefs will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards

providing or using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so. supported

H5

Perceived Consumer Effectiveness will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing 

or using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so not supported

H6

Perceived Economic Benefits will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing 

or using private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and Intention do so. not supported

H7

Perceived trust will have a positive effect on the Attitude towards providing or using 

private accommodation through a peer-to-peer platform and the Intention do so. not supported

H7a

Perceived Trust will have a positive effect on Perceived Behavioral Control of sharing 

private accommodation with a stranger through a peer-to-peer platform. supported
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7. Conclusions 

7.1. Theoretical implementations and future research: 

The present research contributes to the growing body of literature on Sharing Economy, by providing a 

promising start in understanding Sharing Economy adoption in Bulgaria. The results from this study, 

however, should be interpreted with caution, as there are some limitations that can be addressed in 

following studies. The use of a homogenous sample limits the generalizability of the findings, as acquired 

responses from the quantitative research represent only a subset of consumers. Future research should 

be conducted with a bigger sample that is more representative of the entire population and includes 

diverse consumer groups. Furthermore, the study considers only participants from Bulgaria. For future 

researchers, comparing Bulgaria with one or more other countries is strongly recommended to account 

for the application of peer-to-peer accommodation in different cultural domains. As Molz (2012) suggest, 

the cosmopolitism of platforms such as Couchsurfing is questionable. 

Regarding the theoretical model choice, despite the poor fit of the research model to the data, the Theory 

of Planned Behavior has proven adequate for predicting Intention in the present context. All the predictor 

constructs in the original TPB model have been significant, whereby Subjective Norm has been the 

strongest predictor. Theoretically, this presents an interesting question: is this finding unique to the 

particular behavior or are there larger theoretical implications for the Theory of Planned Behavior? 

Therefore, for future studies applying TPB in this context, it is recommendable to investigate the beliefs 

standing behind the Subjective Norm construct further. In addition, the findings indicate that there are 

other variables that could be influencing Behavioral Intent, since the three constructs have explained 

merely 40 percent of the variance. This suggests that future studies might explore other models that might 

better predict the Intention construct or propose the inclusion of additional variables to improve the 

original TPB model. Future studies should also consider measuring actual use to investigate usage patterns 

more accurately as well as divide participants into users and providers of Sharing Economy since 

motivations and intentions might differ significantly. 

According to Ajzen & Fishbein (1980), Attitude is one of the most complex and misunderstood concepts 

of our personality. The findings from the present study further substantiate this statement. Only one out 

four proposed sub-constructs of Attitude has been supported. The remaining three beliefs have not lived 

up to the expectations, despite the strong support in the literature. This could be the case for several 
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reasons. First, the researcher could have failed to adequately measure the constructs, although a factor 

analysis have been conducted, constructs have been checked for reliability and items have been adopted 

from tried and tested scales. Second, as discussed above, the sample is homogenous and contains only 72 

responses. It could be argued that the researcher has unintentionally captured a part of a population that 

held a particular set of beliefs that are different than those established in other studies. Finally, the 

selected beliefs might not have captured important aspects of Attitude. The researcher has restrained 

himself from conducting an elicitation study for the behavioral beliefs and has relied on the existing 

literature instead. Hence, the selected constructs might not apply to the sharing accommodation context 

or to the present sample of Bulgarian participants. Future researchers should use focus groups to better 

depict the sub-constructs of Attitude as suggested by Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) and Ajzen (1991). This is 

more than advisable, considering the novelty of the Sharing Economy and the lack of prior research on 

Bulgarian consumers. Nevertheless, according to the SEM analysis the four belief constructs explain 46 

percent of the variance in Attitude and thereby the researcher believes that he has managed to capture 

some of the prominent attitudinal beliefs of the target population.  

7.2. Practical implementations  

From a practical perspective, the present study takes a step forward toward providing managerial 

guidance for the design of new peer-to-peer platforms in Bulgaria. Furthermore, the findings equip 

companies such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing with advice on how to incorporate the determinants of use 

in their marketing practices and product offerings in the country. The results indicate that Bulgaria is one 

of the countries that provide favorable environment for the Sharing Economy businesses from user’s 

perspective. Nevertheless, sharing platforms might need to tailor their approach to more adequately meet 

the demands of the Bulgarian user. The findings are indicative that the drivers for participation might 

differ from those identified in other studies.  

Based on the findings, it can be inferred that in order to reduce barrier to entry and increase participation 

among Bulgarians, peer-to-peer accommodation services need to develop a platform that increases trust 

between members and enhance meaningful interaction between users. The research demonstrated that 

Bulgarians are driven by favorable Attitudes toward the idea of hosting or staying with strangers and this 

was to a large extent driven by the desire to socialize. Hence, it is advisable that commercial peer-to-peer 

accommodation platforms such as Airbnb focus on enabling better communication between potential 

guests and hosts and emphasizing the opportunity to make new friendships. The results are indicative 



73 

 

that marketing campaigns are more likely to succeed if they focus on the social aspect of accommodation 

sharing rather than the lower cost or sustainability. Airbnb has recently engaged in rebranding campaign 

to market itself as a company that seeks to make people feel like they belong anywhere in the world. The 

research findings suggest that this move might attract more Bulgarians to use Airbnb services. Building a 

feeling of confidence and control over the sharing accommodation process can also enhance participation. 

One of the ways that can be achieved is by implementing trust building mechanisms and effectively 

communicating them to the potential guests and hosts.  

For Couchsurfing, which is essentially a hospitality network platform, which has the community benefits 

embedded in its model, it is advisable to direct their efforts towards building trust between users to 

enhance participation and differentiate itself from commercial accommodation platforms.  

Online intermediaries and commercial non-sharing accommodation providers can use the results to re-

define and innovate their offerings. One example is to implement Sharing Economy services in their 

practices. Such approach has been adopted by booking.com. The company has recently started to give 

the opportunity for renting and offering private accommodations on the website. Moreover, the results 

can serve conventional non-sharing providers to understand their Sharing Economy competitor’s 

strengths and weaknesses and establish a competitive strategy. For instance, hotels could market the fact 

that booking accommodation with them has several advantages, such as consistent quality and price, 24/7 

customer service, high hygiene standards, etc. 

On the other hand, the results indicate that hotels need to provide different opportunities for guests to 

socialize with others in the hotel and on the destination. A good example haw that can be implemented 

are the Pod hotels (http://www.thepodhotel.com/about-pod-hotels) The Pod hotels is an alternative 

hotel concept that embraces developments in social networking to enable guests to connect and organize 

events between each other, such as walking tours. The Pod hotels offer free Internet and gadgets to every 

guest who registers a profile in their social network. This is good example how hotels can make the first 

step towards embracing the opportunities of the Sharing Economy.  

7.3. Conclusion 

The purpose of this master thesis was to shed light on the research question: What determines the 

decision of Bulgarians to engage in sharing peer-to-peer accommodation with strangers? In order to gain 

insights on the topic, the researcher built a model based on the Theory of Planned Behavior and conducted 

http://www.thepodhotel.com/about-pod-hotels
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a quantitative research with 72 Bulgarian participants. By applying a structural equation modeling with 

the obtained data, the study revealed some interesting findings.  

The results indicated that participants positively evaluated the idea of sharing travel accommodation with 

strangers. Furthermore, they felt confident about their ability to do it and thought that important people 

in their life would support it. All three factors positively affected their Intentions to engage in sharing of 

travel accommodation, whereby the opinion of important referents seemed to be the most important out 

of the three.  

In attempt to explain Attitudes toward the investigated behavior, the study found that Attitudes were 

strongly related to the desire to socialize. Beliefs that by sharing accommodation, participants would make 

new friends, would make them feel part of a community and that the sharing accommodation will be 

reciprocated were strongly linked to the positive Attitudes and Intentions. Contrary to the expectations, 

other proposed factors were not confirmed by the results, despite the strong support in the literature. 

For example, the belief that sharing accommodation would be cost effective did not translate into positive 

Attitudes nor Intentions. Similarly, although most of the people were positive about the importance of 

protecting the environment and that sharing accommodation could contribute to that, this did not relate 

to Attitudes nor Intentions. The results further indicated that participants were trusting strangers who 

share travel accommodation, but again this did not impact their Attitude and Intentions. Instead, 

perceived trust positively affected the confidence in their ability to share travel accommodation.  

The study further introduced additional analyses based on several group comparisons in terms of age, 

gender and prior experience. The findings indicated that the relationship between Attitude and Intention 

was only significant for people of higher age, of male gender and with previous experience. The effect for 

these groups was strong and positive, while for the other groups was insignificant. Furthermore, the older 

part of the sample indicated positive relationship between Perceived Economic Benefits and Attitudes, 

while women’s Attitudes were affected by positive impact of sharing accommodation on the 

environment.  

The results can be of practical relevance for sharing and non-sharing accommodation providers. For 

example, traditional providers could acknowledge that there is an interest in the Sharing Economy and 

engage in proactive behavior. On the other hand, Sharing Economy platforms for accommodation could 
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emphasize on the social benefits of sharing accommodation, instead of utilitarian reasons in their 

marketing efforts.  

Finally, since this was the first study on Sharing Economy in Bulgaria, the research had numerous 

limitations that should be addressed in future works. Few examples are to conduct elicitation study to 

more adequately capture the underlying predictors of Attitude and Subjective Norm, divide participants 

into hosts and guests, measure actual behaviors and collect more participants.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix A: The Theory of Reasoned Action 

 

Figure 1: The Theory of Reasoned Actions 

 

Source: Ajzen & Fishbain (1980) 
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Appendix B: Behavioral Statement - TACT 

 
Behavioral statement based on the TACT principle: 
 
“Share (provide or use) private accommodation with a stranger through an online peer-to-peer platform 

in the next year.”  

Action 

The first element of action refers to the specific nature of the behavior being investigated. The action here 

was defined as “providing or using private accommodation”. Although, it can be argued that Intention and 

its underlying constructs will vary between users and providers, for a reasons of practicality, it is not 

differentiated between the act of providing accommodation and using accommodation. This approach 

has been adopted by most studies on Sharing Economy up to date (e.g Möhlmann, 2015; Tussyadiah, 

2015). In order to eliminate any ambiguity around “private accommodation”, in the questionnaire an 

explanation is provided that it can refer to a room, whole apartment, or just a bed or a couch.  

Target 

The second element of the TACT principle is the target. Target refers in the present study to the person 

to which the housing is provided or the person who offers accommodation respectively. The target is 

defined as a “stranger”. A stranger has been included since people on sharing platforms such as Airbnb 

and Couchsurfing rarely know each other beforehand.  

Context 

The context of the behavior investigated here refers to an “online peer-to-peer platform”. Again, for the 

purpose of clarity an explanation of “online peer-to-peer platform” is provided in the questionnaire.  

Time 

Finally, the goal of the time element is to specify a particular time frame for the performance of the 

behavior. The researcher considered “the next year” as a time frame that is not too restrictive and at the 

same time not too far away in the future.  
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Appendix C: Emissions from tourist accommodation establishments 

 

Net carbon dioxide emissions resulting from different forms of tourist accommodation 

 

Source: Chenoweth (2009) 
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Appendix D: Survey Procedure 

At the beginning of this questionnaire, all participants were welcomed and thanked for taking part in the 

survey. They were also introduced to the topic of this study, given short information about the length and 

course, as well as general instructions to ensure that everybody is able to participate without difficulties. 

Participants were required to fill out an answer before they can continue to the next page. Although this 

might have a negative effect on participants’ motivation to complete the survey (Carbonaro & Bainbridge, 

2000), all questions included neutral option choice, which compensated for that problem. 

On the second page participants were asked questions relating to their prior knowledge and experience 

with Sharing Economy sites and in particular with Airbnb and Couchsurfing. As Ajzen (1991) stated TPB 

asserts that past behavior can be a good prediction of future behavior and, hence, inclusion of such 

variables can contribute to the model predictability. In addition, habitual usage of travel accommodation 

while on vacation was investigated as well as a question regarding how participants organize their trip 

was placed. Starting with such questions aimed to ensure the smooth transition to the following section 

where the questions relating to the research model were asked.  

On the next four pages the respondents were asked series of questions related to the underlying factors 

of Attitude as captured in the hypothesis development section.  On the first page the behavior under 

investigation was presented and necessary clarifications were made. The second page included questions 

related to perceived economic benefits, perceived environmental impact and community related-beliefs. 

The questions were presented in a block with a common stem and randomized for every respondent. The 

same procedure was applied for the next page where perceived trust was investigated. The final pages of 

this section included outcome evaluation questions for the four beliefs incorporated in the study.  

The next section belonged to the direct measurements for the constructs Subjective Norm, PBC and 

Intention as recommended by Ajzen 2002). Each construct was presented in a single page with 4 questions 

with behavioral Intention as a last series of questions.  

Finally, demographic section was added at the end of the questionnaire followed by a final page. The 

demographic section included three questions referring age gender and education. On the final page 

respondents were again thanked for participating. The researcher’s email address was provided for 

questions and comments in both the pilot study and final survey.  
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Appendix E: Pilot study 

Prior to distributing the final version of the questionnaire, the researcher conducted a pilot test. As 

recommended by Carbonaro & Bainbridge (2000) the pilot test was conducted in the actual circumstances 

and included respondents of the same age and demographic make-up of the final survey. Five people 

were selected for the survey pre-test. All of the people were part of the target population. The researcher 

did effort to ensure the heterogeneity of the people chosen for the pilot test. Out of the other 5 people, 

2 were male and 3 female respectively, while the age span was between 21 and 34. The respondents who 

took part in the pilot test were excluded from the final questionnaire distribution.  

The pilot test was performed with the actual software and distributed online to mimic the actual 

circumstances of the final survey as recommended by Carbonaro & Bainbridge (2000). For the pilot test a 

commentary box was provided on the bottom of every page where participants could leave their 

feedback. Furthermore, on the introductory page, participants were encouraged to fill out any comments 

in regard with questions wording, clarity, layout technical problems, etc. and detailed explanation of the 

purpose of the pilot test was given. All the texts that were included in the pilot survey were in marked in 

red and together with the comment boxes were excluded from the final questionnaire.  

A number of minor changes were recommended by the pilot testers. These included clarifications in 

wording, reduction of redundant questions, layout mistakes and other suggestions to make the 

questionnaire shorter. For example, respondents indicated they thought some of the questions were 

expressing the same thing. The TPB requires several different approaches to probe all constructs, and it is 

easy to see where a participant might think the questions sound redundant. To alleviate this concern, the 

researcher included a sentence stating that some the questions might sound similar, but they are all 

important for the purpose of the study. Following pilot testers recommendations, a few items were 

excluded from the final questionnaire. On the page where direct measurement of Attitude was examined 

3 out of the 5 respondents noted that some of the answer choices sound similar or make little sense to 

them. For example, 2 of the respondents wrote that the scales “unpleasant-pleasant” and “unenjoyable-

enjoyable” feel the same, while another identified the same problem for the pairs “harmful-beneficial” 

and “punishing-rewarding” and “useless-useful” and “worthless-valuable”. Following these comments the 

researcher excluded the answer options “unpleasant-pleasant”, “punishing-rewarding” and “useless-

useful”.  Further comment referred to the statement “The decision to share travel accommodation 
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through an online platform with a stranger in the next 12 months is beyond my control” in PBC section, 

where one participant noted that is confused whether the statement refers to the situation when he is a 

host or a guest. After a close examination the researcher decided to exclude this statement. Another item 

was removed from the page related to Behavioral Intent. On this page a participant noted that the 

statements “I plan to…” and “I intent to…” are basically the same thing. The former was removed from 

the questionnaire. Two respondents observed identical statements for the perceived financial benefits 

and community belonging constructs, however the researcher decided to keep these. Final measurement 

was made to avoid participants feeling that they answer similar questions in a sequence by combining the 

pages for Subjective Norm and PBC into a single page and randomizing the questions. 

Other comments referred to typographical errors and punctuation. On several occasions participants 

observed typographical errors such as “asnswers” instead of “answers” and “promisses” instead of 

“promises”. In addition, the participants noted that in some of the questions a full stop or question mark 

was missing and small letters were placed where capital letters should be were needed. The researcher 

made the necessary corrections. Final concerns referred to layout problems such as text shrift, text size 

and spacing between answer choices. The survey software presented some limitations in terms of layout 

alternatives, since it offered standard templates, which allowed only limited modification. Nevertheless, 

the researcher took the feedback into consideration and made changes where the survey where possible 

(See table below). 

Changes and adaptations applied to the final questionnaire:   

Page # Pilot test Final questionnaire 

All pages Red text and Commentary boxes. All texts in red and commentary boxes 
were removed. 

Page one Line 2: “asnswers” 
Line 3: “strikt”, “annonymous” 

“answers” 
“strict”, “anonymous” 

Page three Bullet points start with small 
letters. 

All bullet points start with capital 
letters. 
Sentence notifying about identical 
questions included. 

Page four Remarks regarding identical 
questions. 
Italic shrift in the first sentence. 

No change was applied. 
 
Italic shrift changed to normal. 

Page five “… keep their promisses” “… keep their promises” 

Page six All 4 statements for direct 
measurement of Attitude were 

The three answer options “unpleasant-
pleasant”, 
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included as recommended by 
Ajzen (2002). 

“punishing-rewarding” and 
“useless-useful” were removed. 

Pages seven and eight All 4 statements for PBC were 
included as recommended by 
Ajzen (2002). 
 
 
Questions for PBV and Subjective 
Norm were divided in two separate 
pages. 
Layout problems with horizontal 
order of the answer questions. 

Statement “The decision to share 
travel accommodation through an 
online platform with a stranger in the 
next 12 months is beyond my control” 
was removed. 
Pages were combined into a single 
page and questions were randomized. 
Answer choices displayed in a vertical 
order. 

Page nine All 4 statements for Behavioral 
Intent were included as 
recommended by Ajzen (2002). 
 
Layout problems with horizontal 
order of the answer questions. 

Statement “I plan to share travel 
accommodation through an online 
platform with a stranger in the next 12 
months” was removed. 
Answer choices displayed in a vertical 
order. 
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Appendix F: Factor Analysis 

 
Factor Analyses 

For the behavioral belief items, the results from the KMO test indicated that the score (0.773) falls within 

the acceptable range between 0.5 and 1.0. Similarly, the Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was significant 

indicating the appropriateness of conducting a factor analysis.  Based on the Eigenvalue > 1 rule, a 5 factor 

solution that explained 67.94% of the variance was suggested. After closer examination of the rotated 

component matrix, it became evident that two of the factors incorporate the items for what was initially 

proposed to be the Perceived Trust composite. Based on interpretability, the researcher run a second 

factor analysis with pre-defined 4 factors. The four factors explained 62.739% of the variance and grouped 

all items as it was initially suggested by the researcher (See Tables below).  

Based on Eigenvalue >1 – Behavioral Beliefs Based on 4 factors – Behavioral Beliefs 

 

 

KMO = .773, Bartlett’s test of Sphericity: Approx Chi-Square: 914.907, df =231, Sig. 0.000 
 

Similar factor analysis (based on Eigenvalue > 1) was performed for the remaining items related to the 

main constructs of TPB (Attitude, PBC, SN and Intention). The factor analysis suggested a three factor 
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solution. The examination of the rotated factor matrix indicated that the items for Subjective Norm and 

the Attitude were clustered accordingly, however the situation with the Intention and PBC items was less 

clear. The items were either assigned to the Attitude or Subjective Norm items with low factor loadings 

or under a separate component, again with unsatisfactory factor loadings.  

Taking into account that the items for the four main TPB constructs were adopted from Ajzen’s (Icek Ajzen, 

2002) guidebook on constructing a TPB questionnaire, the researcher decided to run a second analysis 

with pre-defined 4 factor solution. The 4 factor solution explained 75.8 % of the variance and the KMO 

(0.888) and Bartlett’s test were favorable for conducting a factor analysis. The rotated pattern matrix with 

four-factor solution grouped all the items for the direct measurement of Attitude, Subjective Norm and 

Intention as expected with almost all items having factor loadings higher than 0.7. Only one item for the 

latent variable of Attitude (0.682) and one for Subjective Norm (0.632) were below the acceptable value. 

Due to the fact that the items were adopted from tried and tested scales applied in variety of contexts, 

the researcher decided to keep them.  

More concerning was the situation with the PBC construct. The factor analysis indicated that only one 

item (PBC 3) was assigned to a separate factor, while the other two reported low factor loadings. Already 

in the pilot study, few respondents indicated that the questions for PBC were slightly redundant, 

suggesting that this set of questions might have confused some participants. Furthermore, one of the 

items was inverted. Since that was the only inverted item in the whole questionnaire, it can be assumed 

that this item might have caused problems considering the length of the questionnaire. 

In order to investigate the matter further the researcher ran a reliability analysis for the PBC items. The 

Cronbach alpha score of 0.422 confirmed the concern with this construct, since an acceptable alpha score 

should be 0.7 or higher. By examining the inter-item correlation matrix and item total statistics, the 

researcher found that one of the items (PBC 3) did not correlate with the other two. The researcher 

decided to exclude this item taking into account that SEM punishes severely for latent variables with less 

than 3 items. After the exclusion of the item, the reliability analysis suggested an acceptable alpha (0.745). 

The author proceeded by running again the factor analysis with a four factor solution without the 

problematic item. The four-factor solution suggested that all items were clustered as initially expected 

(See tables below). 
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Based on Eigenvalue >1 – TPB constructs  Based on 4 factors – TPB constructs 
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Summary reliability tests 

Scale  Cronbach's Alpha nr. Items 

Behavioral Intention 0.846 3 

Attitude (direct measurement) 0.931 6 

Subjective Norm 0.870 4 

PBC (3 items)  0.422 3 

PBC (2 items) 0.745 2 

Community-related Beliefs 0.895 7 

Percevied environmental effectiveness 0.746 3 

Percevied Economic Benefits 0.804 3 

Percevied Trust 0.874 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

KMO = .888,  

Bartlett’s test of Sphericity: 

Approx Chi-Square: 830.651,  

df =120, Sig. 0.000 



96 

 

Appendix G: Participants Frequencies 

Frequency Tables: Age, Gender, Education 

 

Source: SPSS Output 

 

Frequency Tables: Familiarity, Experience, Habitual Choice of Accommodation, Habitual Holliday 
Planning 

 

 
Source: SPSS Output 
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Appendix H: Correlations – Model constructs 

Correlation matrix: All model construct included 

 

Source: SPSS Output 
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Appendix I: SEM output 

Regression Weights: (All in - Default model) 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCP_MEAN .265 .045 5.898 *** par_94 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEE_MEAN .048 .036 1.309 .190 par_95 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN .033 .037 .894 .371 par_96 

PBC_MEAN1 <--- OExPT_MEAN .260 .085 3.069 .002 par_103 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN .049 .067 .741 .459 par_104 

INT_MEAN <--- DATT_MEAN .452 .123 3.664 *** par_100 

INT_MEAN <--- PBC_MEAN1 .224 .113 1.980 .048 par_101 

INT_MEAN <--- SN_MEAN .476 .107 4.444 *** par_102 

Source: AMOS Output 
 
Standardized Regression Weights: (All in - Default model) 

   Estimate 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCP_MEAN .550 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEE_MEAN .121 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN .080 

PBC_MEAN1 <--- OExPT_MEAN .344 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN .071 

INT_MEAN <--- DATT_MEAN .369 

INT_MEAN <--- PBC_MEAN1 .200 

INT_MEAN <--- SN_MEAN .410 

 
Source: AMOS Output 

Regression Weights: direct paths behavioral beliefs  Intention 

   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPCP_MEAN .257 .084 3.079 .002 par_67 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPEE_MEAN .008 .068 .123 .902 par_68 
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   Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN .037 .069 .530 .596 par_69 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN .107 .114 .941 .347 par_70 

Source: AMOS Output 

Standardized Regression Weights: direct paths behavioral beliefs  Intention 

 

   Estimate 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPCP_MEAN .382 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPEE_MEAN .015 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN .063 

INT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN .111 

Source: AMOS Output 
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Appendix J: Group Comparisons  

Regression weight differences – low age vs. high age 

  age_low Age_high  

Path 
Estimat

e 
Std. est. P Estimate Std. est. P z-score 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCRB_MEAN 0.257 0.528 0.000 0.283 0.573 0.000 0.290 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCE_MEAN 0.091 0.208 0.078 0.015 0.042 0.756 -1.079 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN -0.063 -0.144 0.219 0.101 0.246 0.049 2.264** 

PBC_MEAN1 <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.240 0.336 0.026 0.300 0.394 0.016 0.366 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.093 0.134 0.310 0.025 0.035 0.807 -0.487 

INT_MEAN <--- DATT_MEAN 0.285 0.269 0.073 0.777 0.553 0.000 2.065** 

INT_MEAN <--- PBC_MEAN1 0.099 0.097 0.517 0.401 0.300 0.018 1.321 

INT_MEAN <--- SN_MEAN 0.532 0.518 0.000 0.293 0.219 0.065 -1.168 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

Source: AMOS output, calculations in SPSS 

 

Regression weight differences: male vs. female 

Path 
 

Gender_male Gender_female  

Estimate Std.est P Estimate Std.est. P z-score 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCRB_MEAN 0.319 0.620 0.000 0.184 0.395 0.004 -1.513 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCE_MEAN 0.005 0.014 0.899 0.145 0.323 0.033 1.740* 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN 0.068 0.180 0.108 -0.079 -0.168 0.278 -1.744* 

PBC_MEAN1 <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.149 0.194 0.205 0.419 0.557 0.000 1.634 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.032 0.047 0.700 0.124 0.178 0.280 0.646 
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INT_MEAN <--- DATT_MEAN 0.583 0.451 0.000 0.129 0.112 0.481 -1.839* 

INT_MEAN <--- PBC_MEAN1 0.208 0.181 0.159 0.391 0.368 0.021 0.817 

INT_MEAN <--- SN_MEAN 0.364 0.301 0.015 0.629 0.584 0.000 1.317 

Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

Source: AMOS output, calculations in SPSS 

Regression weight differences – no experience vs. experience  

   Exp_no Exp_yes  

   Estimate Std. est P Estimate Std. est P z-score 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPCRB_MEAN 0.244 0.426 0.005 0.284 0.653 0.000 0.401 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEE_MEAN 0.070 0.153 0.313 0.011 0.031 0.781 -0.728 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPEB_MEAN 0.028 0.055 0.700 0.058 0.156 0.173 0.355 

PBC_MEAN1 <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.471 0.481 0.005 0.211 0.334 0.019 -1.372 

DATT_MEAN <--- OExPT_MEAN 0.212 0.229 0.162 0.009 0.015 0.892 -1.226 

INT_MEAN <--- DATT_MEAN 0.124 0.102 0.564 0.667 0.542 0.000 2.117** 

INT_MEAN <--- PBC_MEAN1 0.435 0.380 0.032 0.195 0.167 0.145 -0.987 

INT_MEAN <--- SN_MEAN 0.543 0.456 0.002 0.352 0.299 0.007 -0.860 

  Notes: *** p-value < 0.01; ** p-value < 0.05; * p-value < 0.10 

Source: AMOS output, calculations in SPSS 

 

T-tests: Mean Comparison in Intention (Age) 
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T-tests: Mean Comparison in Intention (Gender) 

 
 

  
T-tests: Mean Comparison in Intention (Experience) 
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Appendix K: Full-scale questionnaire 

Page 1: Introduction page 

Welcome to the survey and thank you for participating!  

The topic of the survey is related to travel accommodation choice and will be used for my 

master thesis research. You will be asked questions about your thoughts and opinions. 

There are no right or wrong answers. The survey takes appoximately 6-7 minutes to 

complete and you can follow your progress in the status bar in the bottom. Be assured that 

you answers will be kept in strict confidentiality and your participation is anonymous.  

Your participation is very much appreciated!  

Please click "Next" to begin. 

 

Page 2: External Variables 

Are you familiar with any of these companies? Which ones? Multiple answer selection is 

possible. 

(1)  Couchsurfing 

(2)  Aribnb 

(3)  Netflix 

(4)  Uber 

(5)  HomeAway 

(6)  I am not familiar with any of the above mentioned 

 

Have you ever used the services of any of the following? Which ones? Multiple answer selection 

is possible. 

(1)  Couchsurfing 

(2)  Aribnb 

(3)  Netflix 

(4)  Uber 

(5)  HomeAway 

(6)  I haven't used any of the above mentioned 
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What type of accommodation do you usually choose while on vacation? Multiple answer 

selection is possible. 

(1)  Budget Hotel 

(2)  Hostel 

(3)  Luxury Hotel 

(4)  Bed and Breakfast / Guesthouse 

(5)  Camping 

(6)  Vacation rentals / Villas  

(7)  Hospitality exchange / Home stays 

(8)  Other  _____ 

 

How do you organize your holiday? 

(1)  Through a travel agent 

(2)  Alone 

(3)  Both 

 

Page 3: Behavior explained 

In the following section you will be asked a series of questions relating to your opinion on 

"sharing accommodation through an online platform with a stranger for free or for a 

fee in the next 12 months". Please keep in mind the following: 

 

The word "sharing" can refer to both providing accommodation (as a host) and using 

accommodation (as a guest) 

"Accommodation" refers to all types of private space such as whole apartment, house, 

room, bed, shelter, etc.  

"Through an online platform" means that the "hosting" or "guesting" is arranged online  

"Stranger" refers to a person you initially are not familiar with 

The housing arrangement can be for free or a fee can be charged 

"Next 12 months" count from the day you fill out the survey 

Please note that some of the questions might have a similar pattern or sound identical, but 

they are all important for the purpose of the study. 
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Page 4: PCRB, PCE, PEB items 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements on the scale from 

(1) to (7). Please keep in mind that the answers to the left mean that you disagree with the 

statement, while answers to the right mean that you agree with the statement 

 

 

For me, sharing (providing or using) accommodation through an online platform with a stranger 

for free or for a fee in the next 12 months would… 

 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree  

Strongly 

agree 

...allow me to be part of a 

group of likeminded people 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...allow me to belong to a 

group of people with similar 

interests  

(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...make others do the same 

for me on another occasion 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...be fair to others doing the 

same 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...allow me to build new 

relationships with new people 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...strengthen the relationship 

between me and others doing 

the same 

(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  
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Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree  

Strongly 

agree 

...help me expand my 

network 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...reduce the consumption of 

energy and other resources 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...reduce the negative 

enviornmental impact 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...make me a more socially 

responsible person 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...save me money (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...improve my economic 

situation  
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...benefit me financially (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Page 5: Perceived Trust items 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements on the scale from 

(1) to (7). Please keep in mind that the answers to the left mean that you disagree with the 

statement, while answers to the right mean that you agree with the statement 

 

 

I believe that people with whom I share travel accommodation... 

 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree  

Strongly 

agree 

...will keep their promises (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  



107 

 

 

Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree or 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 
Agree  

Strongly 

agree 

...are likely to be reliable  (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...are most likely honest (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...are kind (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...will put my interest before 

their own 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...will be well-meaning (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...are competent (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...know how to be a good 

host/guest 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

...know how sharing 

accommodation works 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Page 6: Outcome evaluations 

Please complete the following statements:  

 

Very 

undesirable 

Undesirabl

e 

Somewhat 

undesirable 

Neither 

desirable 

nor 

undesirable 

Somewhat 

desirable 
Desirable 

Very 

desirable 

Doing something good for the 

environment is... 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Trusting people is... (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Saving money is... (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  
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Very 

undesirable 

Undesirabl

e 

Somewhat 

undesirable 

Neither 

desirable 

nor 

undesirable 

Somewhat 

desirable 
Desirable 

Very 

desirable 

Being part of a community 

is... 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Page 7: Direct Measurement of Attitude 

To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements on the scale from 

(1) to (7). Please keep in mind that the answers to the left mean that you disagree with the 

statement, while answers to the right mean that you agree with the statement 

 

 

For me, sharing (providing or using) private travel accommodation through an online platform 

with a stranger in the next 12 months would be… 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Harmful (1) - Beneficial (7) (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Foolish (1) - Wise (7) (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Unenjoyable(1) - Enjoyable(7) (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Unimportant (1) - Important 

(7) 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Undesirable (1) - Desirable 

(7) 
(-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Worthless (1) - Valuable (7) (-3)  (-2)  (-1)  (0)  (1)  (2)  (3)  

Page 8: PBC and Subjective Norm 

You are almost there, a few more questions left. Please give your opinion on the following 

questions: 
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Most people who are important to me think that sharing travel accommodation through an online 

platform with a stranger in the next 12 months is a good idea. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

For me, to share travel accommodation through an online platform with a stranger in the next 12 

months will be... 

(3)  Very easy 

(2)  Easy 

(1)  Quite easy 

(0)  Neither easy nor difficult 

(-1)  Quite difficult 

(-2)  Difficult 

(-3)  Very difficult 

 

 

People whose opinion I value will approve of me sharing travel accommodation through an 

online platform with a stranger in the next 12 months. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor diagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 
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(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

The people in my life whose opinion I value share travel accommodation through an online 

platform with a stranger.  

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

People like me share travel accommodation through an online platform with a stranger. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

I am confident that I could share travel accommodation through an online platform with a 

stranger in the next 12 months. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 
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(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

Whether I share travel accommodation through an online platform with a stranger in the next 12 

months or not is entirely up to me. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree  

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

Page 9: Intention 

I intend to share (provide or use) travel accommodation through an online platform with a 

stranger in the next 12 months. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree  

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

I am determined to share (provide or use) travel accommodation through an online platform with 

a stranger in the next 12 months. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 
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(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

 

I have decided to share (provide or use) travel accommodation through an online platform with a 

stranger in the next 12 months. 

(-3)  Strongly disagree 

(-2)  Disagree 

(-1)  Somewhat disagree 

(0)  Neither agree nor disagree 

(1)  Somewhat agree 

(2)  Agree 

(3)  Strongly agree 

 

Page 10: Demographics 

 

Please enter your age: 

_____ 

 

 

I am a... 

(2)  Female  

(1)  Male 
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What is the highest level of education you have completed or the highest degree you have 

received? 

(1)  Less than a high school degree 

(2)  High school degree 

(3)  Bachelor degree or equivalent  

(4)  Master degree or equivalent 

(5)  Doctorate degree 

 

Page 11: Final Page 

Congratulations, you have reached the end of the survey! 

Thank you once again for participation!  

For questions or remarks, feel free to contract me at: kiki13ab@student.cbs.dk 

 

 

 


