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Summary 
 

Following the financial crisis of 2007-2008, people variously began to re-evaluate 

their consumption patterns and the value of ownership. In addition, technological 

developments shifted co-ownership into a sharing model, at the same time 

revolutionizing the marketplace. Consequently, the rise of virtual markets led to the 

first sharing economy platforms as an alternative channel for customers to access 

goods and services previously provided by long-established players in industries 

such as hospitality and personal mobility. In the tourism sector, in particular, the 

sharing economy is a widely accepted and fully developed concept, providing users 

with the opportunity to utilize services without ownership. Nowadays, tourists are 

also increasingly looking for authentic meaningful experiences that can be 

considered memorable and unique. Scientific research on the tourism sharing 

economy, especially in the accommodation sector, has grown exponentially in 

recent years. Many studies in the existing literature demonstrate how individual use 

sharing economy platforms are successful due to their novelty, autonomy and the 

provision of social connections. Despite the high-level adoption of sharing 

economy platforms in tourism and the large number of research papers dealing with 

this phenomenon, few studies have explored the role of customer engagement in 

explaining the intention of tourists to use sharing economy platforms. In addition, 

authenticity remains an ongoing debate and several tourist managers are far from 

offering an authentic tourist experience. An authentic experience is perceived as an 

essential factor for revisiting a location and a strong motive for visiting new places. 

The overall aim of this doctoral thesis is to investigate the role of authenticity and 

customer engagement in creating loyalty to sharing economy platforms, hence 

providing both a theoretical and practical contribution. In the tourism environment, 

customer engagement is defined as a customer’s personal connection to a brand, as 

manifested in cognitive, affective and behavioral responses beyond the purchase; 

authenticity is defined as the level of enjoyment of tourists and how they perceive 

experiences as genuine. This thesis focuses on the Airbnb platform, known as a 

marketplace with a mission to deliver unique travel experiences. It is also 

considered as the “poster child” of the sharing economy, offering more than seven 
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million unique places to stay in more than 100,000 cities in 220 countries and 

regions. Specifically, the thesis provides an overview of the sharing economy 

investigating the main factors that affect customer engagement with such platforms, 

concentrating especially on perceived authenticity. From the perspectives of 

tourists, it also investigates how customer loyalty is created or forfeited, the best 

recipe for which can be verified the presence and absence of customer loyalty.  

The thesis adopts a mixed-method approach and comprises four research papers 

dealing with different aspects of the use of sharing economy platforms in tourism. 

The first two papers are reviews of the literature and provide the basis for the 

development of the third and fourth empirical papers, which analyze the data 

collected through an online survey of Italian tourists who used the services provided 

by Airbnb in the previous 12 months. Specifically, the third paper adopts a 

quantitative methodology to understand the role of authenticity and customer 

engagement in loyalty to tourism-related sharing economy platforms. The fourth 

paper adopts a qualitative approach and focuses on the analysis of the antecedents 

of loyalty in the sharing economy and the tourism sector. The four papers are 

described briefly below.  

The first paper is entitled “Drivers of customer engagement in online brand 

communities: a systematic literature review of the last decade” and comprises a 

systematic review of the literature, focusing on the main drivers of customer 

engagement in online brand communities. This introductory study was necessary to 

provide a thorough understanding of customer engagement and its indicators. Given 

the scarcity of research into customer engagement with sharing economy platforms, 

the review was expanded to include studies of engagement in online brand 

communities in general. For the analysis, 89 papers were selected from two 

important scientific databases i.e., Web of Science and Scopus. The main objective 

of the paper is to review and systematize the factors influencing customer 

engagement in online brand communities. The current study provides an overview 

of the topic over time, identifying the main drivers, organized into three groups: 

i.e., affective and hedonic; functional and utilitarian; and experiential drivers. Based 

on the research findings some directions for research are indicated, together with 



 6 

important guidelines for managers seeking to develop effective strategies to 

increase customer engagement. 

The second paper is entitled “A review of the role of authenticity in a sharing 

economy: a three-method approach”. For this literature review, three different 

approaches were adopted including a quantitative systematic review, bibliometric 

analysis and content analysis. For this purpose, two databases were used i.e., Web 

of Science and Scopus, identifying 36 papers that are relevant for the study. The 

first part of the systematic literature review represents the state of the art of research 

in the field considering the number of publications and journals, type of research 

(conceptual, empirical and review) and methodology adopted (qualitative, 

quantitative and mixed). Based on the number of citations and the keywords, a 

bibliometric approach was then used, to provide an updated review of the role of 

authenticity in the sharing economy. Lastly, content analysis was very useful in 

drafting a conceptual map with the most important topics of selected papers such 

as Airbnb, authenticity, experience, social interaction, the sharing economy, 

loyalty, host, satisfaction and risk. These topics are a useful starting point for further 

exploratory analysis. In addition, practitioners can benefit from a better 

understanding of the role of authenticity in sharing economy platforms.  

The third paper is entitled “Authenticity and customer engagement with tourism-

related sharing economy platforms among Italian tourists: a PLS-SEM approach”. 

The analysis was carried out via 242 questionnaires collected by an online survey. 

The respondents were Italian tourists who, in the previous 12 months, had used the 

services offered by Airbnb. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling 

(PLS-SEM) was adopted to empirically investigate the effect of authenticity on 

customer engagement and loyalty, as well as the mediating effect of engagement 

on the relationship between authenticity and loyalty. First, the effects of customer 

engagement indicators (i.e., involvement, interactivity and commitment) on 

customer engagement were analyzed. Then the effects of authenticity on customer 

engagement and loyalty were tested. Finally, the focus of the analysis moved on to 

the mediating effect of customer engagement on the relationship between perceived 

authenticity and loyalty. This quantitative research provides a significant 

contribution in the academic and practitioner context with new data on the effect of 
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authenticity on customer engagement and loyalty and the mediating effect of 

customer engagement in the relationship between perceived authenticity and 

customer loyalty.  

The fourth paper adopts a qualitative approach and is entitled “The success recipe 

for customer loyalty in the tourism sharing economy: a fuzzy set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis (fsQCA)”. This research provides a holistic understanding 

of customer loyalty in Airbnb accommodation in Italy. Two models were explored, 

i.e., the presence (model 1) and absence (model 2) of customer loyalty. The results 

indicated different “recipes”, i.e., different combinations of three conditions i.e., 

satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity as causes of positive or negative 

loyalty. This paper provides an important contribution to the literature and practice 

in the context of the tourism sharing economy. Through fuzzy-set qualitative 

comparative analysis the best combinations of the determinants of customer’s 

loyalty were identified. 

Combining the strengths of qualitative and quantitative analysis, this doctoral thesis 

makes important theoretical contributions to the understanding of the tourism 

sharing economy field and suggests directions for further research. In particular, 

the literature reviews i.e., quantitative systematic review, the bibliometric analysis 

and content analysis (papers 1 and 2) provide both researchers and managers with 

useful insights into the current state of the art in this field of research. In addition, 

papers 3 and 4, via a quantitative and qualitative methodology respectively, suggest 

new pathways to advance the theoretical and practical understanding of the 

implications for sharing economy platforms in tourism. According to the United 

Nations World Tourism Organization UNWTO (2020) the tourism sector is “one 

of the hardest-hit by the outbreak of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19)”. Due to 

the economic super shock caused by this event, it is very important to develop 

effective strategies to enhance customer engagement and customer loyalty in the 

tourism sharing economy. The results of this research are a reference point for 

future studies and for managers of sharing economy platforms when the economy 

restarts after the global pandemic.    
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Paper 1 

 

Drivers of customer engagement in online brand 

communities: a systematic literature review of the last 

decade 

 

Abstract 

Purpose - Due to the rapid development of technology and internet in recent 

decades, customers have become more demanding regarding products and services. 

Consequently, the customer’s role has become crucial in online brand communities 

(OBCs) which have grown significantly. Though many scholars have focused 

increasingly on this topic, few recent studies provide a broad overview of the 

drivers that influence customer engagement in these virtual brand communities.  

Methodology - For this purpose, a systematic review of the literature from 2011 to 

2019 was carried out. The study builds on a total of 89 articles selected from online 

academic databases, Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus, and with the help of 

content analysis (using NVivo 10) the main drivers of customer engagement were 

identified, focusing on the B2C context.  

Findings - Initial findings indicate the evolution of the topic in terms of 

publications in journals, types of articles (conceptual, empirical or review), 

methodologies (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed). An in-depth analysis of the 

selected papers identified three key factors i.e., affective and hedonic; functional 

and utilitarian; experiential drivers potentially involved in customer engagement in 

OBCs.  

Originality - This systematic literature review contributes to the understanding of 

consumer engagement in OBCs. The paper provides an extended overview of the 

topic and some guidelines for scholars in analyzing OBCs, representing a starting 

point for further exploratory research. Furthermore, findings provide managers with 
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some useful indications of how to develop effective strategies to enhance the level 

of customer engagement in the online community environment.  

Keywords: customer engagement, online brand community, literature review 

 

Introduction 

Customer engagement is a relevant variable to understand the relationship between 

companies and customers. Recently, customers have been paying increasing 

attention to the brands of the products and services they use daily. The first brand 

communities (BCs) emerged as a result of the increase in customer-brand 

engagement. Muniz and O’Guinn (2001, p. 412) define a brand community as 

“specialized, non-geographically bound, based on a structured set of social relations 

among admirers of a brand”. Furthermore, Fournier and Lee (2009) assume that a 

brand community is created by and for customers who have a relationship with the 

brand as well as with the community in which they participate. Through the use of 

BCs, customers can share their passions and acquire information regarding their 

favorite brands (Zaglia, 2013).  

In recent years, the massive take-up of internet, social media and new technologies 

has led to an explosion in online brand communities (OBCs). Porter and Donthu 

(2008, p. 115), define OBCs as an “aggregation of individuals or business partners 

who interact based on a shared interest, where the interaction is supported or 

mediated by technology”. The internet and mobile technology provide a new, 

massive space and strategic opportunity to develop a BC at low cost, at the same 

time reinforcing existing brand identity to obtain a competitive advantage 

(Srivastava et al., 1998; Rust et al., 2004; Langley et al., 2014; Schau et al., 2009). 

According to recent studies by Zaglia (2013) and Bowden et al. (2017), OBCs allow 

customers to join online brand groups, to exchange information and/or experiences 

and express their feelings about the focal brand. The “brand” is the main focus of 

OBCs, so customers interact with the online community to gain a sense of 

belonging to a community of like-minded customers with the same interest in the 

brand (Kim et al., 2008). Therefore, companies need to refine their strategies to 

improve their relationships with customers and to involve them in brand co-creation 

(Tsai et al., 2012). In previous studies, the concept of brand co-creation emerges 
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from the hypothesis that customers are not passive buyers of a brand, but 

proactively participate in the creation of brand experiences (Prahalad and 

Ramaswamy, 2004; Vargo and Lusch, 2004). In the case of social media 

communities, co-creative branding requires the participation and involvement of 

customers (Hajli et al., 2017). 

Initially the concept of customer engagement was studied in the field of 

organizational behavior and psychology (Huo et al., 2010; Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Later it was adopted in studies of marketing, focusing on brand communities 

(Bowden, 2009; Vivek, 2009; Sprott et al., 2009).  

Algesheimer et al. (2005) define customer engagement in the context of OBCs as 

the customer’s intrinsic motivation to interact and cooperate with the other 

community members. Brodie’s et al. (2013) describe customer engagement in the 

online environment as a multidimensional construct characterized by three main 

dimensions: cognitive, emotional and behavioral. Members are interested in 

helping others in the community to take part in joint activities, thus enhancing direct 

communication with the brand and other trusted parties. Customer engagement is 

considered a key factor in the process of communication and acts as a significant 

factor in creating brand trust (Liu et al., 2018). According to Braun et al. (2016), 

customer engagement in an offline context is more demanding and requires more 

resources. For example, more time is required to be personally on site and to assist 

other customers than simply recounting an experience on a social media platform.  

Increasingly, researchers focus their studies on OBCs. From the firm’s perspective, 

it leverages its social interaction with customers in order to achieve its marketing 

objective (Balagué and deValck, 2013; Malthouse et al., 2013). Most drivers of 

customer engagement have been investigated in-depth, by various scholars, 

adopting qualitative and quantitative analyses. Hook et al. (2018) analyzed the 

indicators and consequences of participation in brand communities based on the 

online, offline and social media contexts. From the findings five categories of 

indicators emerged: self-related, social-related, information-related, entertainment-

related and technology-related. Chan et al. (2014) focused on social networking 

sites providing indicators and the consequences of customer engagement in brand 

communities. These indicators were particularly related to community 



 11 

characteristics. In other cases, researchers have focused on specific contexts, for 

example, social media platforms (Facebook, Twitter etc), websites or microblogs, 

without providing an overview. Other studies, such as Heinonen (2018), 

concentrate on the context of online interest communities and do not focus 

specifically on OBCs and their core, “the brand”. This paper responds to the 

following research question: What are the factors affecting customer engagement 

in OBCs in the B2C context? To respond to this research question, a systematic 

review of the literature was carried out, and 89 articles selected for analysis from 

two academic databases, Web of Science (WoS) and Scopus. A systematic review 

of the literature is a form of secondary data analysis and is a “transparent and 

reproducible process of selection, analysis and reporting of previously conducted 

research on a specific subject” (Denyer and Tranfield, 2009, p.671). A systematic 

review is valuable because it provides an understanding of the current state of 

customer engagement in OBC research without limitations in relation to time, 

countries, subjects, journals and sectors. Hence, it provides an extended overview 

of the topic, focusing on the B2C context, only in the online environment and 

considering the characteristics of both the community and the brand. As researchers 

have argued, to understand consumer engagement behavior, first of all it is 

necessary to understand why customers go online (Kunz et al., 2011; Brodie et al., 

2013; Makri and Schlegelmilch, 2017). This study can guide managers seeking to 

develop effective strategies and scholars wishing to analyze OBCs. 

Based on this review, three main drivers affecting the engagement of customers in 

OBCs were identified i.e., affective and hedonic; functional and utilitarian; 

experiential.  

This study acknowledges limitations regarding its research criteria, the exclusion 

of proceedings apers and the choice of the scientific databases, which might 

influence the generalizability of the results.  

The paper is structured as follows. After the introduction (Section 1) and the 

theoretical background (Section 2) related to definitions of customer engagement 

and OBCs, Section 3 presents the research methodology. Section 4 sets out the 

descriptive results in two parts, the first illustrating the handling and evolution of 

the topic over time, and the second characterizing the main drivers emerging from 
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the analysis of selected papers. The results are discussed in Section 5, and Section 

6 provides some practical implications. Finally, Section 7 describes the limitations 

of the study and provides some proposals for future research.  

 

Literature review 

Customer-brand engagement  

Engagement is an emerging concept in marketing literature (Dessart et al., 2016; 

Hollebeek et al, 2014) and in recent decades has been studied in various fields such 

as educational psychology (e.g., Fredricks et al., 2004), organizational behavior 

(e.g., Rich et al., 2010) and information systems (e.g., O’Brien and Toms, 2010). 

The existing literature includes various definitions of customer engagement as a 

sub-concept of the term “engagement”. Brodie et al. (2013) conceptualize customer 

engagement as a multidimensional concept including cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral dimensions. In Hollebeek et al. (2014), these three dimensions are 

described in terms of cognitive processing (in a given consumer-brand interaction), 

affection (positive brand-related affect in a given consumer-brand interaction) and 

activation (energy, effort and time spent on a brand in a given consumer/brand 

interaction). Another definition of customer engagement is provided by Vivek et al. 

(2012, p. 127) as “the intensity of an individual’s participation in and connection 

with an organization’s offerings and organizational activities, which either the 

customer or the organization initiate”. Further, customer brand engagement in 

which the key engagement is with the brand, is defined as “the level of a customer’s 

motivational, brand-related and context-dependent state of mind characterized by 

specific levels of cognitive, emotional and behavioural activity in brand 

interactions” (Hollebeek, 2011, p. 555). Consumer engagement with a brand has 

also been defined as “behaviors [that] go beyond transactions and may be 

specifically defined as a consumer’s behavioral manifestations that have a brand or 

firm focus, beyond purchase, resulting from motivational drivers” (Van Doorn et 

al., 2010, p. 254). According to Kahn (1990), people engage by investing their 

cognitive, emotional and physical energy into their work roles. Based on this 

theory, many studies have focused on how a high level of customer engagement 

means investing these energies and interacting with the brand which is the core of 
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the community (Brodie et al., 2013; Hollebeek et al., 2014). Hence, many scholars 

describe customer engagement as a continuum variable where the participation of 

customers varies from non-engaged to highly engaged (Brodie et al., 2013; Bryson 

and Hand, 2007). As Prahalad and Ramaswamy (2004) mention, the engagement 

of customers in brand communities increases the co-created value, especially in the 

online environment, where they interact in brand related blogs or provide online 

feedback about specific brands (Brodie et al., 2013). With the development of 

technology, engagement practices evolved, such as writing customer reviews, 

liking and sharing brand videos, blogs etc.  

 

Online brand communities 

A community is defined by Rheingold (2000) and Rothaermel and Sugiyamaas 

(2001) as an organization of individuals or small groups that have an intention to 

get together and a sense of reciprocal responsibility. In the past, brand communities 

were geographically bounded and developed only in the offline context. However, 

in the internet era customers began to use online forums to obtain information 

related to products and/or services before they decide to buy. Quinton and Harridge-

March (2010, p. 61) found that “an online community can provide a neutral, fairly 

low risk environment through which someone can express an opinion, learn more 

and develop relationships with others if they desire”. For instance, an online brand 

community is defined as an online space, where individuals feel part of it and where 

they can interact on a given topic or interest, provide and share information about 

branded products/services (Rothaermel and Sugiyama, 2001). Further, online 

communities are identified as web-based online services that support and facilitate 

information exchanges between community members (Malinen, 2015). Similarly, 

Madupu and Cooley (2010) define an online brand community as aggregated virtual 

space, where communication is supported by technology and where individuals 

communicate over shared interests. Brand communities enable customers to 

enhance their interaction with the brand and with other community members, acting 

as brand ambassadors (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2000). As Füller et al. (2008) 

highlight, in this manner, companies consider their customers partners who 

contribute to gathering information and, at the same time, are innovative and 
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successful. So, the essence of an OBC is the interaction between members 

motivated to exchange information (Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). Sung et al. (2010) 

describe the three main functions of an OBC. First, it is used as a communications 

channel between companies and their customers in order to obtain feedback 

regarding their products and services. Second, it helps to establish relations between 

current and potential customers. It also affects the development and maintenance 

of long-term relationships between customers and the brand. Lastly, it facilitates 

customer brand loyalty and commitment. The existing literature uses several 

classifications of on-line brand communities (e.g., Porter, 2004, Henri and Pudelko, 

2003 and Kozinets, 1999), but the two most important kinds, based on who built 

them, are: (1) consumer-initiated communities voluntarily built by their members 

and (2) company-initiated communities built by the company that owns the brand. 

Social media are defined by Kaplan and Haenlein (2010, p. 60) as “a group of 

Internet-based applications that build on ideological and technological foundations 

of Web 2.0 and allow the creation and exchange of user-generated content” which 

is important in the development of online brand communities.  

 

Methodology 

The aim of this systematic review of the literature is to analyze the state of customer 

engagement in OBCs in order to identify the main drivers of customer engagement.  

Two academic databases, the Web of Science Core Collection (SCI-EXPANDED, 

SSCI, A&HCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH and ESCI) and Scopus, were used to identify 

articles on customer engagement in OBCs. Aghaei et al. (2013) regard Web of 

Science (WoS) and Scopus as the most comprehensive and authoritative scientific 

databases. The analysis was conducted in WoS using as keywords for the selection 

of papers: “online brand community (customer OR consumer) engagement” in 

“Topic”, without any restrictions on the subject or publication date. Then constrains 

were added regarding “Document Types” (“Article” and “Review”) and 

“Languages”, “English” being the executive language of the research (Merlì et al., 

2018).  
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A similar search was carried out in Scopus. In this case, the keywords used in the 

“Article title, Abstract, Keywords” section were: “customer engagement” OR 

“consumer engagement” AND “online brand community” OR “online brand 

communities” limited to “Document type” (“Article” and “Review”), “Source type” 

(“Journals”) and “Language” (“English).  

After the search of two databases, a total of 250 distinct contributions were 

identified. Since proceedings papers are not published in scientific journals, they 

were not analyzed for this research.  Only papers written in English were 

considered. The total number of papers limited by this condition falls to 222. The 

two databases may share articles, so all items were checked to avoid duplications 

and 22 removed. Consequently, the initial sample consists of 200 published articles. 

After the first selection, all the abstracts of the data set were carefully read to 

understand which articles were important for the current analysis, at the same time 

maintaining the search process in line with the objectives of this study. As a result, 

33 articles were removed because they were not relevant for the analysis, which 

focuses on the drivers of customer engagement in OBCs, in the B2C context. The 

reading of abstracts is not sufficient to achieve the research goal, so all the 

remaining articles were read carefully and in full. This resulted in 78 articles being 

excluded from the final sample, as irrelevant for the study, dealing not with the 

motivations for customer engagement in OBCs but in information technology or 

with the effect of customer engagement on business performance or the sports field. 

The remaining 89 articles were selected for the review and placed on a single spread 

sheet for more detailed analysis.  

After reading the full text of the final data set of 89 papers, the second step consists 

in dividing the analysis into two parts. The first part looked at the distribution of 

papers over time and in the journals, to establish the trend This was followed by 

looking at the papers in terms of the type of article (conceptual, empirical or review) 

and the research method (qualitative, quantitative or mixed). The results of the 

study were represented graphically to demonstrate the progress of the topic over the 

years. An overview of the selection process is shown in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Flow diagram of article selection process 

 

The second part of the study analyzed the remaining full-text articles, identifying 

the drivers of customer engagement in online brand communities. This step adopted 

a deductive-inductive approach (Orzes et al., 2018), using NVivo 10 software to 

identify and explore the drivers of customer engagement in OBCs. The main 

categories (i.e., drivers) were identified a priori by the researcher (the deductive 

approach), while the factors emerged from the content analysis carried out with 

NVivo 10 (the inductive approach). Content analysis was adopted, since it is 

deemed a flexible method for text data analysis (Cavanagh, 1997). According to 

Weber (1990), this qualitative research method not only facilitates the counting of 

words but is able to classify a large amount of text data, dividing them into 

categories with a similar meaning. Hence, it provides “knowledge and 

understanding of the phenomenon under study” (Downe-Wamboldt, 1992, p. 314). 

Therefore, in the qualitative data analysis software (NVivo 10) all the articles in the 

final sample were uploaded to identify the 100 most frequent words with a 

minimum length of 5 letters. The outcomes identify potential factors that can be 

defined as drivers of customer engagement in OBCs. The results of the analysis are 

presented more in-depth in Section 3. 
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Results 

The results section describes the distribution of the papers over time, in the journals, 

the types of articles (conceptual, empirical or review), methodologies (qualitative, 

quantitative, or mixed) and the main drivers of customer engagement in online 

brand communities, as identified from the selected papers. 

 

Trend in the topic 

The database analysis shows that the interest of researchers in customer 

engagement in OBCs has grown only in the last eight years (2011- 2019). 77.53% 

of the articles selected for review were published in the period 2015-2018. Hence, 

the explosion of publications on this topic is a recent phenomenon. Figure 2 shows 

the trend in publications over time with a sharp increase in publications after 2015, 

with 2018 as the most productive year for research on this topic. 2011 was the year 

in which the least number of articles were published (only 3). In the reference 

period, up to March 2019, 3 articles were published. 

 

 

Figure 2.  Distribution of publications over time 

 

As shown in Figure 3, the journals that published most articles (at least 3) on 

customer engagement in OBCs are the Journal of Service Management, Journal of 

Retailing and Consumer Services, Journal of Research and Interactive Marketing, 

Journal of Marketing Management etc. The articles selected for this review were 

published in 50 journals in different fields, but mostly in marketing and 

management. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of the publications in journals 

(Journals with at least 3 published articles) 

 

Figure 4 shows the distribution in publications based on the type of article 

(conceptual, empirical or review), demonstrating a lack of conceptual and review 

studies. Mostly, the papers selected for the analysis are empirical (87 papers: 

97.75%). 

 

 

Figure 4. Distribution of publications based on type of article 

 

Figure 5 shows the distribution of methodologies applied in the articles. Most 

articles were quantitative (64 papers; 73.56%) and a number of articles adopted a 

mixed approach (13 papers; 14.94%). For the quantitative analysis, most authors 

analyzed the data using structural equation modelling (SEM) techniques.  

 

Figure 5. Distribution of publications based on research methodology 
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Analysis of drivers of customer engagement in online brand communities  

Firstly, the three main categories, - 1) affective and hedonic; 2) functional and 

utilitarian; 3) experiential - were identified a priori by the researcher (the deductive 

approach). For the denomination of the key drivers as adjectives were used in line 

with Dessart el al. (2015) and Brodie et al. (2013) who also described customer 

engagement with adjectives. After an in-depth analysis of the 89 selected articles, 

using qualitative data analysis software (NVivo 10), the study identified 10 factors 

acting as drivers of customer engagement in OBCs according to the existing 

literature (Table. 1). 

 

 Affective and hedonic factors  

Social interaction is a very significant motivation for customers who want to 

communicate with other members of a brand community, sharing the same 

interests, goals or needs (Kamboj et al., 2018; Potdar et al., 2018; Heinonen, 2018; 

Jiao et al., 2018; Jin and Hang, 2017; Willis and Wang, 2016; Fernandes and 

Remelhe, 2016; Verhagen et al., 2015; Baldus et al., 2015; Seraj, 2012; Pagani and 

Mirabello, 2011;Claffey and Brady, 2017; Dessart, 2017; Tiruwa et al., 2016; 

Simon et al., 2016; Vernuccio et al., 2015; Brodie et al., 2013; Jahn and Kunz, 2012; 

Hsu et al., 2012, Ellison et al., 2007; Guo et al., 2016; Hammedi et al., 

2015;Labrecque, 2014; Kim et al., 2014; Zaglia, 2013, Porter et al., 2011; Pathak 

and Pathak-Shelat, 2017; Kandampully et al., 2015). Socialization is associated 

with the desire to attain and develop social and relational ties, which in the online 

environment are easier to achieve (Nambisan and Baron, 2009; Claffey and Brady, 

2017; Peters and Bodkin, 2018). As De Oliveira et al. (2016) empirically proved 

through a study conducted in Brazil, maintaining interpersonal interconnectivity is 

significant in order to explain customer engagement. This stimulus has a positive 

impact on the level of customer engagement (Osei-Frimpong and McLean, 2018; 

Triantafillidou and Siomkos, 2018; Loureiro and Kaufmann, 2018). From an 

empirical study conducted in an Asia country, it emerged that, in terms of customer 

engagement, social interaction is the most influential in the relationship between a 

brand and its customers (Chang and Fan, 2017). Informational and emotional 
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support among community members increase the level of customer engagement 

(Zhang et al., 2017). Customers participate in OBCs not only to interact with other 

members of the community but also to identify with them (Prentice et al., 2019; Liu 

et al., 2019). Lyu and Lim (2018) empirically demonstrate how perceived social 

support acts as a predictor of customer engagement in OBCs. In recent research, by 

Bianchi and Andrews (2018), peer communication was found to be the main driver 

of positive attitudes to engagement, allowing users to share their views and 

opinions. This interaction plays a vital role in their decision-making process, 

helping them especially where they have to decide to buy branded product X or Y 

(Campbell et al., 2014). Islam and Rahman. (2017) also empirically demonstrated 

the positive influence of virtual interactivity on BCs with customer engagement. 

Virtual interactivity refers to “the extent to which online users might participate in 

adjusting the content of a website in real time” (Steuer, 1992, p. 84) and according 

to Jang et al. (2008) it involves a degree of information exchange between 

community members. The results of Islam and Rahman (2017) reveal that virtual 

interactivity positively influences customer engagement (Chou and Sawang, 2015). 

Social media networks serve as an effective electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) 

tool (Farzin and Fattahi, 2018). Kaur et al. (2018) empirically demonstrated the 

positive influence of social interaction and the intention of customers to continue 

using OBCs. Collective customer orientation, a sense of belonging (Markus and 

Kitayama, 1991; Zhang et al., 2018), positively influences a social media brand 

community. The perceived high degree of interactivity and sociability with other 

members impacts positively on customer engagement with a brand page (Carlson 

et al., 2018). Based on the description of extroversion as “the intensity of an 

individual being attractive and social” (Choi et al., 2015; Ekinci and Dawes, 2009), 

Islam et al. (2017) analyzed the relationship that can exist between extroversion and 

customer engagement in OBCs. The findings indicate a positive relationship, which 

means that the more individuals are predisposed to be social and attractive, the 

higher their level of engagement. The qualitative analysis of Marbach et al. (2016) 

highlights how extroverts have a higher level of engagement in OCs than others. 

According to Chahal and Rani (2017), the intensity of social relationships between 

users on social media has a positive effect on online engagement. In previous 
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studies, the term social value is considered the interpersonal connectivity and social 

enhancement value that customers obtain from the use of brand microblogs 

(Dholakia et al., 2004; Nambisan and Baron, 2009). Jin and Huang (2017) 

empirically demonstrated the positive effect of perceived social value and the 

intention to participate. The idea of sharing information, content and experience 

with other members motivates greater customer engagement with OBCs (Dessart 

et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Jani et al., 2018). An analysis of interviews in 

Braun et al. (2016) shows that through engagement in an online environment, users 

intend to stay in contact with other community members and to intensify the 

relationship with them. Using past experience, customers enhance their 

participation in OBCs with the main aim of helping other members with various 

issues (Baldus et al., 2015).  

Brand likeability positively influences customer participation in OBCs. This factor 

is one of the stimuli with a significant effect on customer engagement in OBCs, 

particularly in social media. Customers who love the brand, are interested in it or 

hold the brand in high regard are more interested in belonging to a brand community 

(Kamboj et al., 2018; Vernuccio et al., 2015; Parrott et al., 2015; Thompson et al., 

2018, Tiruwa et al., 2016). In addition, users who are passionate about the brand 

are more likely to participate in OBCs (Baldus et al., 2015; Zaglia, 2013).  

Several academic studies consider entertainment a significant antecedent variable 

of customer engagement in OBCs (Kamboj et al., 2018; Bianchi and Andrews, 

2018; Heinonen, 2018; Gutierrez-Cillan et al., 2017; Jin and Huang, 2017; Weiger 

et al, 2017; Khan et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015). 

Entertainment value refers to passing the time and relaxing, which customers can 

obtain from taking part in an online brand community (Dholakia et al., 2004; Zaglia, 

2013). Being an actor in an OC is often considered a pastime, offering fun and 

relaxation (Heinonen, 2018; Eigenraam et al., 2018; De Oliveira et al., 2016; Kuo 

and Feng, 2013). In their research, Baldus (2018) and Loureiro and Kaufmann 

(2018) considered entertainment a hedonic reward for engagement in a virtual 

community. Bianchi and Andrews (2018) highlight the positive relation between 

enjoyment, defined as happiness, pleasure and flow and customer engagement 

through social media. A positive influence of entertainment on social media brand 
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engagement has been identified (Chahal and Rani, 2017; Bento et al., 2018; 

Triantafillidou and Siomkos, 2018). In a recent study conducted in India, on 

Facebook, entertaining proved the most influential motivation for customer 

engagement (Kujur and Singh, 2019). In blogs, entertainment is considered a key 

factor in engaging with customers (Van Esch et al., 2018). The intention to 

participate is positively affected by perceived entertainment value (Jin and Huang, 

2017). In in-depth interviews conducted by Braun et al. (2016), having fun with 

others were shown to motivate customers to engage more in OBCs.   

Brand trust positively influences customer participation in OBCs (Hsu, 2017; 

Islam and Rahman, 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Martìnez-Lòpez et al., 2017; Parrot 

et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2014; Kandampully et al., 2015). If customers have a strong 

relationship with the brand (because it offers good products/services, etc), they are 

more motivated to engage in OBCs and at the same time to recommend the brand 

to other community members (Potdar et al., 2018). The use of social media 

platforms by customers particularly affects the process of trust transfer between 

community members. Furthermore, Liu et al. (2018) found that the impact of brand 

trust in customer engagement is stronger for customers who use a mobile phone 

rather than a PC, because it is easier and more comfortable to navigate. Hence, the 

type of device used is important. The perception of customers regarding “whether 

an outcome and/or a transaction process is …reasonable, acceptable and just” 

known as perceived price fairness (Wirzt and Kimes, 2007, p.232) affects a 

community member’s engagement in online communities (Nguyen et al., 2016). 

An empirical study conducted by Martìnez-Lòpez et al. (2017) demonstrated that 

the greater the consumer’s trust in OBCs, the higher the engagement.  

According to Islam et al. (2018), consumers tend to interact with brands that help 

them to achieve their self-values, hence their ideals. Brand identification serves 

as a motivation for customer participation and relations with the brand community 

(Wirtz et al., 2013; Clark et al., 2017; Hsieh and Chang, 2016; Kelley and Alden, 

2016; Hammedi et al., 2015; Kim et al, 2014; Lee et al., 2012; Baldus, 2018; Simon 

et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2014). Customers who identify with 

the brand or brands which have a significant role in their lives are more motivated 

to engage in OBCs (Loureiro et al., 2015). Algesheimer et al. (2005), further 
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explored the idea of brand identification and demonstrated that a strong relationship 

with a brand can encourage customers to interact with like-minded customers who 

share their enthusiasm with the brand community. In a recent empirical study, 

Baldus (2018) found a positive relationship between self-expression and customer 

engagement. Self-expression was characterized as “the degree to which community 

members feel they can express their interests and opinions” freely. Islam et al. 

(2018) found no significant gender effect on brand identification. Furthermore, 

Marbach et al. (2016) identified the relationship between the personality traits of 

customers engaged in online brand communities (Kaur et al., 2018; Jiao et al., 2018; 

Guo et al., 2016; Labrecque, 2014; Lee et al., 2011). According to the research, 

seven personality traits influence more customer engagement: 

introversion/extroversion, (dis)agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to 

experience, need for activity, the need for learning and altruism. The findings of 

Islam’s et al. (2017) reveal that extraversion represents the strongest driver of 

customer engagement in OBCs, followed by openness to experience, neuroticism 

and agreeableness. Conscientiousness was found to be negatively related to 

customer engagement. When customers note a close congruence between their 

ideals and the brand community, they are more involved (Hollebeek et al., 2014; 

De Vries and Carlson, 2014). As Islam et al. (2018) and Guo et al. (2016) assumed, 

the influence of self/brand image congruity is related positively to customer 

engagement. From an empirical analysis conducted by Martìnez-Lòpez et al. (2017) 

the results indicate the positive influence of customer identification with an OBC 

and the degree of customer engagement. Often customers use brands in order to 

explain their self-concepts to others (Belk, 1988). A strong brand-self connection 

motivates user behavior and participation in BCs (Hsieh and Chang, 2016; Kumar 

and Nayak, 2018; Gong, 2018; Wong et al., 2018). Customers associate a brand 

with their self-concept, hence how they perceive themselves. Kelley and Alden 

(2016) analyzed the role of self-concept as the forerunner of interactivity in brand 

websites. Customers that feel free in OBCs to express their interests, ideas and 

opinions tend to engage more in these online platforms (Baldus et al., 2015).  
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 Functional and utilitarian factors  

Information seeking is defined as a significant motivator for customers to join 

brand communities. When customers need up-to-date information on a brand, the 

community helps, through members who are very familiar with the brand and can 

tell them what they want to know (Zaglia, 2013; Porter et al, 2011). In online 

communities, members obtain information about issues of concern (Heinonen, 

2018; Labrecque, 2014; Kamboj et al., 2018). The back-and-forth interactions 

complement and extend the knowledge of OBC members (Fang et al., 2018). In 

addition, information seeking has a positive relation to engagement in the social 

media environment (Chahal and Rani, 2017). Using OBCs, customers seek as much 

information as possible about the brand (Kujur and Singh, 2019; Loureiro and 

Kaufmann, 2018; Casas et al., 2016). In particular, via social network brand 

communities, customers search for additional information in order to compare and 

evaluate what they know about the brand and services/products offered. In this way 

the asymmetry of information is reduced (Peeroo et al., 2017). As Chiang et al., 

(2017) say, the greater the customer information needs, the higher the customer 

engagement in OCs. In order to seek content, information, experiences etc. 

customers enhance their engagement in the context of OBCs (Dessart et al., 2015; 

2016). According to Fernandes and Remelhe (2016), in the case of collaborative 

innovation activities offered in virtual communities, users participate more if they 

are motivated by seeking knowledge. Active customers on social media platforms 

consider participation in online communities the best route to uploads of new brand 

information and developments (Baldus et al., 2015). 

Incentives (e.g., cyber money, coupons, promotional deals or free samples) are 

considered key factors for customer engagement (Kamboj et al., 2018; Jin and 

Huang, 2017; Braun et al., 2016; Zheng et al., 2015; Dessart et al., 2015; Pathak 

and Pathak-Shelat, 2017). This motivation has a significant influence on customer 

participation in brand communities, specifically in the case of social media. Not 

only relational benefits, but also monetary and normative benefits are defined as 

indicators of customer engagement (Wirtz et al., 2013; Nguyen et al., 2016). When 

an online brand community offers incentives for its members, the level of customer 

engagement increases. Baldus (2018) and Loureiro and Kaufmann (2018) 
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considered incentives the dimension of rewards (a utilitarian approach) and 

investigated the degree to which community members want to gain functional 

rewards. Perceived benefits (e.g., economic incentives) in OCs on social media 

platforms positively influence the active participation of members in the 

community (Kamboj and Rahman, 2016; Chan et al., 2014). Baldus et al. (2015) 

empirically analyzed the positive effect of rewards (utilitarian and hedonic) on the 

participation of customers in OBCs (Verhagen et al., 2015). Often the discount 

campaigns and promotions offered in social media generate financial benefits for 

customers and consequently motivate them to engage more (Bento et al., 2018). 

The results of Kamboj and Rahman (2016) show that a member’s age does not 

influence the effect of perceived benefits. Islam and Rahman (2017) verified the 

hypothesis that financial and/or non-financial rewards impact positively on the 

engagement of customers in OBCs. Economic benefits play a crucial role in the 

decisions of users, especially utilitarian appeals such as product vouchers and free 

products (Lee et al., 2012) which have a positive effect on the intensity of customer 

engagement in OBCs (Weiger et al., 2017). In the brand microblog context, 

Dholakia et al., (2004) describe purposive value as utility in terms of the 

information and monetary value the users can obtain. Based on this definition, in 

their quantitative research, Jin and Huang (2017) analyzed how this variable can 

influence the intention to participate. The results show a direct and positive 

relationship between the perceived purposive value and this intention. In addition, 

the desire to obtain financial rewards affects user engagement in the collaborative 

innovation activities put forward by virtual communities (Fernandes and Remelhe, 

2016). Customers invest their time in OBCs (e.g., writing a comment) in exchange 

for financial rewards in the future (Braun et al., 2016). On the other hand, the 

engagement in BCs in social network sites involves customers in two types of cost: 

cognitive recalling previous experiences and mentally organizing them) and 

executive (related to the time needed to codify their opinions and to explain them 

through the comments in social media) (Tong et al., 2007). Zheng et al. (2015) 

empirically tested the negative effect of these perceived costs in customer 

participation.  
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Barreda et al. (2015) defines system quality as a reflection of user perception 

regarding ease of use, navigation and system security over time (Tiruwa et al., 

2016). These perceptions influence customers in their engagement in OBCs (Islam 

and Rahman, 2017; Heinonen, 2018; Tiruwa et al., 2016; Kandampully et al., 

2015). In addition, a clear layout (Heinonen, 2018) facilitates navigation, enabling 

users to find information rapidly. Considering the importance and usefulness of 

internet, customers participate in brand communities, since in this way it is easier 

to communicate with other members, to obtain information that they need and so 

on, in real time. The perceived usefulness of virtual platforms in terms of generating 

and sharing information positively influences customer participation in OBCs 

(Bianchi and Andrews, 2018). Likes and personal massaging in particular, facilitate 

the interaction of customers (Potdar et al., 2018). Islam and Rahman (2017) 

empirically verified the positive relationship between the system quality of an 

online brand community and customer engagement. According to Clark et al. 

(2017) the self-perceived importance of the social media site has an influential and 

positive role on the integration of customers in brand communities. Chou and 

Sawang (2015) empirically verified system quality as a measure of the level of 

information which customers are able to exchange, positively influencing the 

participation in OCs.  

Customers also recognize that information quality (information relevance, wealth 

of data etc) affects their engagement in OBCs (Islam and Rahman, 2017; Fang et 

al., 2018; Carlson et al., 2018; Chiang et al., 2017; Chahal and Rani, 2017; Khan et 

al., 2016; Sabate et al., 2014; Goh et al., 2013; Farzin and Fattahi, 2018; Wirtz et 

al., 2013). McKinney et al. (2002, p. 299) defined information quality as the “user’s 

perception of the quality of information” in the virtual environment. Customers 

interested in creating new knowledge and learning (Steward et al.,2018), engage 

more in an online brand community. If the information posted in online 

communities (for example on social media) is clear, interesting, well represented 

through images and videos, the level of customer engagement is higher. Gutiérrez-

Cillàn et al. (2017) assume that information posts stimulate user engagement. Fang 

et al. (2018), empirically analyzed the positive relationship between information 

vividness and engagement (behaviour such as consuming, contributing and 
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creating). The quantity and quality of information attracts users and, as a result, 

their engagement in virtual platforms increase (Heinonen, 2018). According to 

Carlson et al., (2018), customer perceptions of content quality on online platforms 

represent a stimulus for them to take part in the brand page community. The 

credibility of information provided by firms and other community members is 

considered a crucial element for the decision of customers to engage in OBCs.  

Bianchi and Andrews (2018) found a positive relationship between these two 

variables. Brand posts in terms of information content on social platforms such as 

Facebook, contribute to the active participation of customers (Gutiérrez-Cillàn et 

al., 2017). The more vivid and interactive the posts of brands on Facebook, the 

greater the willingness of customers to engage in BCs (Khan et al., 2016). Also, the 

more the posts are rich in content (e.g., images, videos), the more they positively 

affect the participation of customers in the virtual context (Sabate et al., 2014; Pillai 

and Chauhan, 2015). Furthermore, Seraj (2012) used the netnography approach to 

analyze the role of quality content in customer engagement. Lastly, in text-based 

posts, the language used in terms of nouns and adjectives, adverbs, pronouns, 

articles, prepositions etc. influences customer engagement (Noguti, 2016).  

 

 The Experiential factor 

Potdar et al. (2018) suggests that experience is a significant variable in increasing 

the level of customer engagement. Experience is different from interaction, because 

it creates a perception in the customer’s mind comprising emotions, feelings and 

attitudes related to a specific product or service. When customers have a positive 

experience with the product/service related to the brand, this can serve as a stimulus 

for them to engage with the online customer brand community and to become an 

active member, sharing their experience with others (Martinez-Lopez et al., 2017; 

Kandanpully et al., 2015; Hsu et al., 2012). Where the experience is positive, 

customers engage more with online communities due to a sense of belonging and 

the identification of shared interests (Potdar et al., 2018; Dessart et al., 2015). Chou 

and Sawang (2015) found that customers spend more time in virtual communities 

if they have a good experience. The opposite also applies: if the experience is 

negative, customers are not interested in being part of a brand community.   
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Drivers References 

Affective and hedonic factors 

Social 

interaction 

Prentice et al., 2019; Liu et al. 2019; Zhang et al., 2018; Peters 

and Bodkin, 2018; Osei-Frimpong and McLean, 2018; 

Triantafillidou and Siamkos, 2018; Loureiro and Kaufmann, 

2018; Lyu and Lim, 2018; Jani et al., 2018; Heinonen, 2018; 

Kamboj et al., 2018; Farzin and Fattahi, 2018; Bianchi and 

Andrews, 2018; Kaur et al., 2018; Jiao et al., 2018; Carlson et 

al., 2018; Chang and Fan, 2017; De Oliveira et al., 2016; Islam 

and Rahman, 2017; Islam et al., 2017; Pathak and Pathak-Shelat, 

2017; Claffey and Brady, 2017; Dessart, 2017; Chahal and Rani, 

2017; Jin and Huang, 2017; Dessart et al., 2016; Marbach et al., 

2016; Fernandes and Remelhe, 2016; Braun et al., 2016; Willis 

and Wang, 2016; Guo et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Baldus 

et al., 2015; Vernuccio et al, 2015; Verhangen et al., 2015; 

Hammedi et al., 2015; Labrecque, 2014; Kim et al., 2014; 

Campbell et al., 2014; Brodie et al., 2013; Zaglia, 2013; Jahn and 

Kunz, 2012; Hsu et al., 2012; Porter et al., 2011; Pagani and 

Mirabello, 2011. 

Brand 

likeability 

Kamboj et al., 2018; Thompson et al., 2018; Tiruwa et al., 2016; 

Baldus et al., 2015; Vernuccio et al., 2015; Parrott et al., 2015; 

Zaglia, 2013. 

Entertainment Kujur and Singh, 2019; Eigenraam et al., 2018; Bento et al., 

2018; Van Esch et al., 2018; Triantafillidou and Siomkos, 2018; 

Loureiro and Kaufmann, 2018; Heinonen, 2018; Kamboj et al., 

2018; Baldus, 2018; Bianchi and Andrews, 2018; De Oliviera et 

al., 2016; Chahal and Rani, 2017; Jin and Huang, 2017; Braun et 

al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Zaglia, 2013; Kuo and Feng, 2013. 
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Brand trust Liu et al., 2018; Martìnez-Lòpez et al., 2017; Islam and Rahman, 

2016; Ngyen et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Kandampully et 

al., 2015; Kim et al., 2014. 

Brand 

identification 

Kumar and Nayak, 2018; Gong, 2018; Wong et al., 2018; 

Baldus, 2018; Islam et al., 2018; Martìnez-Lòpez et al., 2017; 

Hsieh and Chang, 2016; Kelley and Alden, 2016; Simon et al., 

2016; Guo et al., 2016; Loureiro et al., 2015; Dessart et al., 2015; 

Baldus et al., 2015; Hammedi et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2014; 

Wirtz et al., 2013; Lee et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2011. 

Functional and utilitarian factors 

Information 

seeking 

Kujur and Singh, 2019; Loureiro and Kaufmann, 2018; Kamboj 

et al., 2018; Peeroo et al., 2017; Chahal and Rani, 2017; Chiang 

et al., 2017; Casas et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2016; Fernandes 

and Remelhe, 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Baldus et al., 2015; 

Labrecque, 2014; Zaglia, 2013; Porter et al., 2011. 

Incentives Bento et al., 2018; Loureiro and Kaufmann, 2018; Kamboj et al., 

2018; Baldus, 2018; Islam and Rahman, 2017; Weiger et al., 

2017; Jin and Huang, 2017; Pathak and Pathak-Shelat, 2017; 

Kamboj and Rahman, 2016; Fernandes and Remelhe, 2016; 

Braun et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2015; Baldus et al., 2015; 

Zheng et al., 2015; Verhagen et al., 2015; Chan et al., 2014; 

Wirtz et al., 2013. 

System 

quality 

Heinonen, 2018; Bianchi and Andrews, 2018; Potdar et al., 

2018; Islam and Rahman, 2017; Clark et al., 2017; Tiruwa et al., 

2016; Chou and Sawang, 2015; Kandampully et al., 2015. 

Information 

quality 

Heinonen, 2018; Fang et al., 2018; Bianchi and Andrews, 2018; 

Carlson et al., 2018; Farzin and Fattahi, 2018; Islam and 

Rahman, 2017; Gutìerrez-Cillàn et al, 2017; Noguti, 2016; Khan 
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et al., 2016; Pillai and Chauhan, 2015; Sabate et al., 2014; Goh 

et al., 2013; Wirtz et al., 2013; Seraj, 2012. 

Experiental factor 

Experience Potdar et al., 2018; Martìnez-Lòpez et al., 2017; Dessart et al., 

2015; Chou and Sawang, 2015; Kandampully et al., 2015; Hsu 

et al., 2012. 

Table 1. Drivers of customer engagement with online brand communities 

 

Discussion  

As this review highlights, the role of customer engagement is crucial in OBCs.  

In this paper, customer engagement in OBCs is viewed through the lens of the B2C 

context. The results show that the number of publications on customer engagement 

in OBCs is increasing. Authors are particularly interested in publishing in journals 

in the marketing and management field. Quantitative articles are very numerous 

(73,56%). Of future interest will be the analysis of some drivers of customer 

engagement such as experience, including via a qualitative or mixed methodology. 

By adopting a qualitative approach, for example content analysis, it will be easier 

to understand the motivations of customers in relation to their experience.  

Few empirical investigations have been carried out for some drivers of customer 

engagement such as experience and brand likeability.  

Most of the articles focus on social interaction, incentives, information quality and 

brand identification. Fang et al. (2018), describe “socializing” as back-and-forth 

interactions between online brand members. Building interpersonal relationships 

seems to be a strong motivation to engage in OBCs (Kamboj et al., 2018). 

Customers are interested in belonging to these communities in order to share 

information and experience with the other members. As Bianchi and Andrews 

(2018) show, socialization motivation (peer communication) is a significant driver 

of positive attitudes towards engaging.  

Furthermore, incentives (e.g., cyber money, coupons, promotional deals or free 

samples) play a key role in customer engagement (Kamboj et al., 2018). This is a 
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good indication for managers who want to improve their relationships with 

customers and to “invite” them to be part of a brand community.  

Information quality influences the engagement of customers (Islam and Rahman, 

2017). Often, when customers need additional information about a product or 

service, the first thing they do is check on the internet. So, firms invest heavily in 

their brand communities and especially in the quality of the information they 

provide to customers. In this way customers participate actively in these 

communities because they can find the information they need, without wasting time 

surfing other websites or social media platforms.  

Lastly, brand identification is a social construct that involves the integration of the 

perceived brand identity into self-identity (Wirtz et al., 2013). Customers are 

interested in being part of a brand community because they feel they “belong” to 

this community. 

One of the contributions of this study is the significant insights provided regarding 

the drivers of customer engagement in OBCs as gleaned from the existing literature. 

This study systematically reviewed the literature on customer engagement in OBCs 

in the B2C context. In addition, a practical contribution is made by providing 

managers with useful guidelines on how to enhance customer engagement in OBCs 

and how to develop effective marketing strategies.  

 

Implications for practice  

The systematic literature review provides some indications for managers seeking to 

improve their OBCs, since customer engagement is considered a crucial element 

for the performance of firms and the intensity of customer engagement makes a 

crucial difference between firms (Kumar and Pansari, 2016). Most scholars agree 

that the best way for managers to improve online communication is to integrate and 

improve their relationships with customers, investing more in increasing their 

intensity (Fang et al., 2018; Bianchi and Andrews, 2018; Islam et al., 2018). An 

understanding of the variety of motivational factors that influence user participation 

in OBCs leads to effective strategies which satisfy the needs of customers. A 

preliminary analysis of the main drivers of customer engagement might help 

managers to better understand how customers differ in terms of needs. 
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Consequently, it would be easier to adopt differing new marketing strategies 

according to these different needs. Furthermore, this paper’s findings will enable 

managers to understand the factors that influence their customer engagement in 

OBCs. They should focus their efforts not only on understanding member’s 

motivations (social interaction, brand trust, information seeking, brand likeability, 

incentives, entertainment, experience, system quality, information quality, brand 

identification) but on identifying factors that have been underestimated and require 

more attention in the future, if customer engagement is to be enhanced. For 

example, the analysis showed scholars consider incentives (as affective and hedonic 

factors) among the key factors of customer engagement. They have a significant 

influence and therefore managers should focus more on offering customers 

different types of incentives such as cyber money, coupons, promotional deals or 

free samples. This could be an effective strategy, leading to a higher level of 

customer engagement in OBCs. On the other hand, few studies have considered 

experience (the experiential factor) significant for customer engagement in OBCs. 

Since experience influences the customer decision-making process, managers could 

try to offer customers a positive experience with their goods/services and then see 

if this strategy positively impacts on the level of customer engagement in the online 

environment. Within the community, members have their own motivations about 

whether to engage or not, but the task of managers, via their marketing activities, is 

to understand why members are motivated and to interact with them, meeting their 

needs.  

 

Limitations and future research  

The main goal of this paper is to provide an overview of the drivers of customer 

engagement in OBCs, as they appear in the existing literature. Nevertheless, the 

current paper suffers from some limitations, but such limitations can serve as 

pointers for future research. The first limitation concerns the research criteria used 

for this systematic review of the literature. For example, excluding other strings 

such as “social networking sites (SNSs)” may exclude some papers that could be 

important for the review. Future studies could expand the set of keywords and, in 
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this way, obtain a wider sample for analysis purposes. Another limitation is related 

to the type of papers included in the review. During data collection proceedings 

papers are removed. Further research could attempt to include articles without peer-

review. The third limitation is related to the choice of scientific databases i.e., Web 

of Science and Scopus. These could be expanded in future research to include other 

important databases as Google Scholar. Finally, although NVivo software was used 

to reduce subjectivity in the identification of the key factors, further studies could 

focus on identifying other sub-factors.   

This analysis is believed to be a first step for researchers in understanding the 

current scenario of customer engagement in OBCs research in the B2C context. The 

review of the literature shows that few studies concentrate on the analysis of 

experience as a key driver of customer engagement. In the future, a case study may 

demonstrate the importance of this factor. In addition, “personality traits” are 

another factor underestimated by scholars (with only a few articles). Future research 

should focus more in-depth on customer characteristics related to personality.  

Further research is required to examine the validity and applicability of these 

drivers in different contexts, for example in B2B and B2C oriented firms. 

Longitudinal research will enable scholars to understand the changes in customer 

engagement in different sectors, comparing their findings at different times. Other 

studies could focus on the differences and the effects of customer engagement in 

OBCs in the public and private sectors. Thus, further research is needed to explore 

not only the factors that influence customer engagement, but also their intensity and 

relationships in different environments such as tourism.  
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Paper 2 
 

A review of the role of authenticity in a sharing 

economy: a three-method approach 

 

Abstract 

Purpose - Recent multiple debates regarding the nature of the sharing economy and 

the success of sharing economy platforms have shown the significance of 

authenticity. Hence, this paper provides a systematic and integrated review of the 

literature in this field, combining three complementary approaches i.e., a 

quantitative systematic review, bibliometric analysis and content analysis.  

Methodology - A total of 36 articles on authenticity in the sharing economy, 

published in the period 2015-2020, were selected from Web of Science and Scopus 

databases. First, the current state of research in this field was analyzed in terms of 

the number of publications and journals, the type of research and methodology 

adopted. Using VOSviewer software, the bibliometric approach, based on citations 

and keywords, provided an up-to-date review of this fast-growing area over the 

year.  

Findings - From the analysis it was possible to identify the most influential articles, 

authors and journals. Content analysis was carried out with Leximancer software 

and generated nine main themes in the analyzed papers including Airbnb, 

authenticity, experience, social interaction, the sharing economy, loyalty, host, 

satisfaction and risk.  

Originality – This review is the first to use a combination of three complementary 

approaches i.e., quantitative systematic analysis, bibliometric analysis and content 

analysis, providing a more robust framework and holistic understanding of 

authenticity in the sharing economy. The review of the existing literature provides 

useful guidelines for academics and practitioners who wish to understand the role 

of authenticity in the sharing economy. At the same time the identification of the 
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main deficiencies for each topic in the existing scientific research provides some 

points of reference for further research. Despite the difficult period due to COVID-

19, authenticity will be a starting point for the recovery of tourism-related sharing 

economy platforms. 

Keywords: the sharing economy, authenticity, loyalty, Airbnb, satisfaction, risk 

 

Introduction 

The recent spread of the sharing economy is strongly related to the decision of 

customers who choose to rent, which is more affordable than buying/renting from 

the various providers. This phenomenon disrupted many mature service industries 

such as hospitality, personal mobility etc., giving customers access by convenient 

and efficient recourses without the financial, emotional or social problems of 

ownership (Eckhardt and Bardhi, 2015). In particular, the financial crisis of 2008 

and the development of the digital era and its new opportunities, challenges and 

behaviors in business, increased the popularity of the sharing economy. As Belk 

(2007) argues, sharing involves “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”. According to the definition provided by Wirtz et al. (2019), 

sharing economy platforms help people to collaboratively provide and use capacity-

constrained assets and resources. In addition, through the use of these platforms, 

customers benefit from a variety of services while owners benefit from additional 

revenue, generated from the goods and services they provide. In general, products 

and services in the sharing economy range from accommodation (e.g., Airbnb, 

Couchsurfing), car/ride sharing (e.g., Uber, Zipcar) and renting unused items from 

tools to boats (e.g., Rentoid), to services such as those provided by plumbers, 

electricians, personal assistants and so on (e.g., TaskRabbit). According to the 

recent studies focusing on the nature of the sharing economy and the success of 

sharing economy platforms the delivery of authenticity plays a crucial role (Lalicic 

and Weismayer, 2017; Mody and Hanks, 2020; Ting, 2018). Authenticity is 

described as an externally recognized status, leaving a feeling a uniqueness. 

Furthermore, an experience is deemed authentic if it is in line with the individual 
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expectations and beliefs of the customer before and during the experience. Grayson 

and Martinec (2004, p. 298) argued that authenticity is “a social construction that 

may change due to different evaluators’ perceptions and interpretations of the place, 

situation, person, or object”. In the tourism context, consumers increasingly seek 

unique and emotional travel experiences (Chandler and Lusch, 2015). Many 

researchers define authenticity as a driving force and a universal value affecting the 

decision of tourists to travel to distant places (Cohen 1988; MacCannell 1973; Naoi, 

2004). Hargrove (2002) argues that authenticity is a critical component of a 

meaningful experience, while Gilmore and Pine (2007) see perceived authenticity 

as just as important an outcome in terms of consumption value as memorable 

experience. Recently, authenticity has become a relevant construct in the context of 

various sharing practices (Liang et al., 2017; Oskam and Boswijk, 2016; 

Paulauskaite et al., 2017). The importance of authenticity in the sharing economy 

and the need for a better understanding of what leads consumers to perceiving 

authenticity has become an interesting field of research (Lalicic and Weismayer, 

2017). Cheng (2016) conducted a review of the sharing economy focusing on co-

citation and content analysis. But there is a lack of research exploring the role of 

authenticity in the sharing economy. To fill this gap, this study uses the combination 

of three complementary approaches - quantitative systematic analysis, bibliometric 

analysis and content analysis – to provide a complete overview of authenticity in 

the sharing economy. Based on the suggestion of Randhawa et al. (2016) regarding 

the combination of citation analysis and content analysis, Leximancer software was 

used to analyze the existing literature in a systematic, holistic and objective way 

reducing the bias of the approaches adopted in conventional reviews of the literature 

(Collins and Fauser, 2005; Petticrew and Roberts, 2008; Smith and Humphreys, 

2006). The main purpose of this study is to review and summarize previous studies 

of the role of authenticity in the sharing economy in order to identify the knowledge 

gap and future opportunities for researchers and practitioners. The quantitative 

systematic review approach helps in understanding the evolution of authenticity in 

the sharing economy over the years and among journals. It is also useful in 

identifying the main types of research (i.e., conceptual, empirical and review) 

enshrined in the 36 selected papers and the main methodologies adopted (i.e., 
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qualitative, quantitative and mixed). For the bibliometric approach the papers were 

analyzed in terms of co-authorship, co-occurrence, citation, bibliographic coupling 

and co-citation. Using network-based citation analysis with VOSviewer software 

provided a robust representation of the structural and knowledge base of 

authenticity in the sharing economy field. As Randhawa et al. (2016) show, the use 

of content analysis through the adoption of Leximancer software provides 

researchers with conceptual insight by analysis at the author and citation level. 

Furthermore, for each theme, gaps in the existing literature were identified and 

future research opportunities identified for scholars. The main contribution of this 

study is the novel and comprehensive empirical approach. It analyzes the structure 

and the content of authenticity in the sharing economy, presenting a clearer and 

richer understanding of the field.  

This paper is structured as follows. First, after a brief overview of the sharing 

economy, the role of authenticity is introduced. Subsequently, the research 

methodology, combining a quantitative systematic review, bibliometric analysis 

and content analysis, is discussed. A series of visual representations are used to 

discuss the findings of the analysis, identifying research gaps. The article concludes 

with some final remarks and new avenues for future research are pointed out, based 

on the limitations of this study. 

 

Literature review 

The sharing economy as a new business model 

The explosion of internet and mobile technologies has affected businesses and 

marketplaces which have had to adapt to these changes in wide-scale applications. 

Web 2.0 has changed the way in which consumers buy products and services 

(Cheung et al., 2005), in terms of how transactions are conducted and the nature of 

the buyers and sellers. As Bonfanti et al. (2021) show, some technological solutions 

such as online reservations, digital check-in and check-out etc., provide a faster 

service to the customer, who can thus enjoy an improved experience. Furthermore, 

the internet has revolutionized marketplaces, facilitating virtual markets where 

hosts and guests are the main actors establishing communications and trust 
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(Guttentag et al., 2017). The growth of these virtual markets characterized by a 

unique commercial structure that takes its power from consumers and their sharing 

practices has led to the development of the terms the sharing economy and 

collaborative consumption (Belk, 2010, 2014; Botsman and Rogers, 2010). 

Technological platforms have disrupted the notion of ownership and consumption 

especially in the tourism industry through the development of the sharing economy. 

Consequently, the mode of travel by tourists has also been redefined in terms of 

accommodation choices and the discovery of new destinations. In the existing 

literature, the economic recession causes customers to be mindful of their spending 

and hence to be more resourceful (Botsman and Rogers, 2010; Gansky 2010). 

According to various authors including Ivanova (2017) and Yakin et al. (2017) the 

first collaborative consumption platforms coincided with the economic stagnation 

in 2008. The ‘sharing’ or ‘collaborative economy’ emerged in the United States and 

became global, spreading especially to European cities (Schor, 2014). In 2014, 

Amsterdam became a sharing city and afterwards Paris, London and Barcelona 

promoted the use of collaborative consumption (Dredge and Gyimóthy, 2015). 

Many communities and cities in the world use network technologies to do more 

with less i.e., by renting, lending, swapping, bartering, gifting and sharing products 

on a scale never seen before (Botsman and Rogers, 2010). In recent years, a new 

platform-based model using the idea of the sharing economy, aka collaborative 

consumption (Belk, 2014; Wirtz et al. 2019), has entered the tourism and hospitality 

markets (So et al., 2018; Zervas et al., 2017). In the literature these two concepts 

i.e., the sharing economy and collaborative consumption have been utilized 

interchangeably. However, they should be distinguished since they have different 

actors and are different types of transaction. Actors in collaborative consumption 

can be individuals, a group of people or a company with fee-based transactions, 

whereas the sharing economy refers to individual peers and the emphasis is on 

sharing behaviors, originally with no fees. According to Belk (2007, p. 127) the 

sharing economy is a much more encompassing term involving “the act and process 

of distributing what is ours to others for their use”. Felson and Spaeth (1978, p. 

614) define the act of collaborative consumption as “events in which one or more 

persons consume economic goods or services in the process of engaging in joint 
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activities with one or more others”. Since their paper was published 20 years before 

the internet it did not focus on intermediation or technological platforms. In fact, 

Belk (2014) critiques their definition as too broad, reflecting neither the acquisition 

nor the distribution of the resource and offers his own definition of collaborative 

consumption as a process to obtain and dispense a resource by people for a fee or 

other compensation. Botsman and Rogers (2010, p. xv), on the other hand, define 

the term as “an activity that includes traditional sharing, bartering, lending, trading, 

renting, gifting and swapping”. Later Hamari et al., (2015, p. 2047) defined 

collaborative consumption as “the peer-to-peer-based activity of obtaining, giving 

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

online services”. However, these definitions are still too vague and confuse the 

concepts of marketplace exchange, gift giving and sharing. According to Joo 

(2017), service providers in the sharing economy use their resources to present 

services to customers and the relationship that is created between them is a result 

of multiple interactions. Although they are not professional service sellers, they are 

nonetheless able to create a strong relationship with customers (Angelino, 2017). 

Mostly they use mutual agreement and trust to transact the service and the internet 

helps them to create these kinds of private businesses without much expense 

(Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2018; Davies and Doyle, 2015). The basic idea of the 

sharing economy is to use online platforms to reach a large portion of the population 

with open access to underused assets (e.g., rooms and cars) via fee-based sharing 

(Richardson, 2015). 

The sharing economy has emerged as a mainstream business model (Zervas et al., 

2017; Kim, 2019). It has been revolutionized by the rapid spread of innovative 

technology and enhanced digital platforms (Mair and Reischauer, 2017; Guttentag 

et al., 2018). This new business model is based on sharing unused resources by 

peers. It enables individuals to exchange things such as unused goods, skills, space, 

money, or peer-to-peer travel and homes through swapping or renting (Andriotis 

and Agiomirgianakis, 2014) instead of purchasing or owning products and services 

(Zervas et al., 2017). As argued by Belk (2014), the sharing economy and 

collaborative consumption are principally based on non-ownership models of 

temporary access to goods and services made possible by Web 2.0. technologies. 
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Consequently, many companies such as Uber, Airbnb etc. have adopted their 

business model in line with the mode of collaborative consumption of the sharing 

economy. The platforms provide travelers not only with a new opportunity to save 

resources by sharing (Nica and Potcovaru, 2015) but also with various products and 

services at a lower price. In this way, tourists can enjoy unique local experiences 

(Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016) and in turn, these experiences contribute to the 

employment and income of local residents (Cheng, 2016, p. 113). While Anastasia 

(2015) describes the sharing economy as a brand-new economic business model 

that focuses not on the possession of resources but on access to them. When demand 

increases and the supplier is unable to meet it, the sharing economy is the answer 

to the problem. According to Anderson (2016), compared to other business models, 

the sharing economy is more cost-effective.  

Nowadays, shared economies have grown rapidly and well-known and 

revolutionary sharing economy platforms have been established in many sectors, 

including hospitality (e.g., Airbnb) and personal transport (e.g., Uber and Zipcar). 

The first sector of the travel industry dramatically revolutionized by SE is the 

hospitality industry (e.g., Haywood et al., 2017).Online platforms have merged with 

consumers’ lives, producing a wide array of services: health (e.g., HelpAround), 

food (e.g., The Food Assembly), peer-to-peer (P2P) boat rental (e.g., Boatsetter) 

(Jiang and Tian, 2019), peer-to-peer (P2P) household goods rental (e.g., Rentshare) 

(Aaker, 2019) and borrowing goods from a neighbor (e.g., Peerby) (Böcker and 

Meelen, 2017). But four major sectors have driven the growth in the shared 

economy environment: entertainment, automotive/personal mobility, hospitality 

and retailing. The increased use and integration of sharing economy practices in 

consumer consumption is closely related to low costs via information technologies 

(Walsh, 2011; Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012; Barnes and Mattsson, 2016;) that 

contribute content and connect consumers (Carroll and Romano, 2010). The 

Internet can act as a mediator for the transactions by matching supply and demand 

(Kumar et al., 2018), reduce transaction costs (Henten and Windekilde, 2015), 

facilitate trust among strangers (Mittendorf, 2016) and help overcome perceptions 

of disadvantage. Thus, Schor and Fitzmaurice (2015) consider the sharing economy 

a distinctive consumption preference.  
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In tourism, the changes in consumer attitudes, the need for more suitable behavior 

and the quest for authentic and individualized experience have affected the rise of 

new forms of collaborative consumption (Dredge and Gyimóthy, 2015; 2017). At 

its outset, the sharing economy was seen by customers as a budget saver. In various 

industries such as hospitality and personal transport, the concept has grown and is 

no longer limited to lower costs but has become one of an ‘innovation hub’, where 

many other players interact (Belk et al., 2019; Geissinger et al., 2019). According 

to Friedman (2013), the monetary benefit is not the only reason for taking part in a 

service exchange. Many researchers have explored the motivations of customers in 

sharing economies, adopting various perspectives. Fitzmaurice (2020) showed that 

social economy platforms are used because of their autonomy, novelty and 

provision of social connection. Recently, Schor and Cansoy (2019) found that 

moral aspirations, creativity and autonomy encourage individuals to choose sharing 

economy practices. For example, in the case of accommodation Ruthven (2013) 

mentioned that convenience and environmental concerns are significant 

motivations for guests. Other researchers have identified numerous factors such as 

sustainability and social/environmental responsibility (Guttentag et al., 2018; 

Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016; Palgan et al., 2017), the desire for stronger social 

relationships and a sense of community (Guttentag, 2015), as well as the search for 

authentic tourist experiences (Guttentag, 2015; Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2018). In 

contrast, it is unclear why hosts use sharing economy platforms beyond the 

monetary benefit they provide. Porges (2017) argued that some hosts are selective 

in accepting guests. They review guest profiles, records of stay and comments from 

other hosts. Karlsson and Dolnicar (2016) found other factors motivating hosts, 

such as the “genuine passion to meet people”, to “make use of unused space” and 

to “share my world/house”. 

 

Examples of sharing economy platforms in tourism  

Airbnb is a pioneer of the shared economy and one of the most successful examples. 

Airbnb calls itself a marketplace that offers individuals a choice between many 

types of accommodation, at the same time allowing them to connect directly with 
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local cultures. Moreover, its mission is to deliver unique travel experiences and a 

sense of belonging (Airbnb, 2018). The online platform, connecting local hosts with 

accommodation to rent with travelers looking for accommodation, is the first point 

of contact between Airbnb and customers seeking services, experience and value. 

Airbnb’s disruptive innovation changed the traditional tourist accommodation 

sector representing a significant challenge to conventionally dominant hotels and 

accommodation providers (Guttentag, 2015). As the co- founder of Airbnb 

Blecharczyk highlighted: “... [the] consistent theme throughout everything we do is 

that we have been creating experiences that are unique, local and authentic” (Ting, 

2018). At a micro level, Airbnb is described as a collection of private rooms, 

apartments and homes, each with an individual owner, located in different places 

and managed independently (Ting, 2016; Wright, 2016). On a meso level, Airbnb 

serves as a distribution system to sell hotel rooms, including proprietary ones such 

as Marriott.com and compilation-type distributions systems, such as Expedia or 

Priceline. While, on a macro level, Airbnb is described as a brand, (e.g., Lee and 

Kim, 2018; Liu and Mattila, 2017). Home exchanges are an alternative for non-

commercial vacations where consumers can “exchange” their homes via digital 

platforms. Once customers are registered on platforms, they can opt for reciprocal 

or non-reciprocal exchanges. In reciprocal exchanges, both partners travel at the 

same time whereas in non-reciprocal exchanges partners can travel at different 

times or just one may travel. Consumers can also swap their first and/or second 

homes. In order to use the service provided by the platform, consumers pay a 

modest fee (an annual subscription or a pay-per-night plan) for unlimited access to 

the community of hosts (homes). Some examples of home exchange are Guest to 

Guest, Love Home Swap, Intervac, Homelink, Green Theme International, 

Guardian Home Exchange or Home Exchange. 

Another example of the sharing economy is couchsurfer, which emerged with the 

launch of Couchsurfing.com (Camillo, 2015). As Molz (2013; 2014) says, 

couchsurfers i.e., guests take center stage in the lives of the hosts – at times, quite 

literally on their couches – for limited periods. They can also interact with locals 

and gain an understanding of the norms, behaviors, habits and cultures in their 

destinations. 
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With the rise of the “sharing economy” peer-to-peer dining platforms developed in 

the hospitality sector, i.e., ‘meal-sharing’ platforms, which are apps for home 

restaurants (Zurek, 2016). These platforms connect entrepreneurial chefs with 

customers and are an opportunity to revitalize rural and urban areas by linking 

tradition, cuisine and tourism. Meal-sharing may be considered an innovation 

implemented through cooperation and partnerships with other stakeholders 

(Buonincontri et al., 2017). According to Hart and Dagevos (2017), meal-sharing 

platforms involve the collaborate use of resources – skills and meals – as well as 

interaction between participants who are (initially) strangers, facilitated by online 

technology matching supply and demand. The idea of this kind of platform is to 

provide guests with a genuine feeling for the local food since the meal is prepared 

and served by a local and shared with him/her. Peer-to-peer accommodation 

platforms can be also categorized as free (e.g., CouchSurfing), reciprocal (e.g., 

HomeExchange) and rentals (e.g., Airbnb, 9flats) (Palgan et al., 2017). According 

to Clark (2014), these platforms are attractive for customers because they offer 

lower prices, better accessibility, greater flexibility, ease of use and ‘a user focused 

mission’, including transparency and interactive communication.  

 

Authenticity  

Authenticity was first mentioned in the travel and tourism context by MacCannell 

(1973) and subsequently developed and conceptualized. In the tourism and 

hospitality environment, authenticity refers to a sense of uniqueness which 

originates from the local culture (Sharpley, 1994). On a sociological foundation 

(different structural tendencies that shape the experience of tourists e.g. sacred and 

shallow; front stage and back stage; reality and staged), MacCannell (1973) 

identifies two dichotomic regions as tourist destinations: the “front regions”, 

characterized by the “tourist bubble”, where tourist attractions and services abound, 

referred to by the author as regions of “staged” or “constructed authenticity”; the 

“back regions”, which, in contrast, provide tourists with an intimate glimpse of 

local social life without, however, knowing exactly how local people actually live 

(MacCannell, 1973). Cohen (1979) assumes that modern tourists who desire more 
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engaging experiences go beyond the “false” back regions and join in with local 

people’s life as it really is. Based on tendencies in authenticity-seeking, Özdemir 

and Seyito (2017) identified three types of tourists: authenticity seekers, moderates 

and comfort-seekers. Later Wang (1999) suggested two main approaches to 

understanding authenticity: objective-related and activity-related. These 

approaches interact with three types of authenticity: objective authenticity, 

constructive authenticity and existential authenticity. The first two types of 

authenticity are objective-related and closely linked to the original use of the term 

“authenticity” in the museum context (Trilling, 1972, p 93). Existential authenticity 

involves personal or subjective feelings activated by participation in an activity 

(Guttentag, 2015). Since objective and subjective authenticity are not mutually 

exclusive, an experience or object could be objectively authentic, subjectively 

authentic, neither, or both. As Binkhorst and Dekker (2009) highlight, customers 

who want authentic experiences seek self- determined activities involving freedom 

and self-expression. Thus, authenticity theory embraces research on self-

determination and existential authenticity theory (Kernis and Goldman, 2006). In 

existing studies authenticity is conceptualized as a state in which tourists perceive 

every moment of their experience as unique. Each moment is valuable both in itself 

and in relation to the environment (Kim and Jamal, 2007; Steiner and Reisinger, 

2006; Wang, 1999). The concept of authenticity in tourism is complex and 

multifaceted, and there are multiple conceptualizations of the construct (Kolar and 

Zabkar, 2010), without a single definition of the term (Wang, 1999), but with 

multiple (sometimes contradictory) perspectives (Ramkissoon and Uysal, 2011). 

The concept was defined by Kolar and Zabkar (2010) as the level of enjoyment of 

tourists and their perception of genuine experience. Pongsakornrungsilp and 

Schroeder (2011) described a shared economy as a place where consumers 

themselves create the meaning of authenticity and one of its main attributes is 

uniqueness (Liang, 2015). Authenticity is a core feature of sharing and experience 

economies and in the former has special significance (Guttentag, 2015; Liang et al., 

2017; Paulauskaite et al., 2017; Yannopoulou et al., 2013). Our possessions can be 

seen as part of our extended selves (Belk, 1988). Sharing, then may foster 

particularly authentic experiences, by proximity to another culture, life, or self. As 
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a concept, the authenticity of experience depends on the expectations of customers. 

Jamal and Lee (2003) focused on the micro and macro factors that encourage 

tourists to travel, the search for authenticity being identified as a micro factor. 

According to Hede et al. (2014) authenticity is an integral concept with a significant 

role in changing consumer perception, leading to positive responses. Authenticity 

is also seen by Ram et al. (2016, p. 112) as “...communicated though heritage and 

links with past events, resulting in the continuance of myths regarding the 

production processes of certain styles of icons”. Jiang et al. (2017) describe it as a 

socially constructed interpretation of the nature of what is observed, which they call 

“constructive authenticity”. Many scholars in the tourism context consider 

authenticity an indication of something real or genuine (Grayson and Martinec, 

2004; Kolar and Zabkar, 2010; Ram et al., 2016). But this concept becomes more 

complicated to understand when it is placed in an experiential field of study. The 

concept of authenticity has been adopted in a variety of contexts e.g., psychology, 

sociology and organizational science (Van den Bosch and Taris, 2014; Peterson, 

2005), management and leadership (e.g., Schultz, 2015; Ibarra, 2015), brand 

management and marketing (e.g., Brown et al., 2003; Grayson and Martinec, 2004; 

Thompson et al., 2006) and tourism (Boorstin, 1961; Cohen, 1979; MacCannell, 

1973, 1976; Wang 1999). Moreover, in tourism research, authenticity has been 

defined as a combination of philosophical, psychological, and spiritual concepts 

related to objective, constructive and existential experiences (Kirillova et al., 2017; 

Paulauskaite et al., 2017; Kolar and Zabkar, 2010; Steiner and Reisinger, 2006; 

Wang, 1999). Given the importance of authenticity and the need for a better 

understanding of the factors that influence the perception of customers regarding 

authenticity, the concept has become one of interest to researchers (Lalicic and 

Weismayer, 2017, p. 782). Authenticity goes beyond identity and the interest in the 

real life of the hosts allowing tourists to understand and share the lives and passions 

of local people (Cole, 2007). According to Goeldner and Ritchie (2009) this makes 

travel a good opportunity and a vehicle for self-discovery and personal growth. 

Many researchers have described the search for authenticity as a significant tourist 

motivation (Cho, 2012; Cohen, 2002; Fodness, 1994; Kolar and Zabkar, 2010; 

MacCannell, 1973; Wang, 1999).  
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Many different components affect a tourist’s perception of authenticity, including 

atmosphere, service, historical places, architectural designs and landscapes (Akarsu 

et al., 2019; Hughes, 1995; Richardson and Fluker, 2004). Lack of authenticity 

negatively affects the overall enjoyment of the trip (Kontogeorgopoulos, 2003). 

Many studies have focused on the influence of perceived authenticity on loyalty 

(Kolar and Zabkar, 2010; Kim and Bonn, 2016; Robinson and Clifford, 2012), 

satisfaction (Cho, 2012; Chhabra et al., 2003) and the image of the destination (Lee 

et al., 2016; Ramkissoon and Uysal, 2011). The perception of authenticity depends 

on the context of time and space (Cho, 2012). A tourist’s expectations and beliefs 

are formed both before and during an experience. Online sharing platforms 

facilitate the formation of such expectations by providing a pre-conceived narrative 

of authenticity. 

Since authenticity refers to “a universal value and an essential driving force that 

motivates tourists to travel to distant places and times” it plays an important role in 

the positive experience of customers (Kolar and Zabkar, 2010, p. 652). Recently, 

Mody and Hanks (2020) have identified three types of authenticity: brand 

authenticity, existential authenticity and intra-personal authenticity. Furthermore, 

focusing on a sharing economy platform (Austrian Airbnb), Lalicic and Weismayer 

(2017) analyzed how hospitality service quality and self-congruence affect 

perceived authenticity. Wang (2007) showed that the concept of authenticity in 

accommodation is a social construction created by the participants themselves. 

Tourists need authentic accommodation but also a home substitute. In a study of 

homestay guests in Malaysia, Mura (2015) found that tourists combine the authentic 

elements of their stay with previous experience. In his research, Ritzer (2012) 

shows that more and more customers are not satisfied with standardized services 

and need something more specifically for themselves. The most important elements 

that contribute to the perception of authenticity are a unique accommodation 

interior, interactions with the host and interactions with the local culture, 

(Paulauskaite et al., 2017). For tourists, perceived authenticity is not just visiting a 

destination, but the sense of having “lived there”. Other researchers focus on the 

outcomes of perceived authenticity in accommodation and tourism. According to 

these studies a high level of authenticity leads to a strong sense of attachment to a 



 60 

place (Van der Heide, 2015), greater consumer satisfaction (Krösbacher and 

Mazanec, 2010), a lowered perceived risk in the choice of accommodation, a higher 

level of perceived value (Liang et al., 2018b) and customer loyalty to the destination 

(Yi et al., 2018). The existing literature on the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy is quite sparse. In order to gain a more nuanced understanding of this 

field, this paper draws on three types of analysis, a quantitative systematic review, 

bibliometric analysis and content analysis. 

 

Methodology 

Data collection 

The review of the existing literature on authenticity in the sharing economy was 

conducted based on articles in Web of Science and Scopus, two of the most 

comprehensive scientific databases (Aghaei Chadegani et al., 2013; Guz and 

Rushchitsky, 2009). To provide a comprehensive overview of the concepts, Web 

of Science Core Collection was searched for “authentic* sharing economy” OR 

“authentic* collaborative consumption” OR “authentic* collaborative economy”. 

Scopus was searched for article titles, abstracts and keywords (“authenticity” and 

“sharing economy”) OR (“authenticity” and “collaborative consumption”) OR 

(“authenticity” and “collaborative economy”). After the initial search, a total of 121 

articles from Web of Science and 22 articles from Scopus were identified. These 

articles were published in the period from 2015 to 2020. Only articles published in 

academic journals are analyzed since they have the rigor and quality of a literature 

review (Orzes et al., 2018; David and Han, 2004; Jia and Jiang, 2018). Furthermore, 

only manuscripts written in English, the international academic language (Merlì et 

al., 2018) were considered. which is considered as. Based in these considerations, 

the search in Web of Science was refined by document type: “Article” and 

language: “English” and in Scopus by document type: “Article”, source type: 

“Journal” and language: “English”. Duplicates were eliminated. As a result, 124 

articles remained for analysis. All the abstracts of the selected articles were read, 

only 47 corresponding to the main objective of the study., i.e., to investigate the 

role of authenticity in the sharing economy. The excluded papers focused on 
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objectives that were not relevant for the paper, such as the analysis of customer 

loyalty in the sharing economy, the exploration of sharing economy phenomena 

according to the resident’s perspective or the identification of the positive and 

negative effects of the development of the sharing economy in a country. Reading 

the abstracts was not sufficient to see if an article was relevant for the study, so the 

full text was read. Finally, 36 articles proved to be in line with the objective of the 

current research and were selected for more in-depth analysis. Figure 1 presents the 

selection process.   

 

Figure 1. Selection process 

  

Data analysis 

The data analysis of the selected articles is organized in three steps: i) quantitative 

systematic analysis; ii) content analysis and iii) bibliometric analysis. 

 Quantitative systematic analysis  

According to the definition provided by Denyer and Tranfield (2009, p. 671) a 

systematic literature review is a type of secondary data analysis that represents a 

transparent and reproducible methodology “that locates existing studies, selects and 

evaluates contributions, analyses and synthesizes data and reports the evidence in 

such a way that allows reasonably clean conclusions to be reached”.  
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The main objective of a quantitative systematic review is to examine the literature 

in a quantitative manner. The method was developed by Pickering and Byrne 

(2014). In this study the focus is to investigate the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy. Via a quantitative systematic review, it is possible to investigate the 

number of articles published per year, the journals in which they are published, the 

location and the context of the studies, types of articles and the methodology 

adopted. From a methodological perspective, a systematic literature review 

involves several steps (Denyer and Tranfield, 2009; Merlì et al., 2018): 

(1) research question formulation  

(2) article selection and evaluation based on the selection criteria used to identify 

the documents relevant to the study  

(3) analysis and synthesis, which consist in the evaluation and comparison of the 

selected articles to make associations and rearrange “knowledge that is not apparent 

from reading the individual studies in isolation” (Khandelwal et al., 2017).  

After the selection of the relevant papers, the analysis was carried out in line with 

Siva et al. (2016): year, publication, type of article and methodology adopted.  

 Bibliometric analysis 

Bibliometric analysis is an important scientific tool to evaluate the research 

performance of authors, institutions and journals, using citation data (Gogos et al., 

2020; Ahmad et al., 2019). Via the bibliometric approach, with the support of 

scientific maps, it is possible to show the development, conceptual structure and 

thematic evolution of papers focusing on the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy. According to Aria and Cuccurullo (2017), bibliometric analysis 

combines two main procedures: performance analysis and scientific mapping. 

Performance analysis is based on activity indicators (Mingers and Leydesdorff, 

2015), providing data regarding the volume and impact of research through the use 

of different techniques such as: word frequency analysis, citation analysis and 

publications counted by a unit of analysis (e.g., authorship, country, etc.). Scientific 

mapping is based on first- and second-generation relational indicators and provide 
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a spatial representation of the ways in which different scientific elements are related 

to one another (Caputo et al., 2019; McCain, 1990). 

The bibliometric technique can be used for a multidisciplinary evaluation through 

citations, co-citations, co-authorship, co-occurrences and bibliographic coupling. 

The main aim is to achieve transparent and reliable results that guarantee a 

significant contribution to research investigating a topic of interest. 

Citation analysis is the most commonly used bibliometric assessment method. It 

indicates the relationship between the cited papers and the studies published 

afterwards. According to this approach, the cited publications have an influence on 

other authors (Onat, 2011; Sims and Franzco, 2003). The main objective of this 

type of analysis is to identify the most influential articles, authors and countries in 

the field. 

Co-citation analysis using cited documents shows the frequency of citation of two 

earlier documents together. A co-citation link is a link between two documents cited 

together by a later document. In the case where a set of documents is frequently co-

cited in a certain area, this may show that these co-cited documents contain 

important concepts recognized by peers. According to White and Griffith (1981), 

this methodology provides an indicator of the affinity and proximity of 

publications. In this way it is possible to identify whether a discipline has an inward 

or outward-looking approach, links the flow of new ideas, and explores the 

existence of barriers between the applied and basic sciences to which they belong 

(Ferreiro Alaez, 1993). Considering these elements, the approach has become a 

valid tool in understanding the intellectual structure of a scientific discipline in 

various areas (Ramos-Rodríguez and Ruíz-Navarro, 2004), especially in the 

tourism context (Benckendorff and Zehrer, 2013; Severt et al., 2009; Shen et al., 

2014; Ye et al., 2013; Ying and Xiao, 2012). Usually, co-citation analysis is 

conducted in three stages (Randhawa et al., 2016). Firstly, the analysis is carried 

out at the document level, identifying the move from different papers by certain 

authors to distinct intellectual streams in order to differentiate and link thoughts and 

theories within one research domain. Secondly, the connection between 

publications is analyzed in more depth, based on (1) the number of co- citations, 
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(2) the distance between publications through the path length and (3) the size of the 

bubble reflecting the number of citations for a given article. Lastly, clusters of 

important publications are analyzed in order to identify the theoretical foundations 

and research streams within the wider scientific community i.e., network structure.   

The main objective of co-occurrence analysis is to measure the frequency of co-

occurrence of two keywords in the same branch of the literature. When sets of 

keywords are frequently used together by different authors in a certain area, it 

indicates a significant relationship within the research area of those keywords 

(Whittaker, 1989). This type of bibliometric method directly extracts the major 

themes in a research area.  The linkages between the topics are based on the co-

occurrence of word pairs without relying on their definitions (He, 1999). Therefore, 

they help to reveal the conceptual structure and major research theme (Cobo et al., 

2011; Callon et al., 1991). According to Caputo et al. (2019) co-citation analysis 

provides a dynamic representation of a topic from the past, rather than in the present 

or future. It is powerful mainly for the development of a semantic map to understand 

the conceptual structure of a field or topic (Caputo et al., 2019). 

Co-authorship 

Co-authorship analysis helps to explore the research cooperation between authors 

and countries. The nodes in the networks denote authors or countries where these 

studies are focused and their size depends on the number of publications. The 

curves represent the links between different authors or countries. The colors in the 

visualization networks represent cooperation clusters. 

Bibliographic coupling analysis shows when two articles cite a common third 

article, suggesting that the two articles potentially discuss a common topic (Kessler, 

1963). In this analysis the main assumption is that the more the references of two 

articles overlap, the stronger their connection. Bibliographic coupling is considered 

a static form of analysis that does not suffer from a time bias because the number 

of cited documents in a source does not change over time (Caputo et al., 2019). But 

this analysis has been criticized for being retrospective in nature (i.e., the 

information on which the similarity between articles is lagged and static) and 

because two articles may reference a completely unrelated subject matter in the 
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third (Garfield, 2001). According to Small (1973) the co-citation method has been 

pointed to as a better indicator of subject similarity. The methods complement each 

other since one is “retrospective” and the other “forward-looking”. Therefore, this 

paper uses both types of analysis. Using VOSviewer software developed by Van 

Eck and Waltman (2010) several complementary bibliometric analyses were 

carried out (Ferreira, 2018), following the systematic review protocol (Tranfield et 

al., 2003). With this software it is possible to examine bibliometric maps in detail. 

Unlike other software, VOSviewer can display a map in various different ways, 

each emphasizing a different aspect (Van Eck and Waltman, 2010, p. 524). 

Specifically, network visualization was adopted where items were represented by a 

tag and a circle, the size of which varied according to the importance of the element. 

The larger the circle, the more substantial the item. The distance between the two 

items or units of analysis (e.g., journals, authors, articles) shows the approximate 

relatedness of the items in terms of their adopted metric links (e.g., co-citation, co-

authorship, etc.). The closer two items are, the stronger their relatedness. To cluster 

the items, different colors are used with the spatial positioning of the circles. The 

findings from the different analyses were compared to identify the most influential 

journals, authors, articles and research themes. In this study VOSviewer software 

was used because it limits the methodological biases of each bibliometric indicator, 

providing a more comprehensive map of the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy. 

 Content analysis 

Content analysis is defined by Krippendorff (2012) as a systematic analysis of texts 

that aims to discover concepts, themes and relationships and to uncover unknown 

qualities from the data. This analysis is used in literature reviews to provide a direct 

detailed analysis (Randhawa et al., 2016).  

Recently the qualitative software Leximancer has gained increasing attention from 

scholars of tourism and the hospitality environment such as Cheng, 2016; Darcy 

and Pegg, 2011; Edwards et al., 2017; Jin and Wang, 2016. This software applies a 

quantitative method to conduct qualitative analysis by using different algorithms 

by stages and allows the researcher to gain detailed conceptual insights by analysis 
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at the author and citation level (Indulska et al., 2012; Randhawa et al., 2016). As 

highlighted by Cavana et al. (2001), this method applies the inductive identification 

of ‘topics’ through the observation of phenomena, the analysis of patterns and 

themes, the formulation of relationships and the development of theory with 

minimal manual intervention. Smith and Humphreys (2006) found that using the 

natural language processing of Leximancer was useful to remove the potential pre-

conception bias of the researcher. In order to identify the main concepts from 

textual data, this study used Leximancer software to analyze qualitative data 

focused on the role of authenticity in the sharing economy. Visual concept maps 

and statistical outputs are very useful to understand the results of the analysis (Wu 

et al., 2014). The most important units in the semantic pattern extraction process of 

Leximancer are words, concepts and themes (Crofts and Bisman, 2010). Words that 

occur most frequently in the text are identified first and then clustered into concepts. 

The frequent occurrence of a concept is based on a hot map where the brightness of 

the label and the circle reflects the importance of the themes and the size indicates 

the number of concepts in the text (Angus et al., 2013). The ‘hottest’ theme is shown 

in red followed by orange and so on according to the color wheel. Strongly related 

themes are mapped closely together (Campbell et al., 2011; Rooney, 2005). The 

absence of a concept in the map means that it does not appear often enough and/or 

it is not related with other concepts (Liesch et al., 2001). To obtain interpretable 

results some technical operations are required such as: removal of meaningless 

words; customized configuration end editing and seeding for semantic information 

repeated steps to examine the results and bring together concepts under a topic.  

Instead of the automatic method to identify the concepts and themes, a top-down 

method was used. Concepts are listed from top to bottom in order of occurrence, 

based on manual content analysis. Once the set of concepts is determined and their 

definitions are finalized, the software attaches concept codes to individual pieces 

of text. The visual results from Leximancer clearly display the analysis of selected 

papers and make it easier to understand the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy. These outputs are different from other content analysis programs which 

only present word frequencies and connections and do not allow researchers to 

investigate more in depth.  
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Results  

The findings that emerged from the analysis of the data are clustered in three parts. 

The first part i.e., the quantitative systematic review, sets out the descriptive 

statistics of the sample and the evolution of the field over time in terms of the 

number of publications, journals, type of articles and the methodology adopted. The 

second part i.e., the bibliometric analysis, shows the relationship between articles 

and authors in terms of citations and co-citations. The last part describes in detail 

the conceptual maps derived from the analysis of the articles. 

 Quantitative systematic review  

The 36 articles in this sample which focused on authenticity in the sharing economy 

were published in the period 2015-2020. 

 

Figure 2. Number of published articles per year 

 

The quantitative systematic review analyzes the number of publications over the 

years and the journals where these articles were published. Only in recent years has 

there been a significant growth in this field. As is shown in Figure 2, only one article 

was published in 2015 against16 in 2020. The 36 articles were published in 20 

different journals, especially in the tourism and hospitality sectors (Figure 3). 

Sources with a high number of publications include Journal of Travel Research (5), 

International Journal of Hospitality Management (3), International Journal of 

Culture Tourism and Hospitality Research (3), Current Issues in Tourism (3), 

International Journal of Tourism Cities (3), International Journal of Contemporary 

Hospitality Management (3).  
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Figure 3. Number of published articles by journal (with at least one published 

article) 

 

Geographically, the focus of these studies was on 18 different areas, mostly in the 

United States (n=11; 31%) and mainly in the Airbnb context (n=27; 75%). Other 

articles focused on the exploration of Couchsurfing or meal-sharing platforms. As 

shown in Figure 4, most articles are empirical (n=34; 94%) and only 2 articles 

review the previous literature. There are no conceptual articles in the sample.  

In the empirical articles, most (n=20; 59%) adopted the quantitative method. Ten 

articles used the qualitative method and four the mixed method. These results are 

shown in Figure 5.  

 

 

Figure 4. Type of articles 
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Figure 5. Research methodology  

 

 Bibliometric Analysis  

Citation 

Table 1  shows the 10 publications with the highest number of citations. The most 

cited article is by Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2016; n=273) with the title “Impact of 

peer-to-peer accommodation use on travel patterns”, followed by Dredge and 

Gyimothy (2015; n=162) and Guttentag et al. (2018; n=156). 

 

Table 1. Most cited articles 

 

The total number of citations of selected articles is 1,137, confirming the relevance 

of the topic. Analysis shows that in the tourism environment, the role of authenticity 

on sharing economy platforms is a new research field for scholars. The most cited 

article in the sample, by Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2016), was published in the 

Journal of Travel Research with 273 citations. The article by Petruzzi’s et al. (2020) 

was published in the International Journal of Tourism Cities with only one citation. 

Table 2 shows the authors with more than 100 citations i.e., Pesonen Juho, 

Tussyadiah Iss, Dredge Dianne, Gyimothy Szilvia, Guttentag Daniel, Havitz Mark, 
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Potwarka Luke, Smith Stephen, So Kevin Kam Fung, Oh Haemoon and Min 

Somang.  

 

Table 2. Most cited authors 

 

From the analysis of the citation of authors using VOSviewer 9 clusters emerged, 

represented by different colors. The output shows the network of authors by circles, 

whose size varies according to the number of citations, while the network 

connections represent the closeness of the links between authors. Figure 6 illustrates 

the importance of the most cited authors whose work bridges a number of 

disciplines and interdisciplinary areas. The size of the circles represents the citation 

count for each author. The distance between the two circles indicates their 

correlation. Tussyadiah and Pesonen’s work was fundamental in this field with the 

highest number of citations.  
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Figure 6. Network analysis of citations of authors 

 

Based on the most cited article and authors, the journal with the highest number of 

citations is Journal of Travel Research (Figure 7).   

 

Figure 7. Network analysis of citations of sources 

 

The selected articles analyzed the sharing economy and examined various 

countries, mostly the USA. As shown in Table 3, the articles on the USA were cited 

645 times while the articles on New Zealand and Brazil had no citations.  
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Table 3. Most cited countries 

 

Co-citation 

Figure 8 shows the co-citation network map. The strength of co-citation links is 

given by the proximity of two papers, the thickness of the lines connecting them 

and their size. The nodes of the map represent the 20 most influential papers for the 

study of authenticity in the sharing economy.  

 

Figure 8. Network map of co-citation of 20 most cited references 
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These papers were highly co-cited in the selected documents, but not necessarily 

the most frequently cited papers. Two clusters are shown in red and green, 

comprising ten papers. The paper with the higher number of co-citations in the red 

cluster was Guttentag (2015) and Ert et al. (2016) in the green cluster.  

The co-citation analysis of the 20 most cited authors gave rise to the following 

network map (Figure 9), with three clusters, the red and green comprising 7 authors 

and the blue cluster 6 authors. The author with the highest number of co-citations 

is Tussyadiah (in red).  

 

Figure 9. Network map of co-citation of 20 most cited authors 

 

For the co-citation of cited sources, the results are shown in Figure 10, where 3 

clusters are shown, the red cluster comprising 10 journals, the green cluster 9 

journals and the blue cluster, 1 journal. The journals in the green cluster deal with 

marketing, consumer behavior etc., while the cluster in red is more related to 

management, tourism etc.  
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Figure 10. Network map of co-citation of 20 most cited sources 

 

Co-occurrence 

To identify the most important research topics, all the keywords were analyzed 

using VOSviewer. The total number of analyzed keywords was 230. Figure 11 

shows the main keywords used in the selected papers, divided into 14 clusters.  

 

Figure 11. Network map of co-occurrence of all keywords. 
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The proximity of two terms and the thickness of the lines connecting them show 

how frequently they co-occurred as keywords and the size of a node is determined 

by the frequency of a key word. The indicator shows current publications from 

purple to yellow, divided into 14 different clusters.  

Keywords with larger nodes i.e., with a higher frequency of keywords are “sharing 

economy”, “authenticity”, “Airbnb”, “satisfaction” and “tourism”. To avoid 

overlapping, VOSviewer does not display labels close to a larger label in the static 

image of the map, which means some keyword labels are not shown. Therefore, 

Figure 12 presents the network map of the top 20 keywords most used in these 

papers.  

 

Figure 12. Network map of co-occurrence of 20 most used keywords 

 

The 20 most used keywords were divided into four clusters: (1) Airbnb, 

antecedents, authenticity, co-creation, experience, hospitality, intention, the sharing 

economy, trust; (2) collaborative consumption, determinants, motivations, peer-to-

peer accommodation, tourism; (3) behavior, customer satisfaction, innovation, 

service quality and (4) satisfaction, value co-creation.  
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Co-authorship 

A total of 94 authors were involved in the 36 publications related to authenticity in 

the sharing economy. To explore the research cooperation between the authors, a 

network map was developed, using co-authorship analysis by VOSviewer (Figure 

13). The largest set of connected authors presented in Figure 13 is dominated by So 

Kevin Kam Fung with a high number of publications (n=4) and a high level of 

cooperation with other authors. The cooperation network consists of three clusters 

in three different colors; the size of the circles indicates the number of publications. 

The cluster in red comprises four authors: So, Kevin Kam Fung, Min Somang, Oh 

Haemoon and Kim Hyunsu. The other two clusters comprise two authors, the green 

cluster by Hudson Simon and Li Jing and the blue cluster by Zhang Pei and Meng 

Fang.  

 

Figure 13. Network map of co-authorship of authors 

 

In terms of collaboration between countries, from the analysis it emerged that the 

USA had the highest number of publications (n=12) in this field and the highest 

number of citations (n=645). The main partners of the US are Finland, China, 

England and Portugal (Figure 14). As shown in Figure 14, the country cooperation 

network can be divided into four clusters.  
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                  Figure 14. Network map of co-authorship of countries 

 

The largest cluster (in red) is around England, Australia, Austria and China. The 

USA and Finland lead the second cluster (green). The third cluster is around Italy, 

South Africa and Spain, and the last cluster comprises Brazil and Portugal. Some 

countries do not appear in the cooperation network due to limited cooperation. 

 

Bibliographic coupling 

Bibliographic coupling (represented by the link between publications) occurs when 

two publications reference an identical third publication. The circles denote 

publications and their size depends on the number of citations of the publications. 

The color represents a cluster. In this study, the network has five clusters: red, 

green, purple, yellow and blue (right) (Figure 15). The red cluster has the most 

publications (n=9); the cluster with the least publications (n=2) is purple and 

comprises only two articles published by Mody in 2019 and 2020. The results 

indicate that the article by Tussyadiah (2016) attracted the most attention in the area 

of authenticity in the sharing economy.  
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Figure 15. Bibliographic coupling network of publications 

 

 Content Analysis  

The conceptual map represented in Figure 16 is the result of the analysis of selected 

papers, using Leximancer software. In Figure 16 the concepts are represented by 

the smaller gray nodes which are grouped with other rainbow-colored themes.  

 

Figure 16. Conceptual map 
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The higher the number of concepts in a given topic, the richer the topic. The most 

important topic is shown in red, while the other topics, in descending order of 

importance, are orange, yellow, green, blue and purple. A basic interpretation of 

Figure 16 is that it represents the main drivers for adopting the sharing economy, 

including authenticity, social interaction, experience, satisfaction and risk. The 

analysis showed the themes with the strongest connections with the other themes 

such as Airbnb and authenticity (in red and orange). By contrast satisfaction and 

risk had few related concepts (in blue and purple). The existing literature considers 

these two concepts important elements in the decision-making process in relation 

to the intention to repurchase i.e., indicators of loyalty (Priporas et al., 2017; So et 

al., 2016; Liang et al., 2018a; Lalicic and Weismayer, 2018). The relevant 

percentage is the frequency of a concept in relation to the most frequent concept in 

the list. These percentages also reflect the importance of each theme. In this study, 

the map indicates nine predominant themes in order of importance: Airbnb (100%), 

experience (76%), authenticity (61%), the sharing economy (44%), loyalty (44%), 

social interaction (29%), host (22%), satisfaction (12%) and risk (7%) (Figure 17). 

These themes are considered the most influential in relation to authenticity in the 

sharing economy. Each theme was analyzed in detail to see how it was connected 

with the other concepts.   

 

Figure 17. Main concepts identified by Leximancer software (in percentages) 
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Airbnb 

Airbnb was the most important theme of the selected papers analyzing authenticity 

in the sharing economy. According to Guttentag (2015) Airbnb and its disruptive 

innovation has shaken the traditional tourism accommodation sector. Airbnb 

emerged as a game changer, providing an online platform connecting tourists with 

more local and authentic experiences in a tourist destination (Guttentag, 2015). 

Since 75 % of selected papers analyzed the sharing economy focusing on Airbnb, 

this confirms the findings with Leximancer which identified Airbnb as the most 

important theme. The Leximancer software also quantified and showed the 

conceptual structure of the Airbnb theme (Figure 18). The Airbnb theme included 

words such as accommodation and hotel. Airbnb was particularly strongly 

connected with the word accommodation. The relationship between Airbnb and 

accommodation is displayed more in detail in Figure 18.  

 

Figure 18. Concept map for Airbnb 

 

Authenticity  

Authenticity was the second strongest theme in this study. Figure 19 illustrates the 

related concepts. The heme includes words such as: tourist, travel, hospitality and 
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tourism. Lastly, the concept map identified the strong relationship between 

authenticity and the sharing economy. 

 

Figure 19. Concept map for authenticity 

 

In the Airbnb context, numerous researchers defined authenticity as Airbnb 

customer recognition of the “real” experience provided by an Airbnb rental, which 

can change with evaluator perceptions (Grayson and Martinec 2004; Liang et al., 

2018b). The slogan of Airbnb as the most successful sharing economy platform in 

tourism is “Live like a local,” communicating a high value statement of authenticity 

which is an indispensable attribute (Visser et al., 2017; So et al., 2018). Authenticity 

is a key factor motivating consumers to choose Airbnb over other sharing economy 

platforms that offer the same services. Indeed, Airbnb accommodation provides a 

unique and authentic experience offering household benefits not available in hotels. 

 

Experience 

Experience was the third most important theme that emerged from the content 

analysis. The theme includes the concept of destination with which it is strongly 

connected (Figure 20). Other words associated with the theme are experience, 

authenticity, local and loyalty.  
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Figure 20. Concept map for experience 

 

Based on the classification of authenticity used by Wang (1999), an Airbnb 

experience reflects existential authenticity (Liang et al., 2018b). The existential 

component refers to guest perceptions, feelings and emotions, the sense of an 

exclusive or unique experience and the proximity to the local lifestyle and culture 

(Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017, 2018). With regard to Airbnb guests, Yannopoulou 

et al. (2013, p. 89) found that they want to experience living like a local and look 

for “meaningful life enrichment, human contact, access and authenticity”.  

 

Social interaction 

Another strong theme for this study is social interaction, which includes many 

concepts such as: platforms, peer-to-peer, service. The relationship between social 

interaction and benefits, authenticity, experience is illustrated in more detail in 

Figure 21. Unlike traditional hotel experience where tourists interact with trained 

and scripted hotel employees, in Airbnb they develop interpersonal relationships 

with hosts and locals and have a sense of participating in a local, authentic 

experience (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017).  
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Figure 21. Concept map for social interaction 

 

Sharing economy 

As expected, the sharing economy was identified as a major theme in the papers 

selected for the study. Since there is no clear distinction between “sharing 

economy” and “collaborative consumption” many researchers discuss the two terms 

together (Dredge and Gyimóthy, 2015). This explains the strong connection 

between the two concepts. Figure 22 represents the Leximancer output in terms of 

the conceptual structure of the sharing economy theme.  

 

Figure 22. Concept map for the sharing economy 
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Loyalty 

Leximancer identified loyalty as an important theme, found frequently in the 

database. Risk and satisfaction are the concepts which have the strongest 

connection with loyalty. Figure 23 lists the concepts for loyalty in dictating all the 

text segments which contribute to the theme.  

 

Figure 23. Concept map for loyalty 

 

Host 

Host as an active actor in the sharing economy was a major theme. In terms of social 

interaction, many tourists agree that the sharing economy platform i.e., Airbnb 

gives the opportunity to receive useful information and tips from the host. The 

concept map for host is shown in Figure 24.  
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Figure 24. Concept map for host 

 

Satisfaction and risk  

As mentioned above, interestingly, satisfaction and risk were not found frequently 

in the database. Partly this may be due to the selection criteria of papers which 

focused on studies essentially investigating the role of authenticity in the sharing 

economy.  

 

Figure 25. Concept map for satisfaction 

The relationships between the theme and satisfaction and risk are illustrated in 

Figures 25 and 26. Liang et al. (2018b) found that in the case of Airbnb 

accommodation, perceived authenticity both reduced perceived risk and increased 

perceived value. 
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Figure 26. Concept map for risk 

 

Discussion 

The tri-method approach to a review of authenticity in the sharing economy 

enshrines a holistic review of previous literature, identifying in detail the structure, 

theoretical foundations, key concepts and themes in the field. Moreover, this study 

helps to uncover research gaps and set up a future research agenda.  

The current paper represents the evolution of the scientific research regarding the 

role of authenticity in the sharing economy for the period 2015-2020, according to 

publications on Web of Science and Scopus. This study analyzed the trend of 

publications showing how the interest of scholars in this topic has grown. The field 

has emerged recently (the first article dates from 2015) and has evolved rapidly 

with 16 articles published in 2020. The published works appeared in 20 different 

journals. The journal with the highest number of articles is Journal of Travel 

Research (n=5) and many other journals published articles related to authenticity 

in the sharing economy, especially in the area of tourism and hospitality. The 

country with the greatest number of articles is the United States (n=11), while the 

context most analyzed is accommodation with Airbnb (n=27). Most selected papers 

were empirical (n=34). So, there is a lack of conceptual papers and reviews in this 

field. The method most commonly used in the empirical papers was quantitative 

(n=20). Future research should combine both quantitative (online survey) and 
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qualitative (semi-structured interviews and/or focus groups) methods in order to 

offer more complete results on the effect of authenticity in the sharing economy. 

The bibliometric analysis proved very useful in the evaluation of authors, journals 

and countries in the academic field (Ramos et al., 2019). The use of bibliometric 

maps provided an interesting visual history of the research field. In this way it is 

possible to highlight major unresolved issues which serve as future research 

directions. The analysis identified the most influential article on the role of 

authenticity in the sharing economy. This article is “Impacts of peer-to-peer 

accommodation use on travel patterns” published in 2016 in Journal of Travel 

Research. It is the most cited by authors and in articles and journals. The most cited 

country is USA with 645 citations, in line with the results of the quantitative 

systematic review, while New Zealand and Brazil received no citations. The author 

with the highest number of co-citations is Tussyadiah IP. VOSviewer was used to 

analyze the keywords of the papers in the sample. Of the 230 keywords, the most 

frequent were “sharing economy”, “Airbnb”, “authenticity” and “tourism”. In the 

network map of co-authorships, So Kevin Kam Fung dominates with a high number 

of publications (n=4) and a high level of cooperation with other authors. The 36 

selected papers highlighted many examples of international collaboration between 

authors from different countries and with different backgrounds. This type of 

collaboration can lead to the development of new ideas, new perspectives and new 

research approaches. The result of bibliographic coupling indicates that the article 

by Tussyadiah (2016) obtained the most attention in the domain of authenticity in 

the sharing economy. The use of Leximancer software afforded a more 

comprehensive representation of authenticity in the sharing economy, providing 

visual diagrams and charts with lexical concepts. The Leximancer outputs are 

different from other types of software that conduct content analysis and are limited 

to just presenting word frequencies and connections. With Leximancer and its 

visuals, the picture is clearer and it is easier to trace back the most/least important 

concepts in the selected papers. This content analysis of 36 papers found 9 themes 

and ordered them by importance: Airbnb (100%), experience (76%), authenticity 

(61%), sharing economy (44%), loyalty (44%), social interaction (29%), host 

(22%), satisfaction (12%) and risk (7%). The results showed the most common 
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phenomenon i.e., Airbnb and less used concepts i.e., satisfaction and risk. These 

topics represent most of the factors that influence customers in using the sharing 

economy including authenticity, social interaction, experience, satisfaction and 

risk. The themes Airbnb and authenticity have strong connections with the other 

themes. By contrast satisfaction and risk had few related concepts despite being 

considered by the existing literature important elements in decision-making in 

relation to the intention to repurchase the services provided by the sharing economy.  

The strong relationship between Airbnb and accommodation that emerged from the 

results is unsurprising since Airbnb defines itself as a marketplace that allows 

people to access to many types of accommodation. The mission of this sharing 

economy platform is to deliver unique travel experiences through the ability to 

connect to the local culture via the accommodation that tourists choose. The 

accommodation is individually owned, unique and embedded in the local 

landscape, facilitating an authentic guest experience, in line with Airbnb mottos: 

Belong Anywhere and Live There (Ting 2016). Most selected papers (n=27; 75%) 

focused on the analysis of Airbnb since it is considered a successful example of a 

sharing economy platform in the tourism environment. Further studies should 

include other platforms such as BlaBlaCar, ToursByLocals etc., to explore how the 

sharing economy is evolving. Furthermore, the platform of Airbnb satisfies the 

needs of tourists who want to enjoy a “different” experience, living as a local in a 

new destination. This explains the strong relationship of Airbnb with the concepts 

of experience and local. Airbnb has an important relationship with authenticity. 

Snepenger et al. (2006, p. 141) identified the search for authenticity as a micro 

factor that motivates tourists as it “stems from the idea that the modern world has 

left people with a sense of experiences that are phony and relationship that are 

disconnected”. Various scholars highlight the importance of the authentic 

experience provided by Airbnb i.e., staying in Airbnb is likely to have a positive 

impact on the perceived authenticity of the stay (Bucher et al., 2018; Grayson and 

Martinec, 2004; Fitzmaurtice et al., 2020; Yannopoulou et al., 2013). Furthermore, 

Bucher et al. (2018) found that the guests of Airbnb make tradeoffs between 

comfort (as offered by hotels) and authenticity. The experience related to the 

services provided by Airbnb is a key factor in the decision-making process of 
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guests, and the experience with the online platform is also in itself an important 

element. In the future, it will be interesting to explore the role of the experience 

with the platform in terms of service quality such as how easy it is to use the 

platform for booking and how this factor affects customer engagement with the 

sharing economy platforms and the loyalty of users. The relationship between 

Airbnb and the sharing economy is very strong; it is a pioneer of the shared 

economy and one of the most successful examples. Figure 21 sets out all the 

relationships of Airbnb with the other concepts according to the logic of 

Leximancer.  

The high level of connection between authenticity and the concepts of local and 

experience reflects the fact that, in general, authenticity may refer to authentic 

experience such as the immersion into a local cultural setting (Liang et al., 2017). 

The concept of authenticity was introduced by MacCannell (1976) in order to 

understand the experience of tourists during their visits to historic sites. Guttentag 

et al. (2018) pointed out that one of the reasons tourists choose Airbnb instead of 

an alternative is the search for local authenticity. In their research Tussyadiah and 

Pesonen (2016) confirm that the choice to stay in peer-to-peer accommodation is 

strongly related to the desire of people for more meaningful social interactions with 

locals. This explains the strong relationship between authenticity and social 

interaction. Kolar and Zabkar (2010) defined authenticity as the genuine experience 

perceived by tourists. Other scholars have conceptualized authenticity as a state in 

which tourists perceive every moment of their experience as unique (Kim and 

Jamal, 2007; Steiner and Reisinger, 2006; Wang, 1999). Bucher et al. (2018) argued 

that an experience is considered authentic if it is in line with the individual 

expectations of customers and beliefs about the essence of experience. 

Consequently, these two concepts have a strong relationship as demonstrated in 

Figure 23. Generally, authenticity is analyzed as a forerunner of customer 

engagement or loyalty, but other studies should consider the dimension of the co-

creation experience of guests, brand love, brand trust etc. Authenticity and 

experience are also strongly connected with the word local. According to travelers, 

staying somewhere with a homely setting and receiving local experiences are 
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attractive factors in Airbnb services (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016; Tussyadiah, 

2016; Varma et al., 2016; Lin and Liu, 2018). 

The results of Li et al. (2019) suggested that Airbnb customer experience is a 

significant predictor of behavioral intentions regarding loyalty. Some studies have 

identified authenticity as a relevant forerunner, enhancing the repurchasing 

behavior of Airbnb costumers (Liang et al., 2018b).  

In the case of Airbnb, research shows that social benefits and social interactions are 

major factors motivating consumers to choose this platform (So et al., 2018). Social 

interactions between hosts and guests through the online platform of Airbnb may 

lead customers to perceived authenticity, in turn causing them to have a positive 

experience with Airbnb (Akarsu et al., 2020). According to Garrett-Price (2014) 

Airbnb provides customers with access to real people and a real home atmosphere, 

facilitating the formation of real-life friendships during the visit. In the future, 

research should carry out a cross-cultural analysis in relation to the social 

interactions in the sharing economy. This analysis could provide indications on the 

differences between persons of different nationalities in terms of social interaction.  

The analysis showed a strong connection between two themes: the sharing economy 

and collaborative consumption because the literature does not make a clear 

distinction between these two concepts. Many scholars have identified the 

motivations of guests when using sharing economy platforms to meet their needs. 

Analyzing these motivations, from the perspective of the hosts, would serve to 

understand and at the same time to become more aware of their needs and desires. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to explore and compare motivations from two 

different points of view, i.e., guest vs host, in order to examine whether what the 

sharing economy can meet the expectations of customers and hosts. Usually, via 

online platforms, the sharing economy reaches a large population and provides open 

access to underused assets (e.g., rooms and cars) by fee-based sharing (Richardson, 

2015). The sharing economy is considered a potential threat to the traditional 

accommodation sector. As one of the pioneers of the sharing economy, 

accommodation sharing has attracted increasing research. In the context of the 

sharing economy, numerous scholars have consistently highlighted authenticity as 
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a critical dimension of the Airbnb customer experience (Birinci et al., 2018; Lyu et 

al., 2019; Paulauskaite et al., 2017). 

Risk is strongly related to loyalty due to the negative impact of perceived risk on a 

customer’s repurchasing intentions (Liang et al., 2018a). Customer satisfaction 

plays a central role in the post-purchase behavior of customers, including return 

intention and positive word-of-mouth (Ahrholdt et al., 2017; HennigThurau and 

Klee, 1997). Bucher et al. (2018) empirically explained the strong and significant 

direct effect of authenticity on loyalty.  

Generally, an Airbnb host is enthusiastic and passionate about sharing local facts 

and details with their guests (Latif et al., 2019) and this is in line with the strong 

connection of the term host with the concepts of local and guests. In order to attract 

more guests, the host offers personalized service to create a feeling of “a home away 

from home” for customers (Trivett and Staff, 2013). These services allow guests to 

gain access to local knowledge and culture. Also, personalized services are 

described as a critical component of customer experience with Airbnb which 

attracts customers but at the same time as highlighting their stay (Lyu et al., 2019). 

Consequently, in the future it would be important for scholars to compare host and 

guest perspectives on customer experience in the sharing economy context.   

The findings of this paper show a low level of frequency of the term satisfaction 

and risk. Mostly authenticity has been explored by several scholars as a motivation 

for the use of sharing economy platforms, but the effect of the reuse of such 

platforms in the future i.e., on customer loyalty has been neglected. The strong 

relationship between satisfaction and risk with the concept of loyalty has been 

remarked Otherwise, previous studies have applied perceived risk and satisfaction 

to investigate decision-making (Park et al., 2004; Birinci et al., 2018). Customer 

satisfaction plays a key role in the post-purchase behavior of customers, including 

return intention and positive word-of-mouth (Ahrholdt et al., 2017; HennigThurau 

and Klee, 1998). Furthermore, service quality has been conceptualized as an 

essential driver of customer satisfaction (Caruana, 2002; Kuo et al., 2009; Priporas 

et al., 2017). For this reason, it is important to consider other indicators of loyalty, 

for example service quality or perceived value. Perceived risk in online platforms 
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has been defined as “the expectation of losses associated with purchase and acts as 

an inhibitor to purchase behavior” (Peter et al., 1976, p.185) and “the potential for 

loss in the pursuit of a desired outcome of using an e-service’’ (Featherman and 

Pavlou 2003, p.454). Further studies should focus on a comparative analysis of the 

level of perceived risk related to the service provided by the sharing economy and 

transactions on online platform. 

Based on the main gaps in each theme, as they emerged from the review of the 

selected papers, Table 4 indicates some directions for future research: 

Theme Further research 

1. Airbnb 

Exploration of other sharing economy platforms such 

as BlaBlaCar, ToursByLocals etc. 

2. experience 

Analysis of the role of the experience with platform in 

terms of platform quality 

3. authenticity 

Study of authenticity as a dimension of guests’ co-

creation experience; brand love; brand trust etc. 

4. sharing 

economy 

Comparison between guest’s and host’s motivations to 

use sharing economy platforms 

5. loyalty 

Analysis of other drivers of loyalty such as service 

quality or perceived value 

6. social 

interaction 

A cross-cultural analysis 

7. host 

Comparison of different phenomena related to the 

sharing economy platforms from host’s and guest’s 

perspective 

8. satisfaction 

Comparison of the effect’s level of satisfaction on 

loyalty with other factors, for example customer 

engagement 
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9. risk 

Comparison of the level of perceived risk in terms of 

service offered by sharing economy and transaction in 

online platform  

Table 4. Further research on each topic 

The current review makes a number of contributions to the existing literature. First, 

from an academic perspective, it provides a detailed representation of the role of 

authenticity role in the sharing economy literature, by illustrating the main concepts 

and themes in the field. Via visible representations it helps researchers to identify 

their position in the literature and to understand their relationship with other 

authors, revealing potential new directions and collaborations. As Ferreira et al. 

(2016, p. 1475) say, “having a map of the conceptual framework of a discipline can 

be of great interest in the pursuit of a holistic view of a field of study, improving 

our understanding of relationships between paradigms and the most analyzed topics 

and, thus, identifying essential work still to be done”. From a methodological 

perspective, such a study highlights new opportunities offered by a visual analytics 

approach via software such as VOSviewer and Leximancer (Cheng and Edwards, 

2015; Edwards et al., 2017). Lastly, from a practical point of view, the study serves 

as an introduction to the important role of authenticity in the sharing economy 

particularly in tourism and the hospitality sector. Specifically, practitioners will 

benefit from the holistic and multi-level insights provided by this study with a better 

understanding of the ubiquitous concept of authenticity. Based on these results they 

may be able to develop and formulate strategies, offering an authentic experience 

to customers. Practitioners should take advantage of the components of authenticity 

to convince customers to reuse and/or recommend the services provided on shared 

economy platforms.  

 

Limitations and further research 

Although this study is one of the first to systematically map the role of authenticity 

in the sharing economy field, it is not without limitations. In light of these 

limitations, several areas of future research become available. The first limitation 

is the use of only two scientific databases i.e., Web of Science and Scopus for data 
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collection, meaning that not all issues and areas have been captured. Future research 

could select papers from other databases such as Google Scholar etc. The second 

limitation is related to the search criteria, i.e., “the sharing economy” and 

“collaborative consumption” which may have led to the exclusion of papers which 

use other terms - rather than the sharing economy - such as the gig economy or the 

peer-to-peer economy. Future research could expand the search terms to include 

other terms related to the sharing economy. The third limitation comes from the 

need to guarantee the homogeneity of the sample by selecting only articles from 

academic journals. Future research could consider the grey literature in the sample 

and complement the results of this study. Fourth, for the bibliometric analysis, 

VOSviewer software was used to evaluate the structure, conceptual evolution and 

presentation of the main trend in authenticity in the sharing economy. Future 

research could replicate the findings, for example, using BibExcel to analyze the 

data and show the results with Gephi software. Fifth, this study used only scientific 

software to analyze the existing literature, and future research could therefore 

enhance these findings by consulting experts and practitioners. Lastly, future 

research could empirically analyze the effect of authenticity on the use of sharing 

economy platforms as well as the effects of satisfaction and risk (lower frequency 

topics that emerged from the content analysis) on behavior and loyalty in the 

sharing economy field. Furthermore, it would be interesting to investigate the 

possible effect of authenticity (the most influential topic that emerged from the 

content analysis) on loyalty. 

  



 95 

References  
 

Aaker, D. (2019). Winning in the sharing economy: Six keys to Airbnb’s success. Journal 

of Brand Strategy, 7(4), 310-317. 

Aghaei Chadegani, A., Salehi, H., Yunus, M., Farhadi, H., Fooladi, M., Farhadi, M., & Ale 

Ebrahim, N. (2013). A comparison between two main academic literature collections: Web 

of Science and Scopus databases. Asian Social Science, 9(5), 18-26. 

Ahmad, P., Dummer, P. M. H., Chaudhry, A., Rashid, U., Saif, S., & Asif, J. A. (2019). A 

bibliometric study of the top 100 most‐cited randomized controlled trials, systematic 

reviews and meta‐analyses published in endodontic journals. International Endodontic 

Journal, 52(9), 1297-1316. 

Ahrholdt, D. C., Gudergan, S. P., & Ringle, C. M. (2017). Enhancing service loyalty: The 

roles of delight, satisfaction, and service quality. Journal of Travel Research, 56(4), 436-

450. 

Airbnb (2018). Airbnb About Us - Airbnb Newsroom 

https//press.atairbnb.com/about-us/. (Accessed March 2, 2018) 

Akarsu, T. N., Foroudi, P., & Melewar, T. C. (2019). Rethinking the nexus of TV 

series/movies and destination image: changing perceptions through sensorial cues and 

authentic identity of a city. In Place Branding (pp. 207-224). Routledge. 

Akarsu, T. N., Foroudi, P., & Melewar, T. C. (2020). What makes Airbnb likeable? 

Exploring the nexus between service attractiveness, country image, perceived authenticity 

and experience from a social exchange theory perspective within an emerging economy 

context. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 91, 102635. 

Anastasia. (2015) An introduction to sharing economy. Cleverism. 

Anderson, P. (2016). Nicolai J. Foss and Tina Saebi, eds.: Business Model Innovation: The 

Organizational Dimension. 

Andriotis, K., & Agiomirgianakis, G. (2014). Market escape through exchange: Home 

swap as a form of non-commercial hospitality. Current Issues in Tourism, 17(7), 576-591. 

Angelino, L. (2017). Meal-sharing in people’s everyday life: An analysis of meal sharing 

participation from a Social practice theory perspective. Wageningen University and 

Research Centre. Department of Social Sciences – Rural Sociology Group. 

Angus, D., Rintel, S., & Wiles, J. (2013). Making sense of big text: a visual-first approach 

for analysing text data using Leximancer and Discursis. International Journal of Social 

Research Methodology, 16(3), 261-267. 



 96 

Aria, M., & Cuccurullo, C. (2017). A brief introduction to bibliometrix. Journal of 

Informetrics, 11(4), 959-975. 

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. (2012). Access-based consumption: The case of car 

sharing. Journal of consumer research, 39(4), 881-898. 

Barnes, S. J., & Mattsson, J. (2016). Understanding current and future issues in 

collaborative consumption: A four-stage Delphi study. Technological Forecasting and 

Social Change, 104, 200-211. 

Belk, R. (2007). Why not share rather than own?. The Annals of the American Academy of 

Political and Social Science, 611(1), 126-140. 

Belk, R. (2010). Sharing. Journal of Consumer Research, 36(5), 715-734. 

Belk, R. (2014). You are what you can access: Sharing and collaborative consumption 

online. Journal of Business Research, 67(8), 1595-1600. 

Belk, R. W. (1988). Possessions and the extended self. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 15(2), 139-168. 

Belk, R. W., Eckhardt, G. M., & Bardhi, F. (2019). Introduction to the Handbook of the 

Sharing Economy: the paradox of the sharing economy. In Handbook of the Sharing 

Economy. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Benckendorff, P., & Zehrer, A. (2013). A network analysis of tourism research. Annals of 

Tourism Research, 43, 121-149. 

Binkhorst, E., & Den Dekker, T. (2009). Agenda for co-creation tourism experience 

research. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management, 18(2-3), 311-327. 

Birinci, H., Berezina, K., & Cobanoglu, C. (2018). Comparing customer perceptions of 

hotel and peer-to-peer accommodation advantages and disadvantages. International 

Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 30(2), 1190-1210. 

Böcker, L., & Meelen, T. (2017). Sharing for people, planet or profit? Analysing 

motivations for intended sharing economy participation. Environmental Innovation and 

Societal Transitions, 23, 28-39. 

Bonfanti, A., Vigolo, V., & Yfantidou, G. (2021). The impact of the Covid-19 pandemic 

on customer experience design: The hotel managers’ perspective. International Journal of 

Hospitality Management, 94, 102871. 

Boorstin, D. J. (1961). The image. New York: Atheneum. 

Botsman, R., & Rogers, R. (2010). What's mine is yours: The rise of collaborative 

consumption. Collins: London, UK. 



 97 

Brown, S., Kozinets, R. V., & Sherry, J. F. (2003). Sell me the old, old story: 

Retromarketing management and the art of brand revival. Journal of Customer 

Behaviour, 2(2), 133-147. 

Bucher, E., Fieseler, C., Fleck, M., & Lutz, C. (2018). Authenticity and the sharing 

economy. Academy of Management Discoveries, 4(3), 294-313. 

Buonincontri, P., Morvillo, A., Okumus, F., & van Niekerk, M. (2017). Managing the 

experience co-creation process in tourism destinations: Empirical findings from 

Naples. Tourism Management, 62, 264-277. 

Callon, M., Courtial, J. P., & Laville, F. (1991). Co-word analysis as a tool for describing 

the network of interactions between basic and technological research: The case of polymer 

chemsitry. Scientometrics, 22(1), 155-205. 

Camillo, A. A. (Ed.). (2015). Handbook of research on global hospitality and tourism 

management. IGI global. 

Campbell, C., Pitt, L. F., Parent, M., & Berthon, P. R. (2011). Understanding consumer 

conversations around ads in a Web 2.0 world. Journal of Advertising, 40(1), 87-102. 

Caputo, A., Marzi, G., Maley, J., & Silic, M. (2019). Ten years of conflict management 

research 2007-2017. International Journal of Conflict Management, 30(1), 87-110. 

Carroll, E., & Romano, J. (2010). Your digital afterlife: When Facebook, Flickr and Twitter 

are your estate, what's your legacy?. New Riders. 

Caruana, A. (2002). Service loyalty: The effects of service quality and the mediating role 

of customer satisfaction. European Journal of Marketing, 36 (7/8), 811-828. 

Cavana, R., Delahaye, B., & Sekeran, U. (2001). Applied business research: Qualitative 

and quantitative methods. John Wiley & Sons. 

Chandler, J. D., & Lusch, R. F. (2015). Service systems: a broadened framework and 

research agenda on value propositions, engagement, and service experience. Journal of 

Service Research, 18(1), 6-22. 

Cheng, M. (2016). Sharing economy: A review and agenda for future 

research. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 57, 60-70. 

Cheng, M., & Edwards, D. (2015). Social media in tourism: a visual analytic 

approach. Current Issues in Tourism, 18(11), 1080-1087. 

Cheung, C. M., Chan, G. W., & Limayem, M. (2005). A critical review of online consumer 

behavior: Empirical research. Journal of Electronic Commerce in Organizations 

(JECO), 3(4), 1-19. 

Chhabra, D., Healy, R., & Sills, E. (2003). Staged authenticity and heritage tourism. Annals 

of Tourism Research, 30(3), 702-719. 



 98 

Cho, M. H. (2012). A study of authenticity in traditional Korean folk villages. International 

Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Administration, 13(2), 145-171. 

Clark, J. (2014). Making connections via peer-to-peer travel. USA Today, 31. 

Cobo, M. J., López‐Herrera, A. G., Herrera‐Viedma, E., & Herrera, F. (2011). Science 

mapping software tools: Review, analysis, and cooperative study among tools. Journal of 

the American Society for information Science and Technology, 62(7), 1382-1402. 

Cohen, E. (1979). Rethinking the sociology of tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 6(1), 

18-35. 

Cohen, E. (1988). Authenticity and commoditization in tourism. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 15(3), 371-386. 

Cohen, E. (2002). Authenticity, equity and sustainability in tourism. Journal of Sustainable 

Tourism, 10(4), 267-276. 

Cole, S. (2007). Beyond authenticity and commodification. Annals of tourism 

research, 34(4), 943-960. 

Collins, J. A., & Fauser, B. C. (2005). Balancing the strengths of systematic and narrative 

reviews. Human Reproduction Update, 11(2), 103–104, 

Crofts, K., & Bisman, J. (2010). Interrogating accountability: An illustration of the use of 

Leximancer software for qualitative data analysis. Qualitative Research in Accounting & 

Management, 7(2), 180-207. 

Darcy, S., & Pegg, S. (2011). Towards strategic intent: Perceptions of disability service 

provision amongst hotel accommodation managers. International Journal of Hospitality 

Management, 30(2), 468-476. 

David, R. J., & Han, S. K. (2004). A systematic assessment of the empirical support for 

transaction cost economics. Strategic Management Journal, 25(1), 39-58. 

Davies, A., Doyle, R. (2015). Transforming Household Consumption: From Backcasting 

to HomeLabs Experiments. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 105 (2), 

425-436.  

Denyer, D., & Tranfield, D. (2009). Producing a systematic review. In D. A. Buchanan & 

A. Bryman (Eds.), The Sage handbook of organizational research methods, 671–689. Sage 

Publications Ltd 

Dredge, D., & Gyimóthy, S. (2015). The collaborative economy and tourism: Critical 

perspectives, questionable claims and silenced voices. Tourism Recreation 

Research, 40(3), 286-302. 

Dredge, D., & Gyimóthy, S. (2017). Collaborative economy and tourism. In Collaborative 

Economy and Tourism, 1-12. Springer, Cham. 



 99 

Eckhardt, G. M., & Bardhi, F. (2015). The sharing economy isn’t about sharing at 

all. Harvard Business Review, 28(1), 881-898. 

Edwards, D., Cheng, M., Wong, I. A., Zhang, J., & Wu, Q. (2017). Ambassadors of 

knowledge sharing. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 

29(2), 690-708. 

Ert, E., Fleischer, A., & Magen, N. (2016). Trust and reputation in the sharing economy: 

The role of personal photos in Airbnb. Tourism Management, 55, 62-73. 

Featherman, M. S., & Pavlou, P. A. (2003). Predicting e-services adoption: a perceived risk 

facets perspective. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 59(4), 451-474. 

Felson, M., & Spaeth, J. L. (1978). Community structure and collaborative consumption: 

A routine activity approach. American Behavioral Scientist, 21(4), 614-624. 

Ferreira, F. A. (2018). Mapping the field of arts-based management: Bibliographic 

coupling and co-citation analyses. Journal of Business Research, 85, 348-357. 

Ferreira, F. A., Jalali, M. S., & Ferreira, J. J. (2016). Integrating qualitative comparative 

analysis (QCA) and fuzzy cognitive maps (FCM) to enhance the selection of independent 

variables. Journal of Business Research, 69(4), 1471-1478. 

Ferreiro Aláez, L. (1993). Bibliometría: análisis bivariante. Madrid: Espasa. 

Fitzmaurice, C. J., Ladegaard, I., Attwood-Charles, W., Cansoy, M., Carfagna, L. B., 

Schor, J. B., & Wengronowitz, R. (2020). Domesticating the market: moral exchange and 

the sharing economy. Socio-Economic Review, 18(1), 81-102. 

Fodness, D. (1994). Measuring tourist motivation. Annals of Tourism Research, 21(3), 

555-581. 

Friedman, T. L. (2013). Welcome to the ‘sharing economy’. New York Times, 20(07), 

2013. 

Gansky, L. (2010). The mesh: Why the future of business is sharing. Penguin. 

Garfield, E. (2001). From Bibliographic Coupling to Co-CitationAnalysis Via Algorithmic 

Historio-Bibliography: A Citationist‟ s Tribute to BelverC. Griffith. Drexel University, 

Philadelphia, PA, 27. 

Garrett-Price, K. (2014). Friends I made using Airbnb. 

Geissinger, A., Laurell, C., Öberg, C., & Sandström, C. (2019). How sustainable is the 

sharing economy? On the sustainability connotations of sharing economy 

platforms. Journal of Cleaner Production, 206, 419-429. 

Gilmore, J. H., & Pine, B. J. (2007). Authenticity: What consumers really want. Harvard 

Business Press. 

Goeldner, C. R., & Ritchie, J. B. (2009). Tourism: Principles. Practices, Philosophies, 2. 



 100 

Gogos, C., Kodonas, K., Fardi, A., & Economides, N. (2020). Top 100 cited systematic 

reviews and meta-analyses in dentistry. Acta Odontologica Scandinavica, 78(2), 87-97. 

Grayson, K., & Martinec, R. (2004). Consumer perceptions of iconicity and indexicality 

and their influence on assessments of authentic market offerings. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 31(2), 296-312. 

Guttentag, D. (2015). Airbnb: disruptive innovation and the rise of an informal tourism 

accommodation sector. Current Issues in Tourism, 18(12), 1192-1217. 

Guttentag, D. A., & Smith, S. L. (2017). Assessing Airbnb as a disruptive innovation 

relative to hotels: Substitution and comparative performance expectations. International 

Journal of Hospitality Management, 64, 1-10. 

Guttentag, D., Smith, S., Potwarka, L., & Havitz, M. (2018). Why tourists choose Airbnb: 

A motivation-based segmentation study. Journal of Travel Research, 57(3), 342-359. 

Guz, A. N., & Rushchitsky, J. J. (2009). Scopus: A system for the evaluation of scientific 

journals. International Applied Mechanics, 45(4), 351-362. 

Hamari, J., Sjöklint, M., & Ukkonen, A. (2015). The sharing economy: Why people 

participate in collaborative consumption. Journal of the Association for Information 

Science and Technology, 67(9), 2047-2059. 

Hargrove, C. M. (2002). Heritage tourism. CRM-WASHINGTON-, 25(1), 10-11. 

Hart, M., & Dagevos, M. (2017). Sociaal ondernemen in het sociale domein is lastiger dan 

het lijkt. 

Haywood, J., Mayock, P., Freitag, J., Owoo, K. A., & Fiorilla, B. (2017). Airbnb & hotel 

performance. STR publication. 

He, Q. (1999). Knowledge discovery through co-word analysis, Library Trends, 48(1), 

133-159. 

Hede, A. M., Garma, R., Josiassen, A., & Thyne, M. (2014). Perceived authenticity of the 

visitor experience in museums: Conceptualization and initial empirical findings. European 

Journal of Marketing, 48(7/8), 1395-1412. 

Hennig‐Thurau, T., & Klee, A. (1997). The impact of customer satisfaction and 

relationship quality on customer retention: A critical reassessment and model 

development. Psychology & marketing, 14(8), 737-764. 

Henten, A. H., & Windekilde, I. M. (2016). Transaction costs and the sharing economy. 

Info, 18(1), 1-15. 

Hughes, G. (1995). Authenticity in tourism. Annals of Tourism Research, 22(4), 781-803. 

Ibarra, H. (2015). The authenticity paradox. Harvard Business Review, 93(1/2), 53-59. 



 101 

Indulska, M., Hovorka, D. S., & Recker, J. (2012). Quantitative approaches to content 

analysis: identifying conceptual drift across publication outlets. European Journal of 

Information Systems, 21(1), 49-69. 

Ivanova, P. (2017). A contemporary overview of the application of collaborative 

consumption in tourism. Бизнес управление, 27(2), 73-86. 

Jamal, T., & Lee, J. H. (2003). Integrating micro and macro approaches to tourist 

motivations: Toward an interdisciplinary theory. Tourism Analysis, 8(1), 47-59. 

Jia, F., & Jiang, Y. (2018). Sustainable global sourcing: A systematic literature review and 

bibliometric analysis. Sustainability, 10(3), 595-616. 

Jiang, B., & Tian, L. (2019). The strategic and economic implications of consumer-to-

consumer product sharing. In Sharing Economy, 37-54. Springer, Cham. 

Jiang, Y., Ramkissoon, H., Mavondo, F. T., & Feng, S. (2017). Authenticity: The link 

between destination image and place attachment. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & 

Management, 26(2), 105-124. 

Jin, X., & Wang, Y. (2016). Chinese outbound tourism research: A review. Journal of 

Travel Research, 55(4), 440-453. 

Joo, J. H. (2017). Motives for participating in sharing economy: Intentions to use car 

sharing services. The Journal of Distribution Science, 15(2), 21-26. 

Karlsson, L., & Dolnicar, S. (2016). Someone's been sleeping in my bed. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 58, 159-162. 

Kernis, M. H., & Goldman, B. M. (2006). A multicomponent conceptualization of 

authenticity: Theory and research. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 38, 283-

357. 

Kessler, M. M. (1963). Bibliographic coupling between scientific papers. American 

Documentation, 14(1), 10-25. 

Khandelwal, M., Hill Jr, M. E., Greenough, P., Anthony, J., Quill, M., Linderman, M., & 

Udaykumar, H. S. (2017). Why have improved cook-stove initiatives in India 

failed?. World Development, 92, 13-27. 

Kim, B. (2019). Understanding key antecedents of consumer loyalty toward sharing-

economy platforms: The case of Airbnb. Sustainability, 11(19), 5195. 

Kim, H., & Bonn, M. A. (2016). Authenticity. International Journal of Contemporary 

Hospitality Management, 28(4), 839-859. 

Kim, H., & Jamal, T. (2007). Touristic quest for existential authenticity. Annals of Tourism 

Research, 34(1), 181-201. 



 102 

Kirillova, K., Lehto, X. Y., & Cai, L. (2017). Existential authenticity and anxiety as 

outcomes: The tourist in the experience economy. International Journal of Tourism 

Research, 19(1), 13-26. 

Kolar, T., & Zabkar, V. (2010). A consumer-based model of authenticity: An oxymoron or 

the foundation of cultural heritage marketing?. Tourism Management, 31(5), 652-664. 

Kontogeorgopoulos, N. (2003). Keeping up with the Joneses: Tourists, travellers, and the 

quest for cultural authenticity in southern Thailand. Tourist Studies, 3(2), 171-203. 

Krippendorff, K. (2012). Content Analysis: CONCEPTUALIZING CONTENT ANALYSIS; 

1. History; 2. Conceptual Foundation; 3. Uses and Interfaces; PART II. COMPONENTS 

OF CONTENT ANALYSIS; 4. The Logic of Content Analysis Design; 5. Unitizing; 7. 

Recording. SAGE Publications, Incorporated. 

Krösbacher, C., & Mazanec, J. A. (2010). Perceived authenticity and the museum 

experience. In Analysing international city tourism, 227-241. Springer, Vienna. 

Kumar, V., Lahiri, A., & Dogan, O. B. (2018). A strategic framework for a profitable 

business model in the sharing economy. Industrial Marketing Management, 69, 147-160. 

Kuo, Y. F., Wu, C. M., & Deng, W. J. (2009). The relationships among service quality, 

perceived value, customer satisfaction, and post-purchase intention in mobile value-added 

services. Computers in Human Behavior, 25(4), 887-896. 

Lalicic, L., & Weismayer, C. (2017). The role of authenticity in Airbnb experiences. 

In Information and Communication Technologies in Tourism 2017, 781-794. Springer, 

Cham. 

Lalicic, L., & Weismayer, C. (2018). A model of tourists’ loyalty: the case of 

Airbnb. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Technology, 9(1), 90-93. 

Latif, R; Subramaniam, S; Rahim, R; & Nesamanyd, S, (2019). An Empirical Study on 

AIRBnB Accommodation Services and Customer Decision Making. International Journal 

of Innovation, Creativity and Change. www.ijicc.net., 6 (3), 284-311. 

Lee, S., & Kim, D. Y. (2018). Brand personality of Airbnb: application of user involvement 

and gender differences. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 35(1), 32-45. 

Lee, S., Phau, I., Hughes, M., Li, Y. F., & Quintal, V. (2016). Heritage tourism in Singapore 

Chinatown: A perceived value approach to authenticity and satisfaction. Journal of Travel 

& Tourism Marketing, 33(7), 981-998. 

Li, J., Hudson, S., & So, K. K. F. (2019). Exploring the customer experience with 

Airbnb. International Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 13(4), 410-

429. 

http://www.ijicc.net/


 103 

Liang, L. J., Choi, H. C., & Joppe, M. (2018a). Exploring the relationship between 

satisfaction, trust and switching intention, repurchase intention in the context of 

Airbnb. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 69, 41-48. 

Liang, L. J., Choi, H. C., & Joppe, M. (2018b). Understanding repurchase intention of 

Airbnb consumers: perceived authenticity, electronic word-of-mouth, and price 

sensitivity. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 35(1), 73-89. 

Liang, L.J. (2015). Understanding repurchase intention of Airbnb consumers: perceived 

authenticity, eWoM and price sensitivity. Unpublished Master Thesis, University of 

Guelph, Guelph. 

Liang, S., Schuckert, M., Law, R., & Chen, C. C. (2017). Be a “Superhost”: The importance 

of badge systems for peer-to-peer rental accommodations. Tourism Management, 60, 454-

465. 

Liesch, P. W., Håkanson, L., McGaughey, S. L., Middleton, S., & Cretchley, J. (2011). The 

evolution of the international business field: A scientometric investigation of articles 

published in its premier journal. Scientometrics, 88(1), 17-42. 

Lin, Y. C., & Liu, Y. C. (2018). Deconstructing the internal structure of perceived 

authenticity for heritage tourism. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(12), 2134-2152. 

Liu, S. Q., & Mattila, A. S. (2017). Airbnb: Online targeted advertising, sense of power, 

and consumer decisions. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 60, 33-41. 

Lyu, J., Li, M., & Law, R. (2019). Experiencing P2P accommodations: Anecdotes from 

Chinese customers. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 77, 323-332. 

MacCannell, D. (1973). Staged authenticity: Arrangements of social space in tourist 

settings. American Journal of Sociology, 79(3), 589-603. 

MacCannell, D. (1976). The tourist: a new theory of the leisure class. New York: Schocken.  

Mair, J., & Reischauer, G. (2017). Capturing the dynamics of the sharing economy: 

Institutional research on the plural forms and practices of sharing economy 

organizations. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 125, 11-20. 

McCain, K. W. (1990). Mapping authors in intellectual space: A technical 

overview. Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 41(6), 433-443. 

Merli, R., Preziosi, M., & Acampora, A. (2018). How do scholars approach the circular 

economy? A systematic literature review. Journal of Cleaner Production, 178, 703-722. 

Mingers, J., & Leydesdorff, L. (2015). Identifying research fields within business and 

management: A journal cross-citation analysis. Journal of the Operational Research 

Society, 66(8), 1370-1384. 



 104 

Mittendorf, C. (2016). What Trust means in the Sharing Economy: A provider perspective 

on Airbnb. com. Twenty-second Americas Conference on Information Systems, San 

Diego, 1-10. 

Mody, M., & Hanks, L. (2020). Consumption authenticity in the accommodations industry: 

the keys to brand love and brand loyalty for hotels and Airbnb. Journal of Travel 

Research, 59(1), 173-189. 

Molz, J. G. (2013). Social networking technologies and the moral economy of alternative 

tourism: The case of couchsurfing. org. Annals of tourism research, 43, 210-230. 

Molz, J. G. (2014). Cosmopolitans on the Couch: Mobile Hospitality and the Internet. 

In Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanisms, 43-64. transcript-Verlag. 

Mura, P. (2015). Perceptions of authenticity in a Malaysian homestay–A narrative 

analysis. Tourism Management, 51, 225-233. 

Naoi, T. (2004). Visitors' evaluation of a historical district: The roles of authenticity and 

manipulation. Tourism and Hospitality Research, 5(1), 45-63. 

Nica, E., & Potcovaru, A. M. (2015). The social sustainability of the sharing 

economy. Economics, Management and Financial Markets, 10(4), 69-75. 

Onat A. (2011). Which Fields and Articles Contributed Most to Medicine from Turkey? 

Marmara Medical Journal, 24, 156-161. 

Orzes, G., Moretto, A. M., Ebrahimpour, M., Sartor, M., Moro, M., & Rossi, M. (2018). 

United Nations Global Compact: Literature review and theory-based research 

agenda. Journal of Cleaner Production, 177, 633-654. 

Oskam, J., & Boswijk, A. (2016). Airbnb: the future of networked hospitality 

businesses. Journal of Tourism Futures 2(1), 22-42. 
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Paper 3 
 

Authenticity and customer engagement with tourism-

related sharing economy platforms among Italian 

tourists: a PLS-SEM approach 

 

Abstract  

Purpose - Sharing economy platforms are changing the decision-making process 

of tourists, giving them new alternatives for where to stay, what to do and how to 

get around. The aim of this research is to explore the relationship between customer 

engagement, perceived authenticity and loyalty in Airbnb accommodation. 

Methodology - For the study, quantitative research was carried out through an 

online survey of 242 Italian tourists. The theoretical framework was empirically 

investigated by adopting a two-stage analytical procedure i.e., the test of the 

measurement model (validity and reliability of the measures) followed by an 

examination of the structural model (testing the hypothesized relationships). First, 

the effects of the indicators of customer engagement were analyzed i.e., 

involvement, interactivity and commitment. Subsequently, the effect of authenticity 

on customer engagement and loyalty was tested. Additionally, the mediating effect 

of customer engagement on the relationship between perceived authenticity and 

loyalty was examined.  

Findings - The results showed the positive effect of involvement, interactivity and 

commitment on customer engagement and of authenticity on customer engagement 

and loyalty. The mediating effect of customer engagement was also verified.  

Limitations - The research focuses only on Italian tourists who used Airbnb in the 

previous 12 months, so the general validity of the results in terms of country and 

sharing economy platforms is uncertain. Further research should enlarge the sample 

by analyzing other contexts. Furthermore, there are opportunities to enrich this 

research in the future, using a mixed-method approach. Finally, beyond the 
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mediating role of customer engagement, it will be interesting to explore other 

constructs as mediators or moderators.  

Originality - The current research makes significant contributions to both the 

academic and practical domains in the customer engagement field. In addition to 

model development and empirical examination, it provides new evidence on the 

effect of authenticity on customer engagement and loyalty considering all three 

constructs in the same conceptual framework.  

Keywords: sharing economy, Airbnb, customer engagement, Italian tourists, 

authenticity, loyalty 

 

Introduction 

The concept of customer engagement is recent in the tourism and marketing 

literature, but in recent years has become increasingly important in the academic 

and managerial domains (e.g., Brodie et al., 2011; Gambetti and Graffigna, 2010). 

In particular, the development of internet and technologies has led to significant 

changes in customer behavior, for example through the use of social media that 

provide a two-way interaction between customers and organizations/firms/brands 

(Dwyer, 2007; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2010; Shiri et al., 2019). In the tourism 

context, the new opportunities include reviewing, making recommendations etc., 

which are beyond simply service transactions (So et al., 2014). Based on the 

definition of social media, tourism sites like TripAdvisor, Booking.com, Airbnb 

and Lonely Planet are considered social media since they allow customers to 

comment, review, spread and even create content online (Cabiddu et al., 2014; 

Munar and Jacobsen, 2014 Vaskelainen and Piscicelli, 2018). Tourists have the 

opportunity to interact with others, sharing and exchanging their experience and 

information (Verhoef et al., 2010). In addition, the sharing economy is a new 

concept, widely developed in the tourism sector (Cesarani and Nechita, 2017; Phua, 

2019; Zervas et al., 2017), considering the high number of online platforms used 

by tourists to share transport or book accommodation (Mahadevan, 2018). Unlike 

hotels, peer-to-peer accommodation provides people with a different experience 

and at the same time offers extra benefits such as access to the kitchen; information 
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from hosts regarding places to visit etc. (Pizam, 2014). According to Roblek et al. 

(2016), the financial crisis of 2008–2009 resulted in changes regarding ownership 

and led to the co-owner and co-sharing models. One of these new economic models 

is the sharing economy which is based on consumers granting each other temporary 

access to their under-used assets (“idle capacity”), including space, skills and assets 

with financial or non-financial benefits (Botsman, 2013; Meelen and Frenken, 

2015; Böcker and Meelen, 2017). In this business model, service enablers (e.g., 

Uber, Airbnb, Luxe) connect customers (e.g., riders, guests, consumers) to service 

providers (e.g., drivers, hosts, valets) via an online platform to transact business 

(Hamari et al., 2016; Kumar et al., 2018). This means that in a sharing economy 

everyone can become a product/service provider by exploiting the ownership of 

certain underutilized resources. The main factors driving the growth of the sharing 

economy in the tourism and hospitality environment are: the solid growth of the 

internet; the rise of Web 2.0 and social media platforms; the success of the open-

source movement and file-sharing websites; lower prices for IT devices and 

services; the increasing availability of smartphones and tablet computers; the 

growing availability of internet and Wi-Fi networks on tourism destinations; and 

the increasing popularity of internet use to acquire knowledge and make bookings 

and reservations of tourism and hospitality services (Privitera, 2016; Roblek et al., 

2016). Important examples of platforms enabling the sharing economy include 

Airbnb and Couchsurf in the hospitality industry, Uber, Lyft, Blablacar in the 

mobility industry, Mobypark in the parking sector, BorrowMyDoggy in the pet 

market and Lufax in the financial sector (Jiang and Tian, 2018). In order to organize 

their trips/vacations, tourists use these tourism-related sharing economy platforms 

and appreciate the personalized approach, authenticity and contacts with locals that 

their services offer. Nowadays modern tourist behavior is affected by social 

networks where consumers can connect directly with others and share their “real 

experience” of the services offered by tourism-related sharing economy platforms. 

Therefore, many scholars have focused on tourists’ motivations in using such 

platforms and their decision-making process (Priporas et al., 2017; Boateng et al., 

2019; Cheng and Jin, 2019; Yi et al., 2020). Customers are attracted by peer-to-

peer accommodation (e.g., Airbnb), given the opportunity to experience a location 
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more authentically (Guttentag, 2015; Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2018). Despite the 

enormous influence of social networks on tourists using sharing economy 

platforms, there is a lack in literature regarding the role of customer engagement in 

both perceived authenticity and loyalty. In addition, the role of perceived 

authenticity is generally analyzed in terms of destination i.e., the authenticity of the 

place that tourists visit (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2018) or in terms of brand 

(Hernandez-Fernandez and Lewis, 2019; Manthiou et al., 2018; Schallehn et al., 

2014). According to other researchers, authenticity is considered a forerunner of 

customer engagement (Rather et al., 2019) or loyalty (Bryce et al., 2015; Li et al., 

2016; Liang et al., 2018a), but there are no studies that explore the authenticity of 

services provided by online platforms as a driver of customer engagement and 

loyalty in the same conceptual framework. Considering the active engagement of 

customers with sharing economy platforms in the era of Internet and in order to fill 

this gap, the three main objectives of the current study are: 

1) to empirically investigate the drivers of customer engagement such as 

involvement, interactivity and commitment; 

2) to analyze the effect of perceived authenticity on customer engagement and 

loyalty; 

3) to study the mediating effect of customer engagement on the relationship 

between perceived authenticity and loyalty. 

First, attention is given to the effect of the indicators of customer engagement 

(involvement, interactivity, commitment) with tourism-related sharing economy 

platforms in a social network context.  

The second step regards the analysis of the effect of perceived authenticity of the 

services provided by sharing economy platforms on customer engagement and 

loyalty, since an authentic experience is one in which individuals feel they are in 

touch both with a “real” world and with their “real” selves (Handler and Saxton, 

1988).  

The last step focuses on the mediating role of customer engagement in the 

relationship between perceived authenticity and loyalty. 
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The results of this research contribute to tourism literature in terms of the essential 

role of social networks in the marketing communications of tourism-related sharing 

economy platforms. In addition, this study provides guidelines for different sharing 

economy platforms (not only in the tourism industry) about how to improve the 

relationship with their current customers and how to develop relations with 

potential customers, offering them an authentic experience.  

This paper is structured as follows: it begins with a brief overview of the literature 

on customer engagement in the sharing economy in the tourism sector. Here, a 

number of hypotheses are developed. It then describes in detail the methodology 

adopted for the research. The findings that emerged from the analysis are discussed 

via a series of tabulated and visual representations. The article concludes with a 

discussion of the results and some theoretical and practical implications for 

researchers and tourism managers. Based on the limitations of the study, 

suggestions are made for future research.  

 

Literature review and developing hypothesis  

The SHARING ECONOMY in the TOURISM SECTOR 

The financial difficulties following the global economic crisis of 2007-2008 caused 

people to re-evaluate their consumption patterns and the value of ownership. An 

increase in demand for viable alternatives enhanced the popularity of the sharing 

economy, which Heo (2016, p.1) considers an emerging, fast-growing phenomenon 

and a “disruptive economic force” (Zervas et al., 2017). People with resources they 

no longer use share them with others against payment. In this way each consumer 

by exploiting the ownership of a product or service, can become a provider 

(Sundararajan, 2016; Zervas et al., 2017; Jiang and Tian, 2018; Tian and Jiang, 

2018). The ideology of the sharing economy consists of making good use of 

underutilized resources (Botsman and Rogers, 2010). This economic and 

technological phenomenon is affected by the rapid expansion of IT, growing 

consumer awareness as well as the explosion in social commerce/sharing (Botsman 

and Rogers, 2010; Kaplan and Haenlein, 2010; Wang and Zhang, 2012), a system 

that gives participants the opportunity to access goods and services via technology 
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(Matzler et al., 2014). In the existing studies, instead of the term “sharing 

economy”, many scholars describe the phenomenon with terms such as: “gift 

economy”, “commercial sharing system”, “lateral exchange markets”, “alternative 

modality of production”, “access-based services”, “peer-to-peer economy”, “access 

economy” and “gig economy” (Acquier et al., 2017; Hazee et al., 2017; Perren and 

Kozinets,2018). According to Hamari et al. (2016, p. 2048), the sharing economy 

is a “peer to peer-based activity of obtaining, giving, or sharing the access to goods 

and services through community based online services”. Based on interactions 

between actors, two forms of the sharing economy are identified: business-to-

consumer (for example commercial car sharing) and consumer-to-consumer (for 

example online platforms that offer accommodation services such as Airbnb) 

(Möhlmann, 2015; Moon et al., 2019; Oskam and Boswijk, 2016; Phua, 2019). 

Usually, through online platforms, service providers use their personal resources to 

present customers with the services they wish to provide. The relationship created 

between providers and customers is a result of several interactions (Yang et al., 

2017). Felson and Speath (1978) were the first to use the concept of the sharing 

economy. They argued that the sharing economy is an information-technology-

based marketplace for platforms created by third parties. Individuals can achieve 

point-to-point direct commodity and service transactions through third-party 

market platforms. Recently in 2017, Frenken and Schor (p. 4-5) defined the sharing 

economy as “consumers granting each other temporary access to under-utilized 

assets (‘idle capacity’), possibly for money”. Wirtz et al. (2019, p.458) defined 

sharing economy platforms as “two- or more-sided peer-to-peer online platforms 

through which people collaboratively provide and use capacity-constrained assets 

and resources”. The transactions in these marketplaces are directly between buyers 

and sellers without change of ownership (Botsman and Rogers, 2010; Bardhi and 

Eckhardt, 2012). Furthermore, Huang’s study (2018) pinpoints the main values of 

the sharing economy: 1) it provides opportunities to use the underutilized assets of 

others in a more productive way; 2) it contributes to both the supply and demand 

sides of markets, which makes for a more competitive market environment; 3) it 

lowers transaction costs and expands the scope of trade; and 4) it diminishes the 

problem of asymmetric information, which can occur between producers and 
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consumers. These unique features make the sharing economy more affordable than 

traditional forms of transactions since it provides the actors with the opportuny to 

get in touch, meet new friends and build social interactions with each other (Zervas, 

et al., 2015). Despite the fact that sharing is not a new phenomenon, the sharing 

economy began with the increased use of Internet which facilitated interactions 

between individuals with a cheaper and easier connection between supply and 

demand (Belk, 2014; Geron, 2013). The literatures also define it as “access-based 

consumption” because consumers have access to resources provided by their peers 

and not by companies as happened traditionally (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012). The 

sharing economy has also disrupted traditional business models (Eckhardt and 

Bardhi 2016) able to compete with conventional services (Belk, 2014; Möhlmann, 

2015; Oskam and Boswijk, 2016; Tussyadiah and Sigala, 2018). These new 

business models changed how customers feel and express their experiences. Kumar 

et al. (2018, p.2) argue that the sharing economy business model “consist(s) of a 

firm, or service enabler [Airbnb, Snapp], which acts as an intermediary between the 

suppliers of a good or service [. . .] [e.g., host] and customers who demand those 

underutilized goods and services”. The concept of the sharing economy applies 

broadly to the tourism sector (Cesarani and Nechita, 2017; Phua, 2019; Zervas et 

al., 2017). In particular, with the expansion of Internet the tastes and expectations 

of tourists have changed, shifting towards a search for memorable and unique 

experiences. According to Danneo et al., (2020), through the use of the Web, young 

tourists customize their holiday "with a click". The objective of the “new” tourist is 

to be active and creative, continuously looking for a meaningful experience 

(Richards, 2011). In recent years the tourism marketplace has changed because of 

the rapid growth of the sharing economy which provides people with new 

alternatives in terms of where to stay, what to do and how to get around. As 

Cesarani and Nechita (2017) say, in the traditional tourism model, the attractiveness 

of a destination is comprising the characteristics of the destination itself. These are 

related to a series of services such as accommodation, transport and cuisine, all of 

which depend on the characteristics of the location. However, in the sharing tourism 

model, accommodation, transport and cuisine are the essential features of the 

destination, making it or failing to make it attractive. Regarding sharing 
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accommodation platforms, the main goal is to efficiently match buyers and sellers 

(Brescia, 2016) at the same time minimizing transaction costs (Henten and 

Windekilde, 2016). The main difference between accommodation sharing and a 

traditional hotel is the use of digital platforms connecting renters and owners 

(Pizam, 2014; Prayag and Ozanne, 2018). Consequently, the sharing economy has 

increasingly become the object of tourism research (Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2016; 

Felländer et al., 2015). Sharing accommodation does not provide the same services 

as a hotel, but according to research conducted by Zervas et al. (2017) people prefer 

to share accommodation because of the flexibility provided by these platforms, 

giving customers a list of options and the ability to delist and adjust those options. 

Online platforms provide easy access to a wide range of services, not only 

accommodation sharing and these services are often of higher quality and lower 

price than those provided by traditional channels.   

In tourism, the concept of the sharing economy is best represented by Airbnb, a 

giant in the sector, founded more than 10 years ago. On this platform, private 

owners rent out their homes for a relatively short period in exchange for a fee for 

each booking (Ert et al., ,2016). The basic idea of Airbnb is to help those who want 

to provide short-term rentals to get in touch with those who want to rent these spaces 

(tourists, people who have just moved to a new city, etc.). The two main styles of 

hosting through Airbnb are: remote hospitality in which the host does not physically 

share the property (i.e., apartment) with the guest and the on‐site hospitality type in 

which hosts and guests share the property (Ikkala, 2014). This is consistent with 

Airbnb’s mission “to create a world where people can belong when they travel by 

being connected to local cultures and having unique travel experiences” 

(https://press.atairbnb.com). Unlike hotels, Airbnb offers an authentic tourist-host 

encounter providing travelers with the opportunity to enjoy a “feeling-at-home” 

experience (Yannopoulou et al., 2013; Tussyadiah, 2016). Recently, on the 

platform it is possible to book various travel experiences such as dancing, cooking, 

gardening and sports. Magno et al. (2018) consider Airbnb the most prominent of 

all sharing platforms. Some scholars believe Airbnb has such disruptive potential 

(Christensen and Raynor, 2013; Guttentag and Smith, 2017; So et al., 2018) that it 
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will replace and not supplement hotels (Blal et al., 2018); others think Airbnb will 

remain a niche player (Varma et al., 2016). 

 

CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT (CE) and SOCIAL MEDIA 

The term ‘‘engagement’’ has been used in a variety of academic disciplines 

including sociology, political science, psychology and organizational behavior 

(e.g., Achterberg et al. 2003; Resnick 2001; Saks 2006). In 1990, Kahn was the first 

to study psychological engagement in the work context, focusing on employees. In 

his research he assumed that employees vary in their expression of self in work 

roles and tend to be “engaged” based on the level of support for authentic 

expression as they perceive it. Practitioners and academics have differently 

conceptualized the term “customer engagement”. Practitioners focus more on the 

perspective of the organization and define it as activities facilitating “repeated 

interactions that strengthen the emotional, psychological or physical investment a 

customer has in a brand” (Sedley 2010, p. 7), while academics describe customer 

engagement as the “intensity of customer participation with both representatives of 

the organization and with other customers in a collaborative knowledge exchange 

process” (Wagner and Majchrzak 2006, p. 20). Related to the tourism sector, So, 

King and Sparks (forthcoming) define customer engagement as a customer’s 

personal connection to a brand as manifested in cognitive, affective and behavioral 

responses beyond the act of purchasing. For a better understanding of the concept, 

the nature of its conceptual relationships within a broader nomological network 

needs to be explored. For example, So et al. (2014; 2016) focused on the airline and 

hotel context to analyze the relationship between customer engagement and 

customer loyalty. Other researchers such as Harrigan et al. (2017; 2018), Islam et 

al. (2018) and Ahn and Back (2018) investigate the effect of customer engagement 

on customer loyalty in social media-based tourism, online brand communities and 

resorts. The conceptualization of customer engagement tends to go beyond attitude, 

with both psychological and behavioral dimensions (e.g., Patterson et al., 2006).  

King and Sparks (forthcoming) conceptualize customer engagement as a higher-

order construct comprising five first-order factors, enthusiasm (or vigor), attention, 
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absorption, interaction and identification. The empirical analysis of Harrigan et al. 

(2017) highlighted three main factors of customer engagement: identification, 

absorption and interaction. Identification is a central factor for the 

conceptualization of customer engagement and is described as a cognitive 

component that motivates customer engagement behavior. In the existing literature 

it is seen as a significant influencer of consumer purchase-related decisions (Ahearn 

et al., 2005), brand trust and loyalty (Rather, 2018), consumer satisfaction 

(Martinez an Del Bosque, 2013) and resilience to negative information 

(Elbedweihy et al., 2016). According to research by Bhattacharya and Sen (2003), 

customers have personal and social identities that collectively contribute to their 

sense of self. Consequently, they can express their identity through relationships 

with brands/firms (Escalas, 2004). From a consumer perspective, identification is 

an individual’s “perceived oneness with or belongingness to an organization” 

(Bhattacharya et al., 1995, p. 46). Empirical studies found that a high level of 

customer engagement with a brand or company increases product/service use and 

repurchasing intentions (Kuenzel and Halliday, 2008). The second factor i.e., 

absorption, is characterized by a high level of concentration and being engrossed 

close to a state of optimal experience (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; Schaufeli et al., 

2002). In the marketing context, according to Scholer and Higgins (2009), strong 

engagement extends beyond concentrating on something to being absorbed or 

immersed in it. In this pleasant state, the customer is fully concentrated, happy and 

deeply engrossed in his/her role (Patterson et al., 2006). Researchers understand 

that absorption goes further than attention. Previous studies indicate that when 

customers have a deep level of concentration and total immersion in a firm/brand 

during their interactions, this signifies a strong level of customer engagement. 

Interaction is fundamental to customer engagement and refers to the participation 

of customers with a brand or with other customers in the online and offline 

environment. The process of interaction consists of sharing and exchanging ideas, 

thoughts and feelings about experiences with the brand (Vivek, 2009) hence it is 

the behavioral manifestation of a relationship between the consumer and the brand 

which goes beyond traditional consumption behavior. According to Muniz and 

O’Guinn (2001), customer interaction at the brand level is supported by the notion 
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of a brand community, a structured set of social relationships between the 

admirers/users of a brand. The high intensity of consumer engagement increases 

the likelihood of other customers engaging in the activities suggested by the brand 

or other customers. In the academic marketing and service literature the concept of 

customer engagement is still being developed and only recently has received 

considerable attention (e.g., Bowden, 2009; Brodie et al., 2011; Van Doorn et al., 

2010). A customer’s interaction with services has changed (Bijarnia et la., 2020) 

and often customer engagement is understood as a motivational construct. In some 

cases, the term is confused with involvement, which is limited to a cognitive 

component, whereas engagement includes cognitive, emotional and behavioral 

components (Hollebeek, 2011; Mollen and Wilson, 2010; Vivek et al., 2012; So et 

ala., 2014). Engagement is characterized by two-way interactions between the 

subject (e.g., customer/ consumer) and a specific object, such as a brand (e.g., Sprott 

et al., 2009). However, there is no consensus about the definition of engagement. 

Brodie et al. (2011, p. 260) define consumer engagement as a “psychological state 

that occurs by virtue of interactive, co-creative experiences with a focal agent/ 

object (i.e., a brand) in a focal service relationship”. Van Doorn et al. (2010, p. 253) 

adopt a different approach and construe consumer engagement as a sum of 

“behavioral manifestations that have a brand or firm focus, beyond purchase, 

resulting from motivational drivers”. The behavioral manifestations are not limited 

only to purchases, but can be both positive (i.e., posting a positive brand message 

on a blog) and negative (i.e., organizing public actions against a firm). Hollebek 

(2011, p. 790) assume that customer-brand engagement involves “the level of an 

individual customer’s motivational, brand-related and context-dependent state of 

mind characterized by specific levels of cognitive, emotional and behavioural 

activity in direct brand interactions”.  Later, Hollebeek et al. (2014, p.149) defined 

it as “a consumer’s positively valenced brand-related cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral activity during or related to focal consumer/brand interactions”. Based 

on the findings of Hollebeek et al. (2014), France et al. (2016) proposed an 

integrated model of customer/brand engagement excluding the behavioral 

dimension. In light of the existing literature, this study adopts the notion of 

customer engagement as a psychological disposition, separated from behavioral 
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manifestations. In recent years, the development of technology and the explosion 

of new media channels has affected how customers communicate and exchange 

information. Social media has completely reshaped customer behavior (Berthon et 

al., 2008). Customers can directly and freely join their favorite communities and 

engage with the other members of the community (Cheung et al., 2011; Chau and 

Xu, 2012). Through the use of social media, they can comment, review, create and 

share contents with the firm/brand and/or other members of the community.  

The literature provides various definitions of the concept of social media. For 

example, it is sometimes defined as the “group of Internet-based applications that 

build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0 and that allow 

the creation and exchange of User- Generated Content” (Kaplan and Haenlein, 

2010, p. 61). Based on this definition tourism sites like TripAdvisor, Booking.com, 

Airbnb and Lonely Planet are considered social media (Cabiddu et al., 2014; Munar 

and Jacobsen, 2014). Rheingold (1993, p. 57) supports this definition and postulates 

social media as the ‘‘social aggregations that emerge from the Net when enough 

people carry on those public discussions long enough, with sufficient human 

feelings, to form webs of personal relationships in Cyberspace.’’  

From the consumer’s point of view, social media provides a platform for two-way 

dialogue between consumers and brands and a new alternative to seek and discover 

new brands, compare alternative brands and read comments and reviews by other 

consumers.  

Social media is now being used in the tourism sector as a new marketing tool within 

growing internet technologies. Online social media platforms, particularly 

Facebook and Twitter, facilitate customer engagement (Leung et al., 2015); 

Instagram and other social media like TripAdvisor, Airbnb and Booking.com help 

tourists create and share travel stories (Hays et al., 2013). Such platforms have a 

key role in consumer behavior (searching for information and decision-making), 

marketing and communications, tourist interaction and even business process 

management (Leung et al., 2013; Gretzel and Yoo, 2013; Law et al., 2014; Bilgihan 

et al., 2016). 
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Recently, tourism social media platforms have become more than a customer 

relationship tool, enabling rooms to be booked (i.e., on Facebook) (Blank, 2011). It 

is essential for tourism managers to understand the impact of social media on tourist 

behavior in order to improve their services.  

In Fotis (2012), social media emerged as playing a role in travel planning, as well 

as during and after a trip. The opinion of customers on social network platforms, 

especially in the tourism context, influences peer behavior (e.g., Bai et al., 2015; 

Eirinaki et al., 2012; Roozen and Raedts, 2018). Sharing experience may be useful 

for the decision-making process of others when tourists have to decide on a 

destination, accommodation, restaurant and other activities. (e.g., to Oklobdžija and 

Popesku 2017, Cantallops and Salvi, 2014; Romero, 2017; Tang and Guo, 2015; 

Xu and Li, 2016).  The information generated by customers is more valuable than 

the information provided by the firm/brand (Goh et al., 2013).  

 

INDICATORS of CUSTOMER ENGAGAMENT: 

INVOLVEMENT 

Involvement is defined as the “perceived relevance of the object based on inherent 

needs, values and interests” (Zaichkowsky 1985, p. 342). Later, Kapferer and 

Laurent (1993) conceptualized consumer involvement as a multidimensional 

construct predacated on five determinants: (1) personal meaning and self-reference, 

(2) ability to provide pleasure, (3) ability to express the person’s self, (4) perceived 

importance of negative consequences, which means the perceived purchase risk and 

(5) perceived probability of purchase risk. According to this paper, involvement 

describes the individual’s importance regarding a product/service and the 

consequences of its purchase. The individual level of involvement is different for 

different types of consumers and correlated to one’s basic values, self-concept and 

goal (Mittal, 1995; Zaichkowsky, 1985). As Beatty and Smith (1987) highlighted, 

when customers become increasingly involved with a specific brand they engage 

more in terms of external research and process information on the brand. Hence, 

involvement plays an important role in customer behavior, although the concept is 
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not always distinguished from participation. While involvement is defined as an 

individual’s level of interest and personal relevance in relation to an object in terms 

of his or her own values, self-concept, or goals (Mittal, 1995; Zaichkowsky, 1985), 

participation is described by Bolton and Saxena-Iyer, (2009) as the degree to which 

customers produce as well as deliver services. Brand involvement plays a 

significant role in the development of customer engagement (Gligor et al., 2019). 

Other research has demonstrated how the level of involvement indicates the 

importance of the decision (Russell-Bennett et al., 2007). Many scholars in the field 

of tourism and hospitality have utilized customer involvement as “a tool to predict 

the interest of certain products to consumers and the products’ corresponding 

importance” (Lee and Kim, 2017, p. 35). Therefore, it is likely that for customers 

who have used Airbnb platforms, high involvement leads to a high level of 

customer engagement. Hence: 

Hypothesis 1: Involvement positively influences customer engagement.  

INTERACTIVITY 

Interactivity has been established as an important feature of the online environment, 

especially in marketing literature (Song and Zinkhan 2008; Stewart and Pavlou 

2002; Yadav and Varadarajan 2005). According to the conceptualization of 

Labrecque (2014, p. 136), interactivity is defined as “dependent on the user's 

perception of taking part in a two-way communication with a mediated persona”. 

France et al., (2016) defined customer perception of the brand’s disposition as an 

undisputable desire for integration. Other researchers think of it as a variable 

characterized by some form of customer/firm interaction (Bolton and Saxena-Iyer, 

2009). Brands with a high degree of interactivity develop more personal 

relationships (Sawhney et al., 2005). Therefore, for Airbnb, interactivity can lead 

to a high level of customer engagement. Hence: 

Hypothesis 2: Interactivity positively influences customer engagement.  

COMMITMENT 

Valuing an ongoing relationship with a specific other party,warranting a maximum 

effort to maintain it (Moorman et al., 1993; Morgan and Hunt, 1994) is defined by 
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Moorman et al. (1992) as the attitude toward a valued relationship. Customer 

commitment has also been described as a significant driver of brand engagement 

(Brodie et al., 2011; Dessart, 2017). Dessart (2017) says brand commitment derives 

from a customer’s emotional or psychological attachment to and preference for a 

specific brand. Therefore, a high level of brand commitment motivates customers 

to engage with the brand in order to learn more about it or share their knowledge 

and experience with other customers (Van Doorn et al., 2010; Schau et al., 2009). 

Hence:  

Hypothesis 3: Commitment positively influences customer engagement.  

 

LOYALTY (BL) 

“A customer's intention to say positive things about a brand, to recommend a brand 

generally and to friends and to purchase this brand in the near future” was the first 

definition of customer loyalty, dating back to 1996 (Zeithaml et al., 1996). Other 

researchers regard it as a consequence of a decision-making process based on the 

assessment of value and risk (Pires et al., 2004).  

Moreover, individuals who are engaged are more likely to develop favorable 

attitudes toward a product/service/company, or brand (Vivek et al., 2012; So, King, 

and Sparks, forthcoming).  

In tourism literature, loyalty is described as the intention to revisit a site/destination 

and the willingness to recommend it to others (Naidoo and Hollebeek, 2016; 

Oppermann, 2000). Some researchers found a positive effect of customer 

engagement on customer loyalty (Islam et al., 2017; Patterson et al., 2006; Rather 

and Sharma, 2016). 

 

AUTHENTICITY (AU) 

In recent years, authenticity has become an important factor in sharing practices, 

especially to study tourist experience (Liang et al., 2018b; Oskam and Boswijk, 

2016; Paulauskaite et al., 2017). The term may refer to an object (such as a historic 



 125 

artifact) and/or experience (such as immersion into the local cultural setting) (Liang 

et al., 2018a). A review of the literature revealed no single definition of authenticity 

(Alexander, 2009). The term has been studied at various levels (e.g., firm, 

consumer; Molleda, 2010). MacCannell (1973) studied the concept to better 

understand tourist travel experiences in historic sites. Authenticity is described as a 

universal value and an essential driving force impacting a tourist’s decision to travel 

(Cohen, 1988; MacCannell, 1973; Naoi, 2004). Indeed, authenticity is variously 

called a value (Olsen, 2002), a motivational force (Cohen, 1988; Grayson and 

Martinec, 2004; Leigh et al., 2006; MacCannell, 1973; Naoi, 2004), a ‘claim’ 

(Peterson, 2005), a perception (Cohen, 1988) and the choice people make (Steiner 

and Reisinger, 2006). Wang separates, authenticity into object-related (objective or 

constructed) and (2) activity-related (which he calls existential authenticity). Partly 

based on Reisinger and Steiner’s study (2006), objective authenticity consists of 

how people see themselves in relation to objects while existential authenticity is 

related to “being one’s true self or being true to one’s essential nature”. Wang 

(1999) also separated existential authenticity into intra- and interpersonal 

authenticity where intra-personal refers to bodily feelings and self-making and 

inter-personal authenticity refers to social authenticity and the collective sense of 

self. Grayson and Martinec (2004, p. 298) argued that authenticity is “a social 

construction that may change due to different evaluators’ perceptions and 

interpretations of the place, situation, person, or object”. According to recent 

research in the accommodation context, faced by various alternatives, tourists 

choose Airbnb because it offers to them local authenticity and the ability to interact 

with the host (Guttentag 2018). Seeking local living experiences is a key attraction 

for customers of Airbnb (Guttentag, 2015; Yannopoulou et al., 2013). In their 

analysis, Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2016) confirm that an authentic experience 

motivates the choice of accommodation. An Airbnb experience is closer to 

existential authenticity (Liang et al., 2018a). The existential component relates to 

perceptions, feelings and emotions, the sense of a unique or exclusive experience, 

closer to the local culture and lifestyle (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017; 2018). 

Generally, individuals are increasingly searching for unique and emotional travel 

experiences able to involve them in authentic experiences at the personal level 
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(Chandler and Lusch, 2015). As previous studies mention, Airbnb has a positive 

effect on perceived authenticity (Bucher et al., 2018; Grayson and Martinec, 2004; 

Schor et al., 2016). According to Wang (1999), in cases in which tourists engage in 

activities they feel more authentic; similarly, existential authenticity explains a 

larger variety of tourist experiences. In the tourism context, Kolar and Zabkar 

(2010), defined authenticity as the level of enjoyment of tourists and the 

experiences they perceived as genuine. The components of authenticity that 

influence a tourist’s experience include atmosphere, service, places of historic 

interest, architectural designs and landscapes (Akarsu et al., 2019; Hughes, 1995; 

Richardson and Fluker, 2004). As Hede et al. (2014) say, authenticity is considered 

a significant influencer in changing consumer perception especially in the Airbnb 

environment. Authenticity leads to positive responses since it encapsulates “a 

universal value and an essential driving force that motivates tourists to travel to 

distant places and times” (Kolar and Zabkar, 2010, p. 65). The perceived 

authenticity of the service provider is critical for in-service encounters (Price et al., 

1995). Clearly, it depends on what customers believe is authentic (Grayson, 2002). 

Dolezal (2011) says true authenticity is never achievable and the perception of 

relative authenticity is construed by the guest. Therefore, for Airbnb, the perceived 

authenticity of the services it provides, may lead to a higher level of customer 

engagement and loyalty. Hence: 

Hypothesis 4a: Authenticity positively influences customer engagement. 

Hypothesis 4b: Authenticity positively influences loyalty. 

Lastly, this study examines customer engagement by investigating its mediating 

role in the relationship between perceived authenticity and loyalty, leading to the 

following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5: Customer engagement mediates the relationship between 

authenticity and loyalty. 
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THEORY 

The factors affecting customer engagement with the Airbnb sharing economy 

platform are examined in light of, two important theories, social exchange theory 

and uses and gratification theory.  

Social exchange theory  

Social exchange theory reflects the characteristics of the sharing economy. These 

interpersonal exchanges result in the formation of relationships which individuals 

may keep or terminate based on the benefits (costs against rewards) obtained from 

the relationship. In this view, social exchange theory can be applied to understand 

why individuals take part in sharing economy platforms, which in itself involves 

interacting with other people (Kim et al., 2015; Stafford, 2008). Social exchange 

theory “proposes that social behavior is the result of an exchange process” (Priporas 

et al., 2017, p. 2282).  

In contrast to other economic exchange theories, social exchange theory can more 

be flexibly applied to the sharing economy, given that its elements vary, and its cost 

factors and benefits lie outside a quantitative exchange rate (Stafford, 2008; Kim et 

al., 2015). In other words, social exchange theory can explain a wide array of user 

behavior regarding motives for taking part (Huang et al., 2018). In line with the 

existing literature, social exchange theory is conceptualized from both economic 

and socio-emotional perspectives.  

According to Bellotti et al. (2015, p. 1087), the theory allows researchers to explain 

“the formation of transaction relationships and motivations to engage in exchanges 

in a network of actors, given variations in power of actors, value of re- sources, 

costs and unpredictability of outcomes from exchanges”. In the hospitality and 

tourism industry, Airbnb maintains and delivers its services through its website, 

including payment (Airbnb, 2018), direct interaction with the host (Tussyadiah and 

Pesonen, 2016) and the connection with local communities (Guttentag, 2015).  

Nowadays these platforms are becoming important intermediaries between 

customers and places. Foroudi et al. (2018) highlight that sharing economy 

platforms which provide information, enable consumers to become familiar with 
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the destination and influence their decision-making processes, finally creating a 

positive response to the destination or organization. According to Tussyadiah and 

Pesonen, (2016, p. 1023) Airbnb “appeals to the travelers socially as it provides an 

opportunity to have unique local experiences”.  

In P2P accommodation provided by sharing economy platforms, customers may be 

influenced by economic and social incentives, such as a service provider's 

endeavors to keep the house clean and make the house feel similar to home. The 

actions of the customers depend on the economic incentives offered by the service 

providers. for example, the economic benefit of a house at a lower price than in the 

traditional economy (Ert et al., 2016). However, a high price may be a counter- 

incentive for customers (Liang et al., 2018a)  

Uses and gratification theory (U&G)  

As Katz et al. (1973) state, uses and gratification theory (U&G) is based on the 

social and psychological origins of needs, which generate the expectations of the 

mass media or other information sources, leading to differential patterns of media 

exposure and gratifications as well as other consequences (p. 510). The general 

motivations under this theory include utilitarian information, hedonic/emotional 

entertainment, social interaction and personal identity. The three main objectives of 

U&G theory, according to Katz et al. (1974), are to explain how people use the 

media to gratify their needs, to understand the motives behind media behavior and 

to identify the functions or consequences that follow from needs, motives and 

behavior. U&G theory was first adopted in the field of mass communications to 

explain the adoption and consumption of mass media, such as TV (Palmgreen and 

Rayburn, 1979). In the existing literature the two main assumptions of the theory 

are: (1) media users are goal-directed and intentional actors (Ko et al., 2005); (2) 

people select and use various types of media because these media help consumers 

to satisfy their various specific needs (Palmgreen, 1984). Through this theory it is 

possible to explore how customers use different channels during the day to 

communicate with others. U&G theory sheds light on the motivations of customers 

in their media usage and access (Stafford et al. 2004). Baxter et al. (2008) argued 

that customers choose an X media instated of Y because it better meets their needs 
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and satisfies their desires. With the development of internet and media industries, 

people gained access to a huge number of media platforms and contents. Numerous 

researchers regard U&G theory as one of the best suited perspectives in 

investigating why audiences choose to engage with different media channels 

(LaRose et al., 2001; Ruggiero, 2000). More than ten years ago, Sicilia and Palazón 

(2008) found that the participation of customers in online communities is goal-

oriented and consequently adopted the U&G approach to explain consumer 

participation in online brand communities.  

The conceptual framework of the current paper is represented in Figure 1.  

     Figure 1.  Conceptual framework 

 

Methodology 

Data collection and sampling 

Numerous factors popularized the ‘sharing’ concept in the tourism industry, 

including cost-effective buying and value for money compared to traditional tourist 
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services (Forno and Garibaldi, 2015; Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2018) offer greater 

convenience (Belarmino et al., 2019). One of the most prominent platforms in the 

sharing economy platforms is Airbnb and for this reason data were collected from 

Airbnb users. The Airbnb platform was founded in 2008 in San Francisco and offers 

over 7 million places to stay in 220 countries and more than 100,000 cities 

(https://news.airbnb.com/about-us/). The chosen participants were Italian tourists 

because a recent report published by World Travel and Tourism Council in 2019 

found Italy to be the 5th largest contributor of travel and tourism in terms of GDP 

(https://wttc.org/Portals/0/Images/EIR%202020%20Impact%20Trends%20Infogr

aphics%20Contribution%20to%20GDP.jpg?ver=2020-10-26-143922-733). In 

order to test the hypotheses an online questionnaire was submitted using 

Limesurvey software.The survey was designed to ensure the anonymity and 

confidentiality of the respondents. Respondents receivedno incentives (money or 

discounts). Since the model is tested in an online context, the target population 

entirely comprises users of a sharing economy platform (Airbnb). According to 

Deutskens et al. (2006) data collected via online tools maximize response rates and 

generate comparable results. Furthermore, sharing economy platforms (Airbnb) are 

interlinked with social media platforms, such as Facebook, Instagram, Twitter etc. 

This means that users can also be reached through these platforms (Varma et al., 

2016; Pezenka et al., 2017). Consequently, respondents were invited via a link to 

the online questionnaire through Facebook, Instagram, Whatsapp etc. The link was 

also posted on Facebook, in particular on Italian unofficial tourism pages and 

unofficial Italian Airbnb pages. The survey exclusively invited participants who 

had used the services offered by sharing economy platforms in the previous 12 

months. The beginning of the questionnaire set out a description of the sharing 

economy: “The sharing economy provides services between customers free or with 

payment via an online platform. One example of a sharing economy service is 

Airbnb”. The screening condition to select respondents was to the use at least once 

of an online platform. The question: “Have you used Airbnb?” separated users from 

non-users. This method of data collection is consistent with previous online studies 

(Bagozzi and Dholakia, 2006; Steenkamp and Geyskens, 2006). The data were 

collected for a period of five months from June to October 2020. Of the 301 

https://news.airbnb.com/about-us/
https://wttc.org/Portals/0/Images/EIR%202020%20Impact%20Trends%20Infographics%20Contribution%20to%20GDP.jpg?ver=2020-10-26-143922-733
https://wttc.org/Portals/0/Images/EIR%202020%20Impact%20Trends%20Infographics%20Contribution%20to%20GDP.jpg?ver=2020-10-26-143922-733
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collected responses, only 242 questionnaires were complete, an 80.4% initial 

response rate. A total of 59 questionnaires (19.6%) were discarded because of 

incomplete responses. The remaining 242 questionnaires were used for analytic 

purposes. 

 

Questionnaire development  

All constructs were measured in a sharing economy platform (Airbnb) setting. 

Respondents were asked to evaluate their past experience in general rather than 

focusing on a specific case. The parameters for each variable were taken from the 

existing literature with minor changes to suit the context of the study. The use of 

existing scales ensured the reliability and validity of the items. To measure 

customer engagement 7 items were used from France et al. (2016). Similarly, to 

assess customer loyalty behavior four items were adapted from Zeithaml et al. 

(1996). In the same way, four items previously used by Liang et al. (2018a) 

measured the perceived authenticity of the service offered by the sharing economy 

platform (Airbnb). Indicators of customer engagement include involvement, 

interactivity, trust and commitment. Ten items from Zaichkowsky (1994) were 

chosen to measure involvement. The questions testing involvement asked 

respondents to evaluate their experience with Airbnb. To measure interactivity, four 

items were adapted from Labrecque (2014). Items from Dessart (2017) were used 

to measure commitment. All items were measured on a seven-point Likert scale as 

follows: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 

= somewhat agree, 6= agree and 7 = strongly agree. Studies have verified that a 

seven-point Likert scale is well suited for electronic surveys (Chaulagain et al., 

2019; Churchill and Peter, 1984; Finstad, 2010).  Details of the questionnaire are 

shown in Table 1. 

After screening the questionnaire and eliminating respondents who hadn’t used a 

sharing economy platform (Airbnb), the final sample comprised 242 valid 

questionnaires for statistical analysis. Baumgartner and Homburg (1996) reckon 

that the number of samples required for a structural equation analysis is at least five 

times the estimated parameter. Since the research model in this study has 32 
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parameters, we needed at least 160 samples. Hence, the final number of collected 

samples met this requirement for data analysis. 

Construct Question code Measurement problem 

Customer engagement (CE) 

(adapted from France et al., 2016) 

OPI_9 I have a sense of 

belonging to Airbnb 

OPI_11 I am passionate about 

Airbnb 

OPI_12 I am enthusiastic toward 

Airbnb 

OPI_13 When dealing with 

Airbnb, I am deeply 

engrossed 

OPI_14 When involved with 

Airbnb, my mind is 

focused on what is 

happening 

OPI_15 When interacting with 

Airbnb through social 

networks, I concentrate 

entirely on it 

NET_3 I am a dedicated consumer 

with Airbnb (e.g., 

participating in activities 

that Airbnb offers ecc.) 

Antecedents of 

customer 

engagement 

Involvement 

 

(adapted from 

Zaichkowsky, 

1994) 

SITO_1 My experience with 

Airbnb was important 

SITO_2 My experience with 

Airbnb was interesting 

SITO_3 My experience with 

Airbnb was relevant 

SITO_4 My experience with 

Airbnb was exciting 

SITO_5 My experience with 

Airbnb means a lot to me 

SITO_6 My experience with 

Airbnb was appealing 

SITO_7 My experience with 

Airbnb was fascinating 

SITO_8 My experience with 

Airbnb was valuable 

SITO_9 My experience with 

Airbnb was involving 
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SITO_10 My experience with 

Airbnb was needed 

Interactivity 

 

(adapted from 

Labrecque, 

2014) 

NET_AIR_1 Airbnb will “talk back” to 

me in social networks if I 

post a message 

NET_AIR_2 Airbnb would respond to 

me in social networks 

quickly and efficiently 

NET_AIR_3 Airbnb would allow me to 

communicate directly 

with it through social 

networks 

NET_AIR_4 Airbnb “listens” to what I 

have to say in social 

networks 

Commitment 

 

(adapted from 

Dessart, 

2017) 

OPI_5 I like Airbnb more than 

others offering the same 

service. 

OPI_6 I like the services offered 

by Airbnb 

OPI_7 To me, Airbnb is the one 

whose services I enjoy 

using most 

Loyalty (BL) 

 

(adapted from Zeithaml et al., 

1996) 

OPI_16 I would say positive things 

about Airbnb to other 

people 

OPI_17 I would recommend 

Airbnb to someone who 

seeks my advice 

OPI_18 I would encourage friends 

and relatives to use Airbnb 

when they have to 

purchase the service 

OPI_19 I would use more Airbnb 

in the future when I have 

to repurchase the service 

Authenticity (AU) 

 

(adapted from Liang et al., 2018a) 

SER_19 The service offered by 

Airbnb represents local 

ways of life. 

SER_20 The service offered by 

Airbnb represents the 

local community. 

SER_21 Airbnb’s service offers a 

feeling of a real home for 

my trip 
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SER_22 The service offered by 

Airbnb allows for 

interaction with the local 

community 

Table 1. Questionnaire parameters 

 

Research method and data analysis 

To achieve the study aims, a quantitative approach was adopted. An online survey 

was conducted using LimeSurvey, based on a structured questionnaire about Italian 

customer engagement with a tourism-related sharing economy platform (Airbnb) in 

a social network context. The sample included Italian tourists who had interacted 

with at least one Facebook or Instagram official Airbnb page. This platform was 

chosen because it is one of the most commonly used by Italian tourists seeking a 

unique and authentic experience. For the same reason of popularity, social networks 

such as Facebook and Instagram were used. Italian tourists were chosen in light of 

a recent report published by World Travel and Tourism Council, ranking Italy in 

2019 5th (out of 185 countries) for the largest contribution of travel and tourism to 

GDP. Since it was not possible to post the questionnaire on official social network 

pages, it was posted on the unofficial Fb pages of Airbnb (created by customers). 

To identify respondents, the opening questions of the survey asked if they were 

located in Italy, if they followed/liked Facebook and/or Instagram and if they had 

ever interacted Airbnb through social networks. Only respondents with these 

characteristics were eligible to take part in the survey. The preliminary data analysis 

for demographic details of the respondents was carried out with SPSS software. For 

the Structural Equation Modelling SmartPLS software was used (i.e., indicators of 

CE; the mediation effect of CE on the relationship between AU and BL). Structural 

equation modelling (SEM) using Partial Least Squares (PLS) was employed to 

analyze the survey data. It is an important multivariate statistical technique 

commonly used in international marketing (Hair et al., 2012; Henseler et al., 2016; 

Henseler et al., 2009). The analysis of the research model was carried out using the 

Partial Least Squares (PLS) technique with the help of SmartPLS 3.2.6 software 

(Ringle et al., 2015). Following the recommendation of Anderson and Gerbing 
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(1988) for two-stage analytical procedures, first the measurement model (validity 

and reliability of the measures) was tested, followed by an examination of the 

structural model (testing the hypothesized relationship) (Hair et al., 2017a; 

Ramayah et al., 2011; 2013; Rahman et al., 2016). To test the significance of the 

path coefficients and the loadings, a bootstrapping method (5000 resamples) was 

used (Hair et al., 2017a). In the existing literature, marketing researchers have 

analyzed the relationships between latent variables, measured by sets of observed 

variables in order to better understand customer behavior. To explain the drivers of 

customer engagement, latent constructs with multiple measurement items were 

used. As Hair et al. (2006) highlighted, when estimating this kind of model, it is 

necessary to simultaneously consider both the measurement and the structural 

components. Therefore, SmartPLS software was used and the partial least square 

(PLS) technique for path modeling, making it possible to simultaneously estimate 

the factor loadings of the measurement and the path coefficients of the structural 

model. The sample was not very large and PLS is ideal for studies with small 

sample sizes (for example, less than 500) (Hair et al, 2014). Furthermore PLS-SEM 

is often associated with the exploration and development of theory, whereas CB-

SEM is generally used to confirm theory (Hair et al., 2017b; 2019). The 

measurement model representing the relationships between each construct and its 

associated indicators are reflective because the indicators of each construct are 

viewed as an imperfect reflection of the given construct (MacKenzie et al., 2011). 

The path model of a reflective measurement model is visually represented by the 

direct relationship from the construct to its indicators. The two main theories that 

are useful to explain customer engagement in social networks of tourism-related 

sharing economy platforms are: Uses and Gratification theory and Social Exchange 

theory. Uses and Gratification theory is based on the idea that individuals are active 

users of various communication channels, and they consciously choose channels to 

meet their perceived needs and satisfy their desires (Baxter et al. 2008). As Katz et 

al. (1973) stated, Uses and Gratification theory is based on the social and 

psychological origins of needs, which generate expectations of the mass media or 

other sources, which lead to differential patterns of media exposure, resulting in 

need gratifications and other consequences. As Huang et al. (2018) say, social 
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exchange theory can be used to explain a wide array of user behaviors and their 

motives to take part. Here, it is helpful in explaining the role of authenticity as a 

relevant motivator for the use of sharing economy platforms.  

 

Findings 

Various statistical methods were used to examine the relationships that exist 

between the mentioned constructs. First, through frequency analysis with SPSS 

software it was possible to summarize the demographic information for the sample. 

Second, using the PLS-SEM technique (very common for relatively small sample 

sizes; Loureiro and Gonzàlez, 2008) and SmartPLS a three-step procedure was 

adopted in order to analyze the theoretical model: (i) the reliability and validity of 

the construct (ii) factor analysis and (iii) path analysis with bootstrap generation. 

The findings are set out in four paragraphs: 

- Descriptive Analysis 

- Preliminary data assessment 

- Assessment of the measurement model  

- Assessment of the structural model 

 

Descriptive Analysis (Sample profile) 

Table 2 provides the profile of the survey respondents. From the analysis it emerged 

that a slight majority (64.5%) of respondents were female and age ranged from 17 

to 62years old. Specifically, 2.9% of respondents were less than 20 years old, 21.9% 

were 21-30, 33.1% were 31-40, 31.4% were 41-50, 10.3% were 51-60 and only 

0.4% were over 60 years of age. Most had university education such as 

bachelor/master/PhD (65.7%); 33.9% had a high school diploma and 0.4% a junior 

high school education. 15.3% were unemployed, 2.1% were domestic workers, 

9.1% were self-employed, 1.7% managers, 59.9% employees and 11.2%were 

students. Regarding income level, the largest respondent group (46.7%) reported an 

annual income of between €12,000 - €21,000 and the smallest respondent group 

(0.4%) an income higher than €48,000; 15.3% reported incomes of less than 
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€12,000; 18.6% reported an income between €21,001 - €30,000; 5.4% between 

€30.001 - €39.000; 0.8% between €39,001 - €48,000 and 12.8% stated “no 

income”. Most respondents, during their last trip, traveled with their partner 

(40.1%), others with the family (26%) or friends (19%), while 14.5% traveled 

alone. The main purpose of the trips was vacation (81.8%), 12.8% was to visit 

friends/ relatives/ family, 3.3% was for business and only 2.1% for study. 87.2% of 

respondents (n=211) had a Facebook and Instagram account (75,6%/n=183). The 

two main platforms in the sharing economy used most in the last 12 months were 

Airbnb, at 94.6% (n=229) and BlaBlaCar at 53.3% (n=129).  

Characteristics Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender 

Female 

Male 

156 

86 

64,5% 

35,5% 

Age    

<20 

21-30 

31-40 

41-50 

51-60 

<60 

7 

53 

80 

76 

25 

1 

2,9% 

21,9% 

33,1% 

31,4% 

10,3% 

0,4% 

Education 

Junior high school 

High school 

Bachelor/Master/PhD 

1 

82 

159 

0,4% 

33,9% 

65,7% 

Occupation  

Unemployed 

Pensioner 

Domestic work 

Self-employment 

Manager 

37 

0 

5 

22 

4 

15,3% 

0,0% 

2,1% 

9,1% 

1,7% 
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Employee 

Student 

Other 

145 

27 

2 

59,9% 

11,2% 

0,8% 

Annual income  

No income 

<€12.000 

€12.000 - €21.000 

€21.001 - €30.000 

€30.001 - €39.000 

€39.001 - €48.000 

>€48.000 

31 

37 

113 

45 

13 

2 

1 

12,8% 

15,3% 

46,7% 

18,6% 

5,4% 

0,8% 

0,4% 

Travelling with 

Alone 

With the partner 

With the family 

With friends 

Other 

35 

97 

63 

46 

1 

14,5% 

40,1% 

26,0% 

19,0% 

0,4% 

Type of travel 

Business 

Vacation 

Studying 

Visiting friends/ relatives/ 

family 

8 

198 

5 

31 

3,3% 

81,8% 

2,1% 

12,8% 

Table 2. Demographic characteristics 

 

Preliminary data assessment 

Table 3 shows the mean and standard deviations for the three main variables of this 

study i.e., customer engagement, authenticity and loyalty. The mean values range 

from 3.33 to 5.71 and the standard deviation from 1.23 to 1.42.  
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Table 3. Mean and standard deviation of the main variables 

According to Hair et al. (2006) a correlation coefficient exceeding 0.8 indicates a 

multicollinearity problem. Analysis demonstrates that the coefficients for the three 

main variables are less than 0.8 (Table 4).  

 

Table 4. Correlation between the main variables 

To see if factor analysis could be carried out, the values of KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin) and Bartlett were checked. The results are shown in Table 5. The value of 

KMO is 0.951, above the 0.60 requirement (Kaiser, 1970). Barlett is at significance 

level of <0.000 (sig = 0.001 is rejected). These results ensure data adequacy and 

suggest that factor analysis is suitable for these statements. 

 

Table 5. KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
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It is important to verify the minimum sample size required to run a structural 

equation modelling (SEM) (Cohen, 1992; Hair et al., 2014, 2020a). According to 

Hair et al. (2011), the minimum sample size is based on a minimum R2 of 0.25 

arrows pointing at a latent variable for a statistical power of 80% at a 1% level of 

significance. In this study, the maximum number of arrows pointing at customer 

engagement is 4, so the a priori minimum sample size estimation is 91. Since the 

final sample totals 242, the minimum sample size requirement is satisfied. 

Regarding the normality of data, according to Vinzi et al. (2010) for a sample size 

of more than 200, the multivariate normality assumption is relaxed via an 

asymptotic distribution‐free estimation offered by a partial least squares (PLS) 

algorithm. Hence, no further action for data normality is needed. Finally, to 

eliminate potential errors the response rate (Davidshofer and Murphy, 2005) must 

also be checked. An 80.4% (242/301) response rate suggests that non-response 

error is not an issue (Johnson and Owens, 2003).  

 

Assessment of the measurement model  

Scale validity and reliability  

Based on the characteristics of a reflective construct defined by Jarvis et al. (2003) 

(i.e., the direction of causality is from the construct to items; indicators are 

manifestations of the construct; changes in the indicator should not cause changes 

in the construct; changes in the construct do cause changes in the indicators), all 

latent constructs of the conceptual model are classified as reflective. Therefore, the 

measurement model was evaluated based on indicator reliability, internal 

consistency reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Hair et al., 

2019).  

Regarding indicator reliability, in this model most indicator loadings (represented 

in SmartPLS by outer loadings) were above the recommended value and can 

explain more than 50 percent of the variance. Only two indicators of customer 

engagement (NET_3 and OPI_9) were less than 0.7 so were eliminated from the 

model. Consequently, the construct of customer engagement is measured only by 5 
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from 7 indicators, as proposed by France et al., (2016). All values of outer loadings 

are displayed in Table 6. 

 AU BL CE Commitment Interactivity Involvement 

NET_3     0,550       

NET_AIR_1         0,898   

NET_AIR_2         0,892   

NET_AIR_3         0,911   

NET_AIR_4         0,915   

OPI_11     0,905       

OPI_12     0,918       

OPI_13     0,903       

OPI_14     0,762       

OPI_15     0,785       

OPI_16   0,848         

OPI_17   0,934         

OPI_18   0,968         

OPI_19   0,903         

OPI_5       0,919     

OPI_6       0,884     

OPI_7       0,925     

OPI_9     0,156       

SER_19 0,752           

SER_20 0,746           

SER_21 0,972           

SER_22 0,884           

SITO_1           0,814 

SITO_10           0,784 

SITO_2           0,772 

SITO_3           0,812 

SITO_4           0,850 

SITO_5           0,911 

SITO_6           0,741 

SITO_7           0,781 
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SITO_8           0,815 

SITO_9           0,790 

Table 6. Outer loadings of constructs 

 

In order to verify the internal consistency reliability of constructs the values of 

composite reliability (CR) were examined rather than Cronbach’s Alpha, which 

was critiqued by Peterson and Kim (2013) as being “a lower bound” and hence may 

not be effective in demonstrating true reliability in a multi-factor model. The value 

of CR should be higher than 0.70 for good reliability (Churchill, 1979; Fornell and 

Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 1998). All the values of reliability are higher than the 

threshold level 0.7, confirming adequate internal consistency of scale items (Table 

7).    

Convergent validity is established by assuring for all constructs an average 

variance extracted (AVE) above 0.50 (Hair et al., 1998; MacKenzie et al, 2011; De 

Vellis, 2016), According to Fornell and Larcker (1981), all items should have an 

AVE value for each measure over the threshold level of 0.5. From Table 7 it is 

evident that convergent validity is satisfied.  

  
Cronbach's 

Alpha 
rho_A 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

AU 0,913 0,920 0,907 0,712 

BL 0,952 0,955 0,953 0,836 

CE 0,933 0,938 0,933 0,737 

Commitment 0,934 0,936 0,935 0,829 

Interactivity 0,947 0,947 0,947 0,817 

Involvement 0,950 0,951 0,950 0,654 

Table 7.  Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability and Average Variance 

Extracted of constructs 
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Discriminant validity is used to examine whether one measurement is a reflection 

of another and is confirmed with the square root of the AVE exceeding the values 

of all absolute standardized correlations of the construct (Fornell and Larcker, 

1981).  

In Table 8, the numbers on the diagonal line represent the square root of the AVE 

value; the other numbers represent the correlation coefficient, providing evidence 

for discriminant validity.  

 AU BL CE Commitment Interactivity Involvement 

AU 0,844           

BL 0,579 0,914         

CE 0,613 0,743 0,859       

Commitment 0,525 0,911 0,740 0,910     

Interactivity 0,531 0,670 0,694 0,706 0,904   

Involvement 0,562 0,816 0,784 0,836 0,676 0,808 

Table 8. Discriminant validity 

 

Assessment of the Structural Model Evaluation 

Model fit 

The primary purpose of the PLS approach is “to predict the indicators by means of 

the components expansion” (Jöreskog and Wold, 1982; p. 266). Hair et al. (2011; 

p. 144) recommend using partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-

SEM) in two cases:  i) if the goal is predicting key target constructs or identifying 

key 'driver' constructs and ii) if the research is exploratory or an extension of an 

existing structural theory. On the other hand, if the goal is theory testing, theory 

confirmation or a comparison of alternative theories covariance-based structural 

equation modeling (CB-SEM) should be used. In light of the recommendations of 

Hair et al. (2011, p. 144), for this analysis, PLS-SEM was used instead of CB-SEM. 

PLS-SEM is variance-based and estimates partial model structures by combining 

principal components analysis with ordinary least squares regressions (Mateos-

Aparicio, 2011). 



 144 

Before proceeding to test the model, the model fit was tested by using two model 

fitting parameters: the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) and the 

Normed Fit Index (NFI). The SRMR is a measure of the mean absolute value of the 

covariance residuals. A value less than 0.10 or of 0.08 (in a more conservative 

version; see Hu and Bentler, 1999) is considered a good fit. The SRMR was 

introduced by Henseler et al. (2014) as a measure of fit for PLS-SEM that can be 

used to avoid model misspecification. The second parameter, i.e., the Normed Fit 

Index (NFI) by Bentler and Bonett (1980) computes the Chi² value of the proposed 

model and compares it to a meaningful benchmark. The values of NFI should be 

between 0 and 1. The closer the NFI to 1, the better the fit. The results of the current 

model are shown in Table 9.  

  Saturated Model Estimated Model 

SRMR 0,056 0,089 

d_ULS 1,449 3,714 

d_G 1,786 1,978 

Chi-Square 2075,852 2227,611 

NFI 0,764 0,747 

Table 9. Model fit 

 

Since the measurement model and model fit were satisfactory, the structural model 

was then evaluated. The main objective of the current structural model is to explore 

the relationships between three extrinsic factors, i.e., customer engagement, 

perceived authenticity and loyalty. The standard assessment criteria include the 

collinearity, the size and significance of the path coefficients, the coefficient of 

determination (R2), the effect size f2, the blindfolding-based cross-validated 

redundancy measure Q2 and the model’s out-of-sample predictive power through 

the PLSpredict procedure (Shmueli et al., 2016).  

Firstly, it is necessary to analyze collinearity to make sure it does not bias the 

regression results. The values of the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) indicate 

probable collinearity issues among the predictor constructs. The analysis showed 
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no collinearity issues, because all the Inner VIF values are below the critical 

threshold value of 5, as defined by Ringle et al. (2015) (Table 10).  

 

  AU BL CE Commitment Interactivity Involvement 

AU   1,602 1,559       

BL             

CE   1,602         

Commitment     3,793       

Interactivity     2,203       

Involvement     3,666       

Table 10. Collinearity statistics (VIF) 

 

Since collinearity is not an issue, the next step consists in the examination of the 

size and significance of the path coefficients. Therefore, the path coefficients are 

analyzed as they result from testing the hypothesized relationships between the 

constructs, using the bootstrapping procedure (5000 resamples). The path 

coefficients may range from +1 to −1 and the closer the values to the absolute value 

of 1 the more significant the structural model relationship (Hair et al., 2020b). The 

analysis showed that all the relationships were significant, i.e., higher than zero.  

Relationship 
Original Sample 

(O) 
T Statistics (|O/STDEV|) P Values 

Involvement -> CE 0,38 5,68 0,00 

Interactivity -> CE 0,21 4,78 0,00 

Commitment -> CE 0,17 2,31 0,02 

AU -> CE 0,19 4,01 0,00 

AU -> BL 0,21 3,49 0,00 

Table 11. Path coefficients 

 

The next step is the assessment of the model’s in-sample fit by examining the 

coefficient of determination R2. R2 measures the variance in each of the 
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endogenous constructs and is a measure of the model’s explanatory power (Shmueli 

and Koppius, 2011). R2 is referred to as in-sample predictive power (Rigdon, 2012) 

from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating a greater explanatory power. According 

to previous studies in this field, R2 values of 0.75, 0.50 and 0.25 can be considered 

substantial, moderate and weak. (Henseler et al., 2009; Hair et al., 2011). All the 

values of R2 should exceed the recommended benchmark proposed by Chin (1998) 

and be greater than 0.10). However, a value of 0.20 is considered high for customer 

behavior studies (Vock et al., 2013) Table 12, showing R2 values in this study, 

indicates that over 50% of the variance is explained. 

  R Square 
R Square 

Adjusted 

BL 0,577 0,573 

CE 0,695 0,690 

Table 12. R 2 values 

 

By calculating the effect size f2 how the removal of a certain predictor construct 

affects an endogenous construct’s R2 value was assessed. According to Cohen 

(1988), values above 0.02 and up to 0.15 are considered small; values of 0.15 and 

up to 0.35 are medium; and values 0.35 and above are large effects. The results of 

the current analysis are presented in Table 13. 

  AU BL CE Signification 

AU   0,056 0,080  Small effect size 

BL         

CE   0,575    Large effect size 

Commitment      0,018  No effect size 

Interactivity      0,066  Small effect size 

Involvement      0,145  Small effect size 

Table 13. f 2 values 
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Other criteria for the accuracy of the PLS path model include the calculation of the 

blindfolding-based cross-validated redundancy measure Q2 (Geisser, 1974; 

Stone, 1974). This metric is based on the blindfolding procedure that removes 

single points in the data matrix and imputes the points removed with the mean, 

estimating the model parameters (Rigdon et al., 2014; Sarstedt et al., 2014). This 

procedure, used to determine the predictive validity of the structural model, can be 

applied only for “endogenous latent constructs that have a reflective measurement 

model specification” (Hair et al., 2011, p. 147). Q2 is not a measure of out-of-sample 

prediction, but rather combines aspects of out-of-sample prediction and in-sample 

explanatory power (Shmueli et al., 2016; Sarstedt et al., 2017). It comes in two 

different forms: cross- validated redundancy and communality. Hair et al. (2011) 

recommends using the cross-validated redundancy which, unlike cross-validated 

communality, perfectly fits the PLS-SEM approach through the “uses of the PLS-

SEM estimates of both the structural model and the measurement models for data 

prediction” (Hair et al., 2011, p. 147). Q2 values (the endogenous construct’s cross-

validated redundancy measure) should be larger than zero for a certain endogenous 

latent variable which exhibits the predictive relevance for the structural model for 

that explanatory latent construct (Hair et al., 2011; 2017a). Q2 values larger than 

zero are meaningful whereas values below 0 indicate a lack of predictive relevance. 

In addition, Q2 values larger than 0.25 and 0.50 represent medium and large 

predictive relevance for the PLS-SEM model. As shown in Table 14, for an 

“Omission distance=7” the results of the blindfolding-based cross-validated 

redundancy measure Q2 are meaningful with medium predictive relevance for the 

PLS-SEM model. 

  SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 
 

AU 968,000 968,000   
 

BL 968,000 528,625 0,454 
 

CE 1210,000 611,692 0,494 
 

Commitment 726,000 726,000   
 

Interactivity 968,000 968,000   
 

Involvement 2420,000 2420,000   
 

Table 14. Q2   values (Blindfolding _Cross-Validated Redundancy) 
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The R2 value refers to the in-sample explanatory power of the model not to the 

model’s out-of-sample predictive power (Shmueli, 2010; Shmueli and Koppius, 

2011; Dolce et al., 2017). For this reason, Shmueli et al. (2016) proposed a set of 

procedures for out-of-sample prediction. Such a procedure, known as PLSpredict, 

“involves estimating the model on an analysis (i.e., training) sample and evaluating 

its predictive performance on data other than the analysis sample, referred to as a 

holdout sample” (Hair et al., 2019, p. 12). In the PLS-SEM software PLSpredict 

executes k-fold cross-validation where the subgroup of the total sample is called 

“fold” and k describes the number of subgroups. The data set is randomly split into 

k subsets of data of equal size. Shmueli et al. (2019) recommend setting k = 10.  

The generation of the k subgroups is a random process and sometimes gives rise to 

abnormal solutions. To avoid this phenomenon, PLSpredict should be run multiple 

times (r). Shmueli et al. (2019) recommend a r=10 to provide a good trade-off 

between increased precision and runtime. When PLSpredict was run in the 

software, the conditions were defined as follows: Number of Folds=10 and Number 

of Repetitions =10. The results of the “MV (manifest variables) prediction 

Summary” are shown in Tables 15 and 16. 

  RMSE MAE MAPE Q²_predict 

OPI_16 1,064 0,779 24,394 0,465 

OPI_17 0,887 0,668 16,909 0,560 

OPI_18 0,831 0,649 14,962 0,569 

OPI_19 0,859 0,683 14,614 0,504 

OPI_11 1,105 0,885 39,069 0,538 

OPI_12 1,046 0,825 34,803 0,560 

OPI_13 1,099 0,900 39,651 0,542 

OPI_14 1,297 1,077 53,070 0,375 

OPI_15 1,202 0,991 50,351 0,414 

Table 15. PLS - PLSpredict (k=10, r=10) 

 

  RMSE MAE MAPE Q²_predict 

OPI_16 0,927 0,682 18,972 0,594 

OPI_17 0,732 0,551 12,550 0,700 

OPI_18 0,705 0,539 11,440 0,689 

OPI_19 0,713 0,550 11,163 0,659 

OPI_11 1,143 0,904 39,271 0,505 
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OPI_12 1,085 0,854 35,850 0,527 

OPI_13 1,149 0,934 41,183 0,500 

OPI_14 1,368 1,136 56,381 0,304 

OPI_15 1,264 1,022 52,360 0,351 

Table 16. LM - PLSpredict (k=10, r=10) 

Based on these results, first the model’s key target construct should be defined since 

it is necessary to illustrate and interpret the out-of-sample predictive power. In this 

analysis, the model’s key target construct is Customer engagement CE with five 

indicators (i.e., OPI_11; OPI_12; OPI_13; OPI_14; OPI_15). The prediction 

statistics of all the other endogenous construct indicators are also given. The Q2
predict 

statistic is then interpreted to ensure that the PLS-SEM-based predictions 

outperform the most naïve benchmark (Shmueli et al., 2019). For indicators with a 

Q2
predict larger than zero, the assessment of the prediction statistics should be carried 

out in terms of the mean absolute error (MAE) (i.e., measurement of the average 

magnitude of the errors in a set of predictions without considering their direction or 

the root mean squared error (RMSE) (i.e., the square root of the average of the 

squared differences between the predictions and the actual observations). Usually, 

researchers use RMSE but if the prediction error distribution is highly non-

symmetric, the MAE is the more appropriate prediction statistic (Shmueli et al., 

2019). In this study, the predictive power assessment is based on the RMSE value 

because, as shown in Figure 2, the prediction error distribution of the model’s key 

target construct CE is not highly non-symmetric. However, the MAE analysis does 

not lead to substantially different findings.  

 

Figure 2. PLS LV Prediction Error for Customer engagement (CE) 
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As a last step, the procedure consists of comparing the RMSE (or MAE) values 

with a naïve benchmark. Danks and Ray (2018) recommend a linear regression 

model (LM) as naïve benchmark, to generate predictions for the manifest variables. 

For the comparison of the RMSE (or MAE) values with the LM values the 

following guidelines (Shmueli et al., 2019) are applied: 

1) PLS-SEM < LM for none of the indicators: If the PLS-SEM analysis 

(compared to the LM) yields lower prediction errors in terms of the RMSE 

(or the MAE) for none of the indicators, this indicates that the model lacks 

predictive power. 

2) PLS-SEM < LM for a minority of the indicators: If the minority of the 

dependent construct’s indicators produces lower PLS-SEM prediction 

errors than the naïve LM benchmark, this indicates that the model has low 

predictive power. 

3) PLS-SEM < LM for a majority of the indicators: If the majority (or the same 

number) of indicators in the PLS-SEM analysis yields smaller prediction 

errors than the LM, this indicates medium predictive power. 

4) PLS-SEM < LM for all indicators: If all indicators in the PLS-SEM analysis 

have lower RMSE (or MAE) values than the naïve LM benchmark, the 

model has high predictive power. 

Table 17 summarizes the value of RMSE and Q2
predict for PLS and LM model and 

the difference of the two models in terms of RMSE. Considering the guidelines (3), 

i.e., PLS-SEM < LM for a majority of the indicators, it means that the majority of 

indicators in the PLS-SEM analysis yield smaller prediction errors than the LM, 

indicating medium predictive power. For example, when using PLS-SEM to 

estimate the model, indicators of CE have RMSE values of OPI_11 =1.105; OPI_12 

=1.046; OPI_13 =1.099; OPI_14 = 1.297 and OPI_15 =1.202, while for the LM 

produces RMSE values OPI_11 =1.143; OPI_12 =1.085; OPI_13 =1.149; OPI_14 

= 1.368 and OPI_15 =1.264. The differences are more pronounced for indicators 

OPI_16, OPI_17, OPI_18 and OPI_19, which have PLS-SEM-based RMSE values 
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of 1.064; 0.887; 0.831 and 0.859, compared to 0.927; 0.732; 0.705 and 0.713 in the 

LM.  

 PLS-SEM LM 

PLS-SEM - 

LM 

  RMSE Q²_predict RMSE RMSE 

OPI_16 1,064 0,465 0,927 0,137 

OPI_17 0,887 0,560 0,732 0,155 

OPI_18 0,831 0,569 0,705 0,126 

OPI_19 0,859 0,504 0,713 0,147 

OPI_11 1,105 0,538 1,143 -0,038 

OPI_12 1,046 0,560 1,085 -0,038 

OPI_13 1,099 0,542 1,149 -0,050 

OPI_14 1,297 0,375 1,368 -0,071 

OPI_15 1,202 0,414 1,264 -0,063 

Table 17. PLSpredict assessment of Manifest Variables MV (original model) 

 

Since all constructs of model are reflectively SmartPLS_3 software was used to run 

the “Consistent PLS Algorithm” firstly developed by Dijkstra (1981; 2010) from a 

suggestion by Goodhue et al. (2012, p. 996) “to ‘adjust’ the attenuated regression 

path estimates to the correct value using the reliability of the constructs”. Instead 

of the PLS, in this study, Consistent PLS (PLSc) was used because of the key 

improvement it offers. As Dijkstra and Henseler (2015, p. 11) say, “it consistently 

estimates the path coefficients, construct correlations and indicator loadings; it 

allows non-recursive models to be estimated; and it provides a global assessment 

of goodness-of-fit”. The structural model that emerged from running the Consistent 

PLS Algorithm in SmartPLS software is represented in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Structural model 

 

 

Hypothesis testing 

To test the proposed hypothesis, path analysis was used. A bootstrapping procedure 

with 5000 resamples was performed. Path loadings (regression weights) were 

calculated in order to quantify the significance and direction of the relationship 

between the indicators of customer engagement i.e., involvement, interactivity and 

commitment and the relationship between authenticity and customer engagement 

as well as loyalty. As shown in Table 18, the standardized path coefficient between 

involvement and customer engagement was 0.38 (P=0.000), indicating that 

involvement positively influences customer engagement. Thus, the evidence 

supports H1. Similarly, the standardized path coefficient between interactivity and 

customer engagement was 0.21 (P=0.000), indicating that interactivity positively 

influences customer engagement. Thus, H2 is supported. Furthermore, the 

standardized path coefficient between commitment and customer engagement was 
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0.17 (P=0.000), indicating that commitment positively influences customer 

engagement. H3 is therefore supported. Based on these results it emerged that in 

relation to customer engagement, the most significant and positive effect came from 

involvement which has the highest level of standardized path coefficient. The 

effects of authenticity on customer engagement and loyalty were explored. As 

presented in Table 18 the standardized path coefficient was 0.19 (P=0.000) for 

customer engagement and 0.21 (P=0.000) for loyalty, indicating that authenticity 

has significant direct effects on customer engagement and loyalty. Therefore, H4a 

and H4b are supported. Table 18 shows the results of the structural model analysis. 

 Relationship 
Path 

coefficients 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 
Results 

H1 Involvement -> CE 0,38 5,68 0,00 Supported 

H2 Interactivity -> CE 0,21 4,78 0,00 Supported 

H3 Commitment -> CE 0,17 2,31 0,02 Supported 

H4a AU -> CE 0,19 4,01 0,00 Supported 

H4b AU -> BL 0,21 3,49 0,00 Supported 

Table 18. Path coefficient from bootstrapping 

 

Mediating Effect Test 

In the hospitality and tourism literature various researchers such as Rather (2018) 

and Su et al. (2016) have tested the mediating effect in the SEM framework. In this 

study, following the procedure of Preacher and Hayes (2008), bootstrapping was 

used (5000 resamples) to obtain the standardized path coefficients, standard errors, 

T statistics and the P-values of indirect effect. All results are shown in Table 19.    

Because the indirect effect of authenticity on loyalty (P=0.000) was significant, the 

indirect effect is supported. According to Zhao et al. (2010), since the direct effect 

of authenticity on loyalty (H4b) is supported, customer engagement partially 

mediates the relationship between authenticity and loyalty. Assessing the sign of 

multiplication of the direct effect with the indirect effect gives a positive value. For 

this reason, the partial mediation is complementary i.e., both direct and indirect 
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effect point in the same (positive or negative) direction (Baron and Kenny, 1986). 

This indicates that a portion of the effect of authenticity on loyalty is mediated 

through customer engagement, whereas authenticity explains a portion of loyalty 

that is independent of customer engagement.  

 Relationship Path coefficient 
T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 
Results 

H5 AU -> CE -> BL 0,11 3,92 0 Supported 

Table 19. Total indirect effects from bootstrapping 

 

Discussion and implications 

The main objective of this study was to develop and explore a conceptual 

framework for explaining the relationships between customer engagement, 

authenticity and loyalty. Specifically, the three objectives were: (1) to analyze the 

effects of indicators of customer engagement (involvement, interactivity and 

commitment) on customer engagement; (2) to explore the effect of authenticity on 

customer engagement and on loyalty; and (3) to test the mediating effect of 

customer engagement on the relationship between authenticity and loyalty. From 

the results it emerged that involvement, interactivity and commitment are key 

drivers of customer engagement. The findings also suggest that customer 

engagement plays a partially mediating role in the relationship between authenticity 

and loyalty. The results give rise to several interesting insights.  

First, involvement positively affects customer engagement. The perceived 

relevance of the Airbnb platform i.e., the involvement’s level influences the 

engagement of customers. Accordingly, if tourists perceive the platform as 

important, interesting, valuable, needed etc., they tend to have a higher engagement 

through official social networks.  

Second, interactivity positively affects customer engagement. According to the 

findings of qualitative study of Shao and Ross (2015), customers engage with 

brands perceived to list to what customers are communicating and engage in two-

way information exchange. From the current study it emerged that the more tourists 
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perceive the disposition and desire of Airbnb for integration with them, the more 

they feel encouraged to engage with Airbnb.  

Third, commitment positively affects customer engagement. In the literature, 

customer commitment is recognized as an important indicator of customer 

engagement (Brodie et al., 2011; Dessart, 2017). Tourists who have a high level of 

commitment i.e., who like the services provided by Airbnb, prefer Airbnb to other 

platforms with the same services etc. are more motivated to engage with this sharing 

economy platform. These findings are in line with the results of Van Doorn’s et al. 

(2010). 

Fourth, perceived authenticity positively affects customer engagement and loyalty. 

As MacCannell (1973) state, authenticity is an essential resource for the tourism 

industry. In line with the results of the empirical study conducted by Vivek et al. 

(2014) which defined authenticity as an indicator of customer engagement, this 

study found a positive relationship between authenticity and customer engagement. 

Unlike the existing literature, this study refers to authenticity in the context of the 

perceived authenticity of the services provided by sharing economy platforms i.e., 

Airbnb. Authenticity affects the future behavior of tourists. Thus, a tourist says 

positive things and recommends Airbnb to others if it has a high level of perceived 

authenticity. Furthermore, a tourist reuses the services of Airbnb if he/she perceives 

the authenticity of Airbnb services.  

Fifth, customer engagement has a mediating effect on the relationship between 

authenticity and loyalty. Since the direct and indirect effect of authenticity on 

customer loyalty have a positive direction, the mediation of customer engagement 

is complementary and partial. Previous studies such as Lalicic and Weismayer 

(2018) and Liang et al. (2018a) did not explore the mediation effect of customer 

engagement on the relationship between authenticity and loyalty. Recently Chen et 

al., (2020), focusing on destinations, have analyzed the mediating effect of 

destination brand engagement on the relationship between destination brand 

authenticity and destination loyalty.  
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Theoretical implications 

This study contributes to the existing literature by improving our understanding of 

(i) the effect of indicators of customer engagement i.e., involvement, interactivity, 

commitment on customer engagement (ii) the effect of perceived authenticity on 

customer engagement and loyalty and (iii) the mediating influence of customer 

engagement on the relationship between authenticity and loyalty.  

The existing literature has explored the effect of authenticity on customer 

engagement and loyalty (Liang et al., 2018a; Jimenez-Barreto et al., 2020), but to 

the best of my knowledge, no previous study has examined the relationship between 

authenticity, customer engagement and loyalty in this framework.  

Only in one recent study have these relationships been analyzed, but the authors 

investigate destination brand authenticity. In this research, perceived authenticity 

consists in the authenticity of the service/s provided by sharing economy platforms, 

as perceived by customers. The survey questions adapted from Liang et al. (2018a) 

are: “1. Using the service provided by Airbnb represents local ways of life; 2. Using 

the service provided by Airbnb represents the local community; 3. Airbnb’s service 

provides a feeling of a real home for my trip; 4. Using the service provided by 

Airbnb enables interaction with the local community”. Most previous studies 

analyzed brand authenticity (Hernandez-Fernandez and Lewis, 2019; Manthiou et 

al., 2018; Mody and Hanks, 2020; Schallehn et al., 2014) and destination brand 

authenticity (Chen et al., 2020; Jimenez-Barreto et al., 2020). Despite the 

importance of authenticity in the tourism industry, few studies focus on perceived 

authenticity in terms of the service provided by sharing economy platforms. 

 

Practical implications 

This research study has some key implications for managers in the hospitality and 

tourism sectors, particularly regarding Airbnb accommodation. It also has 

implications for making managerial choices in developing strong and long-term 

relationships with customers.  
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Usually, tourists tend to seek an authentic accommodation experience and want to 

connect with the local hosts via Airbnb properties. This is important for Airbnb as 

well as for hotel managers as it shows that tourists tend to seek local experiences 

by living in the local community. Since this study confirms the positive effect of 

authenticity on customer engagement and loyalty, it is very important to identify 

the authentic attributes that consumers seek when choosing their accommodation 

and to tap these motives by designing appropriate marketing practices/strategies. 

The business model of Airbnb, a genuine example of innovative approach to 

accommodation, indicates that there is a connection between customer engagement, 

authenticity and loyalty, replacing the logic of traditional hospitality services with 

a new dimension, that one of creating one's own tourism destination experiences 

(Yannopoulou et al., 2013). 

Additionally, when developing their branding and/or marketing practices and 

strategies, managers should be aware of the mediation effect of customer 

engagement. For example, in light of the high level of use of internet, managers can 

use social networks, such as online brand communities, to engage with tourists, 

transcending the confines of time and space.  

Marketing strategies for the hospitality industry can be formulated and executed 

better, based on the findings of this study in light of the fact that nowadays a large 

number of hospitality customers want to use alternative hospitality services in a 

rapidly changing visitor economy (Lu and Kandampully, 2016).  

 

Limitations and future research  

Although this study results in meaningful findings and provides some important 

insights, it also has several limitations that may indicate directions for future 

research.  

First,  hundreds of valid questionnaires were submitted to respondents, a number 

that is theoretically sufficient, but in light of the sheer number of  internet users (in 

2020,estimated at 4.54 billion around the world and 49.48 million in Italy;  

https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2020-global-digital-

https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2020-global-digital-overview?rq=digital%20report%202019
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overview?rq=digital%20report%202019; https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-

2020-italy?rq=italy ), this number is relatively small for the provision of reliable 

and robust conclusions. Future researchers may use larger samples to draw more 

general conclusions.  

The second limitation is the cross-sectional nature of the study, which investigates 

a single context i.e., Italian tourists. The results may therefore not be applicable to 

other contexts. It would be advisable for future studies to cover various countries 

to prove the universality of the research framework and to test whether the results 

differ in other countries.  

Third, the survey questions refer to experience in the previous 12 months. The 

interval between the trip and taking part in the survey may have influenced the 

ability of tourists to recall their experience. Therefore, future research should 

consider shortening this time to verify the robustness of conclusions.   

Fourth, self-administered questionnaires may have data collection errors and non-

response errors tend to be more frequent than in the interview-administered format 

(Wright et al, 1998). Future studies could use a mixed-method approach. For 

example, through qualitative content analysis techniques such as netnography 

(Brodie et al, 2011) it would be possible to analyze online activity of customers 

such as with “likes”, “shares” and “comments” on the brand page and its posts to a 

greater depth. 

Fifth, Airbnb is the largest network renting private properties to tourists, but it is 

not the only one. Researchers may wish to replicate the findings of this study in the 

context of different sharing economy platforms in the tourism environment i.e., 

BlaBlaCar.  

Sixth, the study explores the mediating role of customer engagement in the 

relationship between perceived authenticity and loyalty, but other mediating 

variables or moderating variables that are influential i.e., brand trust, may exist. 

Future research could examine these constructs as mediators or moderators.  

Finally, given the number of smartphone users in the world, expected to reach 2.7 

billion by 2019 (https://www.statista.com/statistics/274774/forecast-of-mobile-

https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2020-global-digital-overview?rq=digital%20report%202019
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2020-italy?rq=italy
https://datareportal.com/reports/digital-2020-italy?rq=italy
https://www.statista.com/statistics/274774/forecast-of-mobile-phone-users-worldwide/
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phone-users-worldwide/),future studies should also focus on the role of mobile 

devices in how customers engage with sharing economy platforms.   

https://www.statista.com/statistics/274774/forecast-of-mobile-phone-users-worldwide/
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Paper 4 
 

The success recipe for customer loyalty in the tourism 

sharing economy: a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative 

Analysis (fsQCA) 

 

Abstract  

Purpose - The sharing economy as a successful internet-enabled business model 

has changed the way in which individuals work, travel and interact with each other, 

especially in the accommodation sector. Many scholars have focused on the factors 

which affect the loyalty of Airbnb customers but there is still a lack of literature 

regarding the direct effect of satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity on 

customer loyalty. The main aim of this research is to provide a holistic 

understanding of customer loyalty in Airbnb accommodation in Italy and to identify 

the different recipes, with a combination of three conditions i.e., satisfaction, 

perceived risk and authenticity, that determine the presence or absence of loyalty.  

Methodology - To achieve this objective a qualitative comparative analysis was 

carried out via an online survey submitted to 242 respondents rating the causes of 

loyalty on a 7-point Likert scale. Two models were analyzed consisting in the 

presence (model 1) and absence (model 2) of the outcome, i.e., customer loyalty. 

Using fsQCA software different combinations of factors were identified, leading to 

the presence and absence of loyalty.  

Findings - The findings indicated that the best recipe (with the highest level of 

coverage) for model 1 (presence of loyalty) comprises the combination of 

satisfaction and the absence of perceived risk (authenticity has no influence). For 

model 2 (absence of loyalty) only one solution emerged, a combination of all three 

conditions: the presence of perceived risk and the absence of satisfaction and 

authenticity.  
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Limitations - Some limitations in this study represent opportunities for future 

research. They include the framework of the study i.e., the analysis of only Italian 

tourists; the selected platforms i.e., only the Airbnb accommodation sector; and the 

methodology adopted, i.e., fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis.  

Originality – This study is one of the first to use fuzzy set qualitative comparative 

analysis (fsQCA) to investigate all the possible combinations of factors, i.e., 

satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity, that can lead to the presence or absence 

of customer loyalty. This research provides important contributions to the literature 

and practice in a tourism sharing economy context. It advances customer loyalty 

research by determining the best possible “recipes” of factors building strong 

customer loyalty. Furthermore, it provides guidelines for tourism managers 

suggesting the conditions that should be combined to develop an efficient strategy.  

Keywords: sharing economy, Airbnb, satisfaction, perceived risk, authenticity, 

loyalty, fsQCA 

 

Introduction  

Nowadays, the explosion of sharing economy platforms is strongly related to the 

sheer number of people using internet and mobile phones. The global recession of 

2008 led individuals to reuse and re-purpose their belongings and this played a key 

role in the sharing economy sector (Krush et al., 2015). According to Ozanne and 

Ballantine (2010), sharing was not the result of resource scarcity but actually by 

resource overabundance and corresponding cultural shifts in the direction of anti-

consumerism. This new trend shifted the concept of ownership in societies, which 

became an experience driven by the ability to share and, at the same time, an 

alternative social and economic movement (Frenken, 2017; Belk, 2007). Shared 

economies have grown rapidly and are now important in four major business 

sectors: entertainment, automotive/personal mobility, hospitality and retail. Airbnb 

is one of the most successful examples and a pioneer of the shared economy model. 

It is described by Guttentag (2015) as a “disruptive innovation” which gives people 

the opportunity to offer their spare rooms or unoccupied houses in exchange for 

economic benefits (Tussyadiah and Zach, 2017). Airbnb delivers its services 
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through an online platform satisfying the needs of people who seek an authentic 

experience in a new destination. Many scholars in the literature have focused on 

empirically understanding how customer loyalty can be achieved on sharing 

economy platforms. The studies that analyze loyalty in the sharing economy are 

very limited and focus mostly on one sector or business model, preventing the 

generalization of results (Yang et al., 2018). Some examples of the sharing 

economy in different sectors including sharing rides (Arteaga-Sánchez et al., 2020; 

Clauss et al., 2019), bicycle sharing (Zhou and Zhang, 2019), lodgings (Lee and 

Kim, 2018) and the marketplace (Santoso and Erdaka, 2015). But few examine the 

drivers of loyalty from a qualitative comparative analysis perspective which allows 

the combined effects of conditions to be explored in relation to outcomes of interest 

(Ragin, 1987). Moreover, in the tourism context, the relationship between loyalty 

and perceived value, motivation, image, authenticity and attitude has been 

examined (Gronholdt et al., 2000; Poria et al., 2003; Yu and Littrell, 2003; Zhou et 

al., 2013). Kolar and Zabkar (2010) found a positive link between authenticity and 

loyalty. This research fills the gap in the literature by analyzing the indicators of 

customer loyalty via a comprehensive framework of loyalty measured in three 

dimensions and exploring their impact. The study employs fuzzy set analysis in 

order to identify different combinations of the factors such as satisfaction, perceived 

risk and authenticity that can lead to the presence or absence of customer loyalty. 

The existing literature (Priporas et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2018) has been used to 

derive three factors capable of influencing the loyalty of Airbnb customers. The 

main aim is therefore to investigate the best configurations of these three factors 

leading to a high level of customer loyalty. Based on the results, it is possible to 

determine whether it is necessary to emphasize the development of all these factors 

(i.e., satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity) to ensure a high level of customer 

loyalty, or whether certain combinations of these factors are sufficient to achieve 

the same outcome. From a theoretical perspective, indicators of loyalty such as 

satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity bring together various streams of 

research. The article also provides practical guidelines for tourism managers 

suggesting which factors should be considered when developing a strategy based 

on the characteristics of the platform and market segment. Tourism managers need 
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to understand how to allocate limited resources to achieve customer loyalty. 

Furthermore, these indications are useful to manage how loyalty can be achieved 

focusing simultaneously on a number of indicators, which makes it a complex task 

especially during a pandemic (COVID-19).  

The analysis proceeds as follows. First, the relevant customer loyalty literature was 

reviewed, investigating its dimensions and influence on customer loyalty (i.e., 

satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity). The literature review is used to define 

the main propositions to be explored. This is followed by a description of the 

methodology adopted. The Results section details the findings that emerged from 

fuzzy-set Qualitative comparative analysis. Based on these results, the Conclusions 

section sets out some important theoretical and managerial implications, also noting 

some limitations that may serve as future directions for research. 

 

Literature review 

Loyalty in the sharing economy 

In the last century, the explosion of digital platforms created a fertile environment 

for the growth of sharing economy platforms (Benkler, 2004; Cohen and 

Kietzmann, 2014; Gansky, 2010; Kathan et al., 2016). Danneo et al. (2020) defined 

Internet and the new digital tools as relevant factors that affect the development of 

the tourism sector, especially in terms of accessibility and speed. Furthermore, 

Internet which has the core function of enabler and facilitator in the process of the 

matchmaking between the demand and supply side of goods and services is 

considered the heart of the sharing economy (Linne, 2014). In this new sharing 

culture, online people make their personal belongings available to many virtual 

strangers and shared products that are more than privately owned (Grassmuck, 

2012). It also reduces costs and facilitates transactions between individuals (Hamari 

et al., 2016; Möhlmann, 2015). According to the two-dimensional definition of 

Belk (2007), sharing is the act and process of distributing what is ours to others 

(provider/host perspective) and/or the act or process of receiving or taking 

something from others for our use (consumer/guest perspective). At the beginning, 

the practice of sharing was a nonprofit initiative and then gradually evolved into an 
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expansive business model, facilitated by the growth of Internet-mediated markets 

enabling individuals to gain access to products and services for a fee (Gupta et al., 

2019; Olya et al., 2018). According to the logic of this business model, a service 

provider (i.e., Airbnb) acting as an intermediary between the supplier (i.e., host) 

and the customer (i.e., guest) for the use of underutilized products and/or services 

against payment (Kumar et al., 2018). The phenomenon of sharing has been adopted 

in different contexts such as home sharing, car sharing (Bardhi and Eckhardt, 2012), 

toy sharing (Ozanne and Ballantine, 2010) and commercial product sharing systems 

(Lamberton and Rose, 2012). Other terms used to capture the sharing phenomenon 

in today’s society are ‘peer economy’, ‘collaborative economy’ (Cheng, 2016) and 

‘gig economy’ (Gleim et al., 2019). Even though there is no single definition of the 

social economy, it is widely accepted that it has disruptive effects on traditional 

economic systems by transforming how individual agents behave. All the 

designations confirm the complexity of the phenomenon and the difficulty in 

defining boundaries and impacts (Richardson, 2015). Mainly, the sharing economy 

is viewed as an umbrella concept covering other, related phenomena (e.g., Chasin 

and Scholta, 2015; Sach and Veit, 2015). 

In the hospitality and tourism sectors, in particular, the phenomenon of the sharing 

economy has found a promising landscape to grow, allowing locals to share their 

houses, cars, meals and knowledge with tourists (Camilleri and Neuhofer, 2017; 

Sigala, 2017). Compared to traditional services, peer-to-peer transactions provide a 

cost-effective and value for money option which is more convenient for tourists 

(Forno and Garibaldi, 2015; Tussyadiah and Pesonen, 2018; Belarmino et al., 

2019). Furthermore, these transactions provide more authentic tourist experiences 

characterized by novelty and meaningful interaction between tourists and locals 

(Bucher et al., 2018; Paulauskaite et al., 2017; Shuqair et al., 2019; Guttentag et al., 

2018; Moon et al., 2019; Zhu et al., 2019). As Sorensen (2002) states, “sharing” 

reduces costs, convenience is boosted, and at the same time access has provided to 

products and services which were previously out of reach (Sorensen, 2002). 

Consumers and service providers are actively involved on the online platforms of 

the sharing economy (Hermes et al., 2020). Service providers give additional 

information about themselves or the product or service they provide, while 
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consumers leave comments regarding the service provider, product, or service, 

rating their experience. In this way both actors take on new roles and benefit from 

network effects (Ertz et al., 2019; Lusch and Nambisan, 2015). One of the most 

commonly used sharing accommodation platforms is Airbnb, considered a game 

changer in the hospitality and tourism industry (Ert et al., 2016). Since its 

foundation in 2008, it has been growing uninterruptedly. The services offered by 

Airbnb are versatile with a variety of types of accommodation and services. Indeed, 

Airbnb services are not “standardized”. Ikkala (2014) identified two main styles of 

hosting via the Airbnb platform: 1) remote hospitality, which refers to hosting 

situations in which the host does not physically share the property (i.e., apartment) 

with the guest and 2) on‐site hospitality, where hosts and guests actually share the 

property. 

Liat et al. (2014, p.318) defined customer loyalty as a “commitment toward 

preferred products or services” and is a significant topic in tourism research (Kim 

et al., 2014). In Zhou et al. (2014) loyalty involves the repurchasing intentions of 

consumers regarding products or services and the outcomes of consumer decision-

making processes. According to recent sharing economy research, post-adoption 

behavior includes use (Albinsson et al., 2019), positive word-of-mouth (Kong et 

al., 2020), recommendations, the intention to switch (Wang et al., 2019) and SE 

continuation (Wang et al., 2020). Furthermore, loyal customers are treated as free 

word-of-mouth advertising agents who recommend services to friends, relatives 

and other potential customers (Shoemaker and Lewis, 1999). Due to the increased 

costs to consumers for re-consuming and using one-off service recovery strategies, 

loyalty in the tourism environment is difficult to investigate (Gallarza and Gil 

Saura, 2006; Kolar and Zabkar, 2010; Zhou et al., 2013). Mostly, it has been 

explored from the behavioral perspective involving actual visitor behavior and has 

been investigated (more in the tourism than the hospitality sector) in research under 

the attitudinal perspective in relation to revisiting and recommendation intentions 

(Oppermann, 2000; Eusébio and Vieira, 2013; Yoon and Uysal, 2005). In the 

services sector, in particular, loyalty is a key outcome of consumer decision-making 

(Heskett et al., 1994).  
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Satisfaction in the sharing economy 

Before purchasing, customers form an initial opinion about a certain product or 

service. During the purchasing process, their impressions develop and they compare 

their current and previous expectations and perceptions, discovering to what extent 

their expectations have been confirmed. Finally, this becomes the degree of 

satisfaction. If the actual experience of customers meets their expectations, they 

experience greater satisfaction and are more willing to repurchase in the future 

(LeBlanc 1992; Abou-Shouk and Khalifa, 2017). In the literature a great deal of 

research suggests that, when evaluating a product or service, consumers develop 

attitudes and judgements that lead to, or fail to lead to, loyal relationships with the 

brand providing the product or service (Nam et al., 2011; So et al., 2016). Since 

customer satisfaction links purchasing and consumption with post-purchase 

phenomena, it is one of the main topics in business scholarship and practice. It is 

also essential for long-term business success (Nam et al., 2011). The factor of 

satisfaction which has cognitive and affective components according to Olivier 

(1999) is still considered the main driver of consumer loyalty. Yee et al. (2010) 

found a significant relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty. Berezan 

et al. (2013) emphasize the close relationship between customer satisfaction and 

loyalty, as an important determinant of loyalty (e.g., Bennett et al., 2005; Rauyruen 

and Miller, 2007). In the sharing economy field, Priporas et al., (2017) found a 

significant and positive influence on Airbnb customer loyalty.  

 

Perceived risk in the sharing economy 

The concept of perceived risk was introduced by Bauer (1960, p. 390), defining it 

as a “consumer’s perception of the uncertainty and the possible undesirable 

consequences of purchasing a product or service”. One of the core motivators of 

customer behavior is perceived risk. Researchers have defined perceived risk in 

many ways, but its components have consistently been described as the belief in 

possibly negative results from a transaction (Kim et al., 2008). Especially in the 

online environment, the level of perception of risk is higher than in traditional 

shopping channels (Kumar and Bajaj, 2019; Mou et al., 2017; Mortimer et al., 2016; 



 187 

Rajini and Krithika, 2016). “An elevated perception of risk . . . is merely triggered 

by consumers’ concerns about their privacy, the security of their purchases and the 

security of the system through which their transactions are completed” (Eggert, 

2006, p. 553). Therefore, the higher the level of risk perceived by customers, the 

lower their intention to purchase goods online (Forsythe et al., 2006; Monsuwe et 

al., 2004).  Mortimer et al. (2016) found a significant effect from perceived risk in 

repurchasing intentions. Perceived risk is strongly related to uncertainty and the 

fear of negative consequences (Bauer, 1960). According to the previous literature, 

higher risks lead to lower repurchase intentions (An et al., 2010; Wu and Chang, 

2007). While Wu and Chang (2007) identified four types of risk attitude (natural 

disaster risk, physical risk, political risk and performance risk) that directly 

influence repurchasing intentions. According to Chiu et al. (2014), perceived risk 

is a negative determinant of these intentions. Customer risk perception has been 

studied for Airbnb and usually is related to customer concerns about receiving a 

poor-quality service. With the information and communication made available, 

Airbnb customers cannot estimate the risk of the transaction because they cannot 

experience the service before they arrive at the property. Perceived risk in Airbnb 

refers to its consumers’ belief in possibly negative results after they book a room. 

on the platform. In this sense, the perceived risk of Airbnb consumers plays a 

crucial role in repurchasing decision-making. Other studies focusing on the Airbnb 

review-system have demonstrated how it helps consumers to feel more secure and 

safe when booking and staying in someone’s home (Liu and Mattila, 2017). 

Furthermore, the level of transparency about host behavior regarding guests reduces 

risk perception in the booking process (Lee et al., 2015; Ert et al., 2016). The host 

has a significant role in dealing with risk during the stay of guests (Tussyadiah and 

Zach, 2015; Guttentag et al., 2017; Liang et al., 2017). In a recent study, Liang et 

al. (2018) found a negative relationship between perceived risk and repurchase 

intention in Airbnb.  
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Perceived authenticity in the sharing economy 

The concept of authenticity has been applied in various contexts including 

psychology, sociology, organizational science (Van den Bosch and Taris, 2014; 

Peterson, 2005), management and leadership (e.g., Schultz, 2015; Ibarra, 2015), 

brand management and marketing (e.g., Brown et al., 2003; Grayson and Martinec, 

2004; Thompson et al., 2006) and tourism (e.g., MacCannell, 1973, 1976; Cohen, 

1979; Boorstin, 1961; Wang 1999). According to the definition of Ram et al. (2016, 

p.112), authenticity is “...communicated though heritage and links with past events, 

resulting in the continuance of myths regarding the production processes of certain 

style of icons”. As Kolar and Zabkar (2010, p. 652) highlight, authenticity refers to 

“a universal value and an essential driving force that motivates tourists to travel to 

distant places and times”. From the tourism perspective, it has been defined as the 

level of enjoyment of tourists and the genuine experiences they perceived (Kolar 

and Zabkar, 2010). However, there is no single definition of the term (Wang, 1999). 

The perception of authenticity by customers depends on what they truly believe is 

authentic (Grayson, 2002). Generally, authenticity refers to both authentic objects 

(e.g., historic artifacts) and authentic experience (e.g., the immersion into a local 

cultural setting) (Liang et al., 2017). Wang (1999) proposed a classification of the 

term as 1) object-related authenticity (objective or constructed authenticity) with 

reference to the genuineness or reality of things and 2) activity-related authenticity 

(existential authenticity) with reference to human nature. Existential authenticity 

can be divided into two kinds: intra-personal (bodily feelings) and interpersonal 

(self-making). The evaluator can consider an experience objectively authentic, 

subjectively authentic, neither, or both. Reisinger and Steiner (2006) claim that 

existential authenticity and object-related authenticity are entirely different and 

cannot be explored simultaneously. In recent years, researchers have focused their 

interest incrasingly on the field of authenticity (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017, p. 

782). Many scholars have analyzed the importance of authenticity in contexts such 

as museums (Grayson and Martinec, 2004; Hede et al., 2014; Krösbacher and 

Mazanec, 2010); advertising (Beverland, 2005), branding (Beverland and Farrelly, 

2010). It was applied in the tourism and travel sectors by MacCannell (1973).  In 

the tourism context, the concept includes various components that directly 
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influence experience such as atmosphere, service, places of historic interest, 

architectural designs and landscapes (Akarsu et al., 2019; Hughes, 1995; 

Richardson and Fluker, 2004). Jamal and Lee (2003) investigated the micro and 

macro factors of tourist motivations and found that authenticity is a micro factor as 

it “stems from the idea that the modern world has left people with a sense of 

experiences that are phony and relationships that are disconnected” (Snepenger et 

al., 2006, p. 141). Authenticity has special significance in the sharing economy 

(Guttentag, 2015; Liang et al., 2017; Paulauskaite et al., 2017; Yannopoulou et al., 

2013).  Belk (1988) says our possessions can be seen as part of our extended selves. 

Recent debates regarding the nature of the sharing economy and the success of the 

Airbnb platform identified the delivery of authenticity to consumers as the main 

reason consumers choose Airbnb as an alternative to traditional accommodation 

(Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017; Mody and Hanks, 2020; Ting, 2018). Often tourists 

seek authenticity out of a desire to escape from daily life and to interact with local 

people (Guttentag, 2015). As Lalicic and Weismayer (2018) postulated in the 

Airbnb context, authenticity is a significant indicator of loyalty. It plays a crucial 

role in the positive experience of customers and how they respond to Airbnb, so 

interactions between customers can reinforce loyalty to the platform (Mody et al., 

2019). Quantitatively, the positive effect of authenticity has been shown in relation 

to repurchasing intention (Kovács et al., 2013; Lehman et al., 2014; Liang et al. 

2017). Based on the classification of Wang (1999), Liang et al. (2018) found that 

an Airbnb experience is close to existential authenticity and the existential 

component relates to the guest’s perceptions, feelings and emotions, i.e., the sense 

of having lived an exclusive or unique experience in close proximity to the local 

lifestyle and culture (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017; 2018). Considering the 

importance of the authentic experience provided by Airbnb, this component 

enhances loyalty to the platform (Guttentag et al., 2018; Lalicic and Weismayer, 

2018; Mao and Lyu, 2017). The existing literature illustrates the positive and 

significant effect of perceived authenticity in the purchasing behavior of customers 

(Ramkissoon and Uysal, 2011; Lunardo and Guerinet,2007). However, Liang et al., 

(2018) found that perceived authenticity does not directly influence the 

repurchasing intention of Airbnb customers.  
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Based on the existing literature, the objective of this study is to explore the 

following propositions, presented in Figure 1.  

Figure 1. Configurational research model 

 

Proposition 1: Satisfaction and perceived risk are important factors in defining 

customer loyalty on tourism sharing economy platforms.  

Proposition 2: Perceived risk and authenticity are important factors in defining 

customer loyalty on tourism sharing economy platforms. 

Proposition 3: Satisfaction and authenticity are important factors in defining 

customer loyalty on tourism sharing economy platforms. 

Proposition 4: Satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity are all important factors 

for customer loyalty on tourism sharing economy platforms.  
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Methodology  

Questionnaire development and data collection 

For this study data were collected through an online survey in the period June-

October 2020 which was carried out using Limesurvey software. All the items in 

the questionnaire measuring customer loyalty, perceived authenticity, satisfaction 

and perceived risk were adapted from the existing literature. For loyalty, in 

particular, 4 items were used, as proposed by Zeithaml et al. (1996). For 

satisfaction, 3 items were used as proposed by Priporas et al., (2017). I Items 

proposed by Liang et al., (2018) were used to measure perceived authenticity and 

perceived risk.  

Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement/ disagreement on a seven-point 

Likert-type scale where 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = somewhat disagree, 

4 = neutral, 5 = somewhat agree, 6= agree and 7 = strongly agree. the final part of 

the survey comprised a few questions related to the socio-demographic 

characteristics of respondents. Table 1 represents the questions included for each 

construct. After screening the questions of the online survey and eliminating 

respondents who had not used a sharing economy platform (Airbnb) in the previous 

12 months, a total of 242 valid questionnaires from the original 301 were received 

from Italian tourists with a response rate of 80,4%. The questionnaire was 

anonymous and confidential. Participants did not receive any incentive for their 

participation. 

Italian tourists were chosen who had used Airbnb services at least once. The target 

population was reached through social networks such as Facebook, Instagram, 

Whatsapp etc. The unofficial pages on Facebook and Instagram were used to 

contact Airbnb customers§; these were created by fans and focused on various 

tourism topics such as sustainable tourism, responsible tourism, ecotourism etc. A 

post was added to the pages with all the indications about how to fill in the 

questionnaire, together with a link to the survey. The post was published several 

times in the period June-October 2020 in order to reach a high number of potential 

respondents willing to fill in the questionnaire. Due to the pandemic, the 

questionnaire could only be completed online and not on paper. Each person filled 



 192 

in one questionnaire. To ensure that the respondents had a clear idea regarding the 

sharing economy, the beginning of the questionnaire set out the following 

description: “The sharing economy fosters services between customers free of 

charge or with payment via an online platform. One example of the sharing 

economy is Airbnb”. To separate users from non-users, the questionnaire included 

the question “Have you ever used Airbnb?”. Those responding “no” were 

discarded.  

Construct Question code Measurement problem 

Loyalty (BL) 

(adapted from Zeithaml 

et al., 1996) 

OPI_16 I would say positive things about 

Airbnb to other people 

OPI_17 I would recommend Airbnb to 

someone who seeks my advice 

OPI_18 I would encourage friends and 

relatives to use Airbnb when they 

have to purchase the service 

OPI_19 I would use more Airbnb in the 

future when I have to repurchase 

the service 

Authenticity (AU) 

(adapted from Liang et 

al., 2018) 

 

SER_19 The service offered by Airbnb 

represents local ways of life. 

SER_20 The service offered by Airbnb 

represents the local community. 

SER_21 Airbnb’s service offers a feeling of 

a real home for my trip 

SER_22 The service offered by Airbnb 

allows for interaction with the 

local community 

Satisfaction (SA) 

(adapted from Priporas 

et al., 2017) 

SER_4 I am happy with my decision to 

use the service offered by Airbnb 

SER_5 I believe I did the right thing when 

I choose the service offered by 

Airbnb 

SER_6 Overall, I am satisfied with the 

decision to use the service offered 

by Airbnb  

Perceived risk 

(adapted from Liang et 

al., 2018) 

SER_7 I cannot trust Airbnb 

SER_8 I may not get access to the service 

offered by Airbnb 
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SER_9 I cannot examine the quality of the 

service offered by Airbnb 

SER_10 I may have problems when using 

stranger’s house 

SER_11 It’s too complicated to use Airbnb 

Table 1. Indicators of the questionnaire 

 

Research method and data analysis 

To achieve the study objectives, qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) was used. 

The QCA method was proposed in 1980s by Charles Ragin in the social sciences 

and is generally used for small and medium-sized samples in case studies. The 

method combines qualitative and quantitative analysis to support complex 

configuration analyses (Ragin, 2000). As Ragin (2008) says, the basic idea of QCA 

is that each case in the study is treated as a whole and for each combination or 

configurations of conditions are analyzed, at the same time identifying the 

relationship between these combinations/configurations and the outcome, which 

can be understood in terms of membership of a set.  

The QCA approach is different from other data analysis methods such as 

regression-type analysis which focuses on a form of causality in which causal 

conditions are simultaneously necessary and sufficient but, at the end of the day, is 

too narrow to capture the complexity of causality (Schneider and Eggert, 2014). 

According to Fiss (2007), the QCA method can handle the multi-dimensional and 

multi-causal conditions of interdependence such as configuration equivalency, 

causal asymmetry and other causal complexity issues. It is considered an 

asymmetrical form of analysis that allows for examination of the important 

conditions and combinations of conditions that lead to either the presence or 

absence of an outcome. According to complexity theory multiple paths or different 

combinations of elements can lead to the same outcome. This principle is also 

known as ‘equifinality’ (Gabriel et al., 2018; Woodside, 2016). 

Since fuzzy-set QCA is useful for inductive and deductive reasoning for theory 

building, elaboration and testing (Greckhamer et al., 2018; Park et al., 2020) it has 
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been adopted in different contexts such as information systems (Fedorowicz et al., 

2018; Liu et al., 2017), online business and marketing (Pappas et al., 2016; Pappas, 

2018; Woodside, 2017), consumer psychology (Schmitt et al., 2017), strategy and 

organizational research (Fiss, 2011; Greckhamer et al., 2018), education (Pappas et 

al., 2017; Plewa et al., 2016) and data science (Vatrapu et al., 2016). In analysis 

with fsQCA necessary and sufficient conditions are distinguished (Ragin, 2008) 

and different sets of conditions may lead to the same outcome (Fiss, 2007). This 

means that “different causal paths, each being relevant in a distinct way, may 

produce the same result” (Munõz, 2018, p. 792). The fsQCA tool, based on fuzzy 

sets, can identify conditions that are (1) sufficient or necessary to explain the 

outcome and (2) insufficient on their own but necessary parts of solutions that can 

explain the result. The conditions may be present or absent or “do not care” i.e., 

play no role in a specific configuration. Through the use of this software, it is 

possible to identify conditions that are indispensable (or not required) for an 

outcome and the combinations of conditions that are more (or less) important than 

others. Based on these indications, the methodology is useful for this analysis in 

shedding light on how different causes combine and contribute to support the 

loyalty of Airbnb customers. Moreover, fsQCA can be used to draft a map of factors 

that may influence loyalty. Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) as 

carried out in this study to indicate the degree of occurrence of results and 

interpretation conditions, adopting the principle of conjunctural causation which 

allows the joint effects of indicators on the outcome to be tested. Also adopted was 

the principle of equifinality, which enables more than one causal pathway to an 

outcome to be seen. Moreover, QCA is a suitable method in the case of small 

datasets (Rihoux and Ragin, 2008; Schneider and Wagemann, 2006). FsQCA 

analysis is organized in five different phases: 1) identification of the case under 

investigation, the outcome and the casual conditions; 2) calibration of the outcome 

and the conditions; 3) identification and analysis of the necessary conditions; 4) 

construction of a truth table listing all the possible logical combinations leading to 

the presence or absence of the outcome, along with related cases and 5) 

identification and analysis of the sufficient conditions. 
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The first phase of fsQCA begins with case selection based on the research question; 

this process is a result of interaction between theory and experience. In this study, 

the case selected is the sharing economy platform of Airbnb and the dataset 

comprises Italian customers who had used the services provided by Airbnb in the 

previous 12 months. The aim of the analysis was to discover the factors that can 

lead to a high level of customer loyalty. But before performing the analysis it is 

necessary to define the outcome and, in this case, the three indicators were 

borrowed from the literature and my previous paper with the  review of the literature 

on the impact of authenticity in the sharing economy. The three indicators are 

satisfaction (SA), perceived risk (PR) and perceived authenticity (AU).   

The second phase consists in the calibration technique. Before calibration, the type 

of QCA to apply - of the three variants proposed by scholars: crisp-set QCA 

(csQCA), fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA) and multi-value QCA (mvQCA) (Schneider and 

Wagemann 2012) – must be decided. The choice depends on various factors such 

as the number of cases, data quality and theoretical arguments. This study adopted 

the fsQCA approach since the quality of data is good and shows the fine-grained 

differences between cases. In the calibration process, the raw data are rescaled to 

scores ranging from 1 to 0 (Ragin, 2008), identifying the cases for full membership 

and full non-membership. This type of calibration is possible when theory and the 

structure of the dataset exist in the literature. Otherwise, where calibration criteria 

are not available from previous research (on the same topic,) an empirical 

calibration is recommended. For the calibration percentile splits of the sample are 

used (Crilly, 2011; Lewellyn and Fainshimdt, 2017). There are two types of 

calibration in the literature: direct i.e., the researcher chooses exactly three 

qualitative breakpoints, which define the level of membership in the fuzzy set for 

each case (fully in, intermediate, fully out) and indirect i.e., the measurements need 

to be rescaled based on qualitative assessments and the researcher can choose to 

calibrate differently based on what he/she intends to investigate. However, the 

direct method is recommended and is more commonly used, where the researcher 

sets three values corresponding to full-set membership, full-set non-membership 

and cross-over point. In this analysis, the conditions of AU, SA and PR are discrete 

measures ranging from 1 to 7 (7-Likert point). Especially in the case of seven-point 
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Likert scales, previous studies suggest a threshold of values for the 90th, 50th and 

10th percentiles (De Crescenzo et al., 2020; Acquah et al., 2021, Casana-Granell et 

al., 2021). These values provide a more accurate representation of the sample.  

The third phase comprises identifying and analyzing the necessary conditions. A 

necessary condition means that, if absent, an outcome could not occur; it is different 

from a sufficient condition in which, if present, the outcome would always take 

place. A single condition (necessary or sufficient) is not able to explain an outcome. 

Conditions are combined in configurations for the occurrence or non-occurrence of 

an outcome. With QCA logic, an outcome can be reached by different paths 

(Thomann and Maggetti, 2017). Generally, the two measures most commonly used 

to evaluate the strength of casual relationships between conditions and outcome are 

consistency and coverage (Ragin, 2000). The consistency of a condition (necessary 

or sufficient) consists in the measurement of the theoretical relevance of the 

relationship while coverage consists in the measurement of the proportion of cases 

that show the relationship (Schneider and Wagemann 2012). 

The fourth phase regards the drafting of a truth table, to map the possible 

combinations of conditions (Ragin, 1987). The analysis gave rise to solution 

formulas that explain the sufficiency of the outcomes (Thomann and Maggetti, 

2017). Three different solution formulas can be produced: conservative where no 

logical remainders are used, intermediate where only easy counterfactuals are used 

and parsimonious where all logical remainders are used to seek parsimony 

(Schneider and Wagemann 2012). Usually, the conservative solution is too complex 

to interpret and the parsimonious solution blurs the boundaries between theory and 

actual cases. Indeed, Schneider and Wagemann (2012) found that the best option 

for the interpretation of the results was the intermediate solution.   

The firth phase consists in the identification and analysis of the sufficient 

conditions. FsQCA software provides all three solutions: complex, parsimonious 

and intermediate. The intermediate solution is more useful for interpreting and 

presenting the solutions. Rihoux and Ragin (2008), Leischnig and Kasper-Brauer 

(2015) and Miranda et al. (2018) argued that the intermediate solution is superior 

and offers benefits over the other two solutions. The truth table was refined using 
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two criteria: frequency and consistency (Ragin and Fiss, 2008; Greckhamer et al., 

2013). According to Schneider and Wagemann (2012) the consistency of a 

necessary/sufficient condition measures the theoretical relevance of the relationship 

while coverage measures the proportion of cases that show the relationship, 

whereas unique coverage indicates the proportion of the case outcome that is 

uniquely explained by a single path. Via fsQCA analysis the objective of this study 

is to explains cases as combination of attributes (i.e., conditions and the outcome 

condition) (Ragin and Fiss, 2008; Schneider and Wagemann, 2010) based on 

Boolean algebra. Two model are considered, related to the presence and absence of 

the outcome condition i.e., loyalty (table 2). Fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA 3.0) software 

was used for analytical purposes.  

Outcome presence  OUT = f (SA, PR, AU) 

Outcome absence  ~OUT = f (SA, PR, AU) 

Note: The symbol ‘~’ means the absence of the subsequent condition. 

Table 2. Outcome: presence and absence 

 

Findings  

For a more detailed representation, the findings are divided into three levels. For 

the first two levels SPSS software was used, while for the third fsQCA software 

was used. The first level includes the demographic information for the analyzed 

sample i.e., descriptive statistics. The second level shows the preliminary data 

assessment. Lastly, the results of fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis are set 

out.  

Sample profile 

The analysis of the data was used to create a profile of the respondents taking part 

in the online survey. The majority of the respondents were female 64% (n=156) vs 

36% (n=86) male. Their age ranged from 17 to 62 with most aged between 31 and 

40 (33%; n=80).  The results of the descriptive statistics are set out in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. The gender and age of survey respondents 

 

More than half of the participants (65.7%; n=159) have a university education such 

as bachelor/master/PhD and only one respondent had a junior high school diploma. 

Hence, the educational level of respondents was high.  

 

 Figure 3. The education and occupation of survey respondents 

 

The results show that 59.9% (n=145) of the participants are employed and 15.3% 

(n=37) unemployed. Regarding the level of income, the majority (46.7%; n=113) 

reported an annual income of between €12,000 and €21,000. A significant 

percentage (12.8%; n=31) had no income. The rate of unemployment and the 

number of participants with no income, over 12%, are not a good sign for the current 

Italian economy. The results are set out in Figures 3 and 4. 



 199 

 

Figure 4. The annual income of survey respondents 

 

Other characteristics analyzed in the descriptive statistics included: the type of most 

recent journey, alone or with another person. As a result, most recently most 

participants traveled with a partner (40.1%; n=97), others with the family (26%; 

n=63) or friends (19%; n=46), while 14.5% (n=35) traveled alone. Generally, the 

last trip was for vacation (82%; n=198) and 12.8% (n=31) to visit 

friends/relatives/family. The remaining 3% and 2% respectively traveled for 

business or study. The findings are shown in figure 5.  

 

Figure 5. “Traveling with” and type of most recent travel experience of survey 

respondents 
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Preliminary data assessment  

With SPSS 25 software, the means and standard deviations for each variable of the 

current study were analyzed, i.e., loyalty, authenticity, satisfaction and perceived 

risk, as shown in Table 3.  

 

Table 3 Mean and standard deviation of variables 

 

The value of means ranged between 2.22 (perceived risk) and 5.71 (loyalty) and 

standard deviation between 1.01 (perceived risk) and 1.42 (authenticity).  

The correlation coefficients between the variables were analyzed in order to 

understand how the variables are correlated with each other and any 

multicollinearity problems.  

 

Table 4. Correlation between the main variables 
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Based on Hair et al. (2006), a correlation coefficient of over 0.8 indicates a 

multicollinearity problem. In the current case, all the correlation coefficients are 

less than 0.8, indicating no multicollinearity. As shown in Table 4. except for 

perceived risk, the variables are positively correlated with each other. 

 

Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis  

The collected data are analyzed with fsQCA software (version 3.0). First, the 

necessary conditions for the two models were analyzed: the presence and absence 

of loyalty. Necessary conditions are those that must be present in all combinations 

leading to the outcome. Based on the indications of Ragin (2009), a condition can 

be considered necessary when its consistency score exceeds 0.9. Using fsQCA 

procedures (Schneider and Wagemann, 2013), a test was carried out to see whether 

any customer loyalty factors are individually necessary for high growth. The results 

of the necessity analysis are shown in Table 5 for the conditions required for both 

the presence and absence of the outcome. No a single condition is necessary to 

explain customer loyalty in tourism sharing economy platforms because no 

consistency value in the table 5 is more than 0.9. 

 Presence of loyalty  Absence of loyalty 

Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage 

satisfaction 0.699699 0.876771 0.448947 0.463361 

~satisfaction 0.571741 0.557458 0.880604 0.707201 

perceived risk 0.459005 0.565237 0.737054 0.747587 

~perceived risk  0.795027 0.785907 0.571362 0.465212 

authenticity 0.716655 0.785756 0.500731 0.452202 

~authenticity 0.500377 0.548896 0.762763 0.689179 

Note: The symbol ‘~’ means absence of the subsequent condition. 

Table 5. Analysis of the necessary conditions. 

 

The next step in fsQCA consists of a sufficiency analysis in order to obtain the 

sufficient conditions. In this study, 3 condition factors are investigated, i.e., 
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satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity, so the truth table has 8 (23) rows. 

According to Ragin (2008), setting the frequency and consistency thresholds 

reduces the initial truth table. For the frequency, i.e., the number of cases in each 

row, the threshold was set at 1. The consistency threshold was set at value 0.8. Table 

6 and 7 show the truth tables for the two models i.e., the presence and the absence 

of the outcome.  

 

Table 6. Truth table for model 1: presence of outcome i.e., loyalty 

 

 

Table 7. Truth table for model 2: absence of outcome i.e., loyalty 

 

The sufficiency analysis gave rise to three solutions: complex, parsimonious and 

intermediate (Ragin, 2006). Following prior studies (e.g., An et al., 2019), we used 

intermediate configurations as our final solutions. Table 8 summarizes the 4 

solutions identified. 

 

 

Configuration no. 

Presence of loyalty Absence of 

loyalty 

1 2 3 4 

satisfaction ●  ● ⊗ 

perceived risk ⊗ ⊗  ● 
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authenticity  ● ● ⊗ 

Raw coverage 0.624944 0.596609 0.582593 0.547849 

Unique coverage 0.107837 0.0795025 0.0654862 0.547849 

Consistency 0.919809 0.922512 0.921234 0.856407 

Solution coverage 0.769933   0.547849 

Solution consistency 0.863798   0.856407 

Note: The symbol ‘⊗’ means the absence of the condition and ‘●’ means the presence of the 

condition. Blank spaces indicate ‘do not care’ Fiss (2011). 

Table 8. Analysis of sufficient conditions 

 

Both models (presence and absence of loyalty) are acceptable because the 

consistency solution is more than 0.75 in both cases (0.863 and 0.856, respectively) 

and the coverage higher than 0.3 (0.769 and 0.548, respectively) (Schneider and 

Wagemann, 2012). Table 8 shows the value of raw coverage (i.e., the extent to 

which the configurations account for the outcome), unique coverage (i.e., the 

proportion of membership in the outcome explained solely by each individual 

configuration) and consistency (i.e., the degree to which the configurations are 

subsets of the outcome) for each configuration in relation to the model. The existing 

literature indicates that the threshold of consistency is 0.75, raw coverage 0.3 and 

unique coverage 0.01 (Scheider and Wagemann, 2010). Based on this threshold, all 

three configurations for high customer loyalty were selected and the configuration 

for low customer loyalty was selected.   

Configurations 1, 2 and 3 are the combinations that result in high customer loyalty 

(presence of outcome). According to Configuration 1, 62% of the cases in this study 

indicate that for high customer loyalty the level of satisfaction is high, the level of 

perceived risk is low, and authenticity has no influence. The consistency score for 

this solution is 0.919. Configuration 2 which represents 60% of the cases suggests 

that a high level of customer loyalty occurs when the level of perceived authenticity 

by customers is high, and the perceived risk is low. Regarding satisfaction, this 

factor has no effect in this configuration which has a level of consistency of 0.922. 

According to Configuration 3, in 58% of the cases that lead to high customer 
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loyalty, the perceived risk has no influence, but the level of satisfaction and 

authenticity is high. The consistency score for this solution is 0.921.  

Factors leading to a low level of customer loyalty are shown in configuration 4 

which represents 55% of the cases. This configuration suggests that a low level of 

customer loyalty (absence of the outcome) is reached when the perceived risk is 

high while the level of satisfaction and authenticity is low. The consistency level of 

this configuration 0.856.  

 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this paper is to offer a comprehensive and unifying perspective on 

the body of literature exploring factors that contribute to customer loyalty and 

explore the possible combinations of factors that lead to a high level of customer 

loyalty. The aim is pursued by exploring the best configurations of three conditions 

i.e., satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity, influencing customer loyalty in 

tourism sharing economy platforms (Airbnb) in Italy. FSQCA was used to identify 

three scenarios that can lead to the presence of loyalty (model 1) and one 

configuration for the absence of loyalty (model 2). Configurations 1, 2 and 3 refers 

to model 1 and configuration 4 to model 2. Regarding Proposition 1, which 

speculated that “Satisfaction and perceived risk are important factors in defining 

customer loyalty in tourism sharing economy platforms” it emerged that a high 

level of satisfaction and low perceived risk regarding the services offered by Airbnb 

leads to higher customer loyalty. The factor of satisfaction is crucial since it 

determines a strong repurchase intention in Airbnb customers. This is in line with 

the research of Lalicic and Weismayer (2017) and Priporas et al. (2017). Perceived 

risk has a negative effect on customer loyalty as Liang et al. (2018) found. The 

combination of these two factors (i.e., presence of satisfaction and absence of 

perceived risk) leads to stronger customer loyalty. Proposition 2 “Perceived risk 

and authenticity are important factors in defining customer loyalty in tourism 

sharing economy platforms”: this was the second configuration proposed by the 

current intermediate solution. As Liang et al. (2018) highlighted, perceived risk and 

authenticity affect loyalty intentions in the Airbnb context; in this study the 
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combination is considered a good recipe for gaining customer loyalty. 

Configuration 2 replaces satisfaction with authenticity. Proposition 3 “Satisfaction 

and authenticity are important factors in defining customer loyalty in tourism 

sharing economy platforms” is supported. The combination of satisfaction and 

authenticity is a sufficient solution consisting in the presence of both conditions.  

Configuration 1 of model 1 reflects the combination with the highest coverage, 

which includes the presence of satisfaction and the absence of perceived risk; this 

can be seen as the best solution for high customer loyalty.  

The findings for model 1 (presence of the outcome) indicate an overall solution 

coverage of 0.77 and an overall consistency of 0.86, which indicates that a high 

proportion of the outcome is covered by these three configurations.  

Model 2 refers to the absence of the outcome i.e., loyalty. The intermediate solution 

proposed as a good recipe is the combination of the three conditions: satisfaction, 

perceived risk and authenticity and supports Proposition 4 “Satisfaction, perceived 

risk and authenticity are all important factors for customer loyalty in tourism 

sharing economy platforms”. This recipe includes the presence of perceived risk 

and the absence of satisfaction and authenticity, hence a low level of customer 

loyalty.   

The findings for model 2 (absence of the outcome) indicate an overall solution 

coverage of 0.54 and an overall consistency of 0.85. Three configurations of model 

1 provide more coverage of the outcome than configuration 4 of model 2. As Fiss 

(2011) states, the existence of multiple sufficient configurations for customer 

loyalty indicates equifinality. The results that emerged from the analysis are 

summarized in table 9.  

Prepositions 

Results 

Presence of loyalty Absence of loyalty 

1.satisfaction and perceived risk 

 loyalty 

satisfaction * ~perceived risk  

2.perceived risk and authenticity 

 loyalty 

~perceived risk * authenticity  
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3.satisfaction and authenticity 

loyalty 

satisfaction * authenticity  

4.satisfaction and perceived risk 

and authenticity  loyalty 

 ~satisfaction * perceived 

risk * ~authenticity 

N.B.: The symbol ‘~’ means the absence of the subsequent condition. 

Table 9. Summary of results 

 

Theoretical and managerial implications 

The research sought to identify the important variables of customer loyalty, which 

have not been thoroughly investigated in the sharing economy context. In the 

existing literature, many scholars focus on the empirical analysis of loyalty in the 

accommodation platform Airbnb (Lalicic and Weismayer, 2017; Liang et al., 2018). 

Recently Akhmedova et al. (2021) used a mixed method (exploratory factor 

analysis and qualitative comparative analysis) to explore the loyalty of Spanish 

customers using different sharing economy platforms such as Airbnb, Uber, Justeat 

etc. In the Akhmedova study, the determinants of loyalty to the platform are 

organization, responsiveness, reliability and interaction. Although several studies 

have analyzed satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity (Lalicic and Weismayer, 

2017; Chen et al., 2020; Liang et al., 2018), these studies have not addressed the 

relationship and configuration of these variables Considering the complexity of 

customer loyalty, the literature lacks a qualitative comparative analysis of the main 

drivers of customer loyalty in sharing economy platforms in the tourism sector. 

QCA helps to illustrate how multiple paths or different combinations of elements 

can lead to the same outcome (i.e., customer loyalty). To fill this gap the current 

research framework uses a significant combination of the conditions (i.e., 

satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity) in terms of the services offered by 

Airbnb, leading to a significant theoretical contribution. The study explains why 

certain combinations of factors are more important than others, indicating what 

strategies to adopt to guarantee loyalty. This new approach is feasible only with the 

QCA methodology. From a methodological perspective, this study enriches the 

literature by using fsQCA to examine how three conditions, satisfaction, perceived 

risk and authenticity, contribute to customer loyalty. This approach also covers a 
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gap in the literature given that the drivers of customer loyalty in terms of service 

had not previously been studied with this methodology. In addition, this paper 

contributes to the customer loyalty literature by going beyond the ‘all-or-nothing’ 

association assumed by traditional statistical models such as multiple regression 

analysis or structural equation modeling. This study seeks to complement past 

studies that used regression analysis or structural equation modelling by offering a 

different perspective on the various factors that have been linked to customer 

loyalty. Specifically, the study identified four distinct combinations of factors that 

lead to the presence and absence of customer loyalty (model 1 and model 2). There 

is more than one optimal configuration or good recipe that can lead to high levels 

of customer loyalty. The analysis showed that no single dimension constitutes a 

necessary and sufficient condition. For practitioners, the study provides important 

indications to help managers to understand the sources of loyalty and to adjust their 

strategies. Since interactions among factors can give rise to differing and profitable 

strategies, this study proposes four specific strategies for sharing economy 

platforms related to tourism. Managers can use these ‘recipes’ as guidelines to seek 

higher levels of customer loyalty. The solutions illustrate alternatives managers can 

implement when they want customers to reuse or recommend the services provided 

by a sharing economy platform. In essence, the findings suggest to managers that 

not all three conditions (i.e., satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity) need be 

present at the same time for customer loyalty when using online sharing economy 

platforms. Hence, managers do not need to use resources that simultaneously 

develop all these factors. Rather, various combinations can yield the same outcome 

of high levels of loyalty. This study provides managers with the best recipe to adopt 

in other contexts where sharing economy platforms are used. These findings are 

useful in practice, particularly nowadays when the tourism sector is suffering from 

the negative effect of COVID-19. Tourism managers should invest to help sharing 

economy platforms to survive and therefore a clear idea of how, when and where 

to invest resources is of the utmost importance.  
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Limitations and further research 

This paper has some limitations that can be considered avenues for future research. 

First, the study sample comprises only customers, so the findings refer only to the 

customer point of view. In the future, studies should include the perspective of hosts 

in order to understand their perception of customer loyalty. Second, the empirical 

application used a sample from a specific sharing economy platform (i.e., Airbnb) 

and a particular country (i.e., Italy). Further studies should enlarge the sample in 

terms of online sharing economy platforms and carry out a comparison between 

countries. This paper investigates only the impact of several factors potentially 

involved in customer loyalty (i.e., satisfaction, perceived risk and authenticity). 

These factors emerged from paper 2 “A review of the role of authenticity in a 

sharing economy: a three-method approach” with a focus in the selected papers 

more on authenticity than on satisfaction and risk. Future research should explore 

additional factors (e.g., perceived value, service quality etc.) in order to increase 

the understanding of what affects consumer loyalty in sharing economy platforms 

relating to tourism. Another limitation is the methodology adopted for this study; 

future research could analyze the factors of satisfaction, perceived risk and 

authenticity impacting on customer loyalty through quantitative analysis such as 

regression or structural equation modelling.  
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