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Lessons from Stockholm 

 

Department of Tourism Studies and Geography 

Mid Sweden University, June 2017 

Master of Tourism Studies 

Tarek G. Honein 

 
Abstract 
 

Airbnb hosting is a growing trend globally and it remains barely studied in the literature on 

tourism. This explorative study looks at the supply perspective of Airbnb in the sharing economy 

(hereafter called SE). People who provide Airbnb hosting (the hosts) go through an interesting 

journey. One can read about the hosts’ stories of success and disappointment from the published 

comments directly on the Airbnb official website or indirectly on different sites and blogs such as 

Airbnbhell.com (Weber, 2017) and Flyertalk.com ("FlyerTalk", 2017). 

What is noticeable at the same time in a country like Sweden is the constant growth of the 

number of hosts despite the multiple difficulties facing them ("Private Holiday Rentals Boom In 

Sweden", 2016). The online short-term rental through an intermediary remains a relatively new 

trend in Sweden and there is a lack of academic research on the supply side of Airbnb hosting. 

Therefore, there is a need to investigate the host’s path, starting from becoming a registered host, 

going through the formulation of the first motives and perceptions about the overall hosting 

experience, and concluding by reviewing the multiple potential challenges and risks that today’s 

hosts encounter and studying how they cope with them. 

The investigation uses qualitative research using semi-structured interviews as a method. The 

data sampling strategy for this study was done in Stockholm. The findings were that Airbnb hosts 

are not professional experts, yet they play an essential role in promoting the SE platform and in 

enhancing the guests’ experience. Trust ranks among the first perceptions for new Airbnb hosts 
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and generating extra money is the first motive for Airbnb hosting. The hosts see in the “guest” 

their greatest challenge and their common risk. They try to have appropriate guests through the 

Airbnb verification system of guests. 

 

Keywords: Sharing economy, Airbnb, host, motivation, perception, trust, challenge and risk. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

Airbnb connects hosts and guests from around the globe on an innovative room-letting website. 

It emerged in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis. It was first in the use of the new business 

model to connect people who own accommodation assets (such as empty rooms or apartments) 

with others who want short-term accommodation (such as tourists) via digital marketplaces 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2010). This sharing economy platform has today 17 offices globally and has 

an accommodation network consisting of over 3,000,000 lodgings, in more than 65,000 cities and 

191 countries ("Airbnb", 2017a).  This global growth was driven by the emergence of the Peer-to-

Peer (P2P) economy, fuelled by the technological advancement and supported by the social 

commerce spread. The company has become a trademark in the SE and a preferred room-booking 

platform for many contemporary travellers around the globe. It has also provided many people the 

means to generate extra money especially in times of downturn in many countries. At the same 

time, the new phenomenon was regularly debated internationally. The European Union was keen 

on supporting the new model (Drozdiak, 2016), yet many of its member states were rather more 

conservative. For example, Airbnb was fined €30,000 ($40,000) for breaching local laws in 

Barcelona, the capital city of the autonomous community of Catalonia in the Kingdom of Spain. 

This was due to the listing of apartments that were not similarly advertised in the region's official 

register of tourist properties. Furthermore, advertising rooms in private apartments was illegal in 

Catalonia. (Mills, 2014). Also, hoteliers were heavily against Airbnb in France because they saw it 

competing unfairly with the hotels by offering a similar product to the city’s guests while not being 

subject to taxation law ("French hotels declare war on Airbnb", 2015). Furthermore, in the United 

States of America, Airbnb was legally banned in the state of New York City for any rent less than 

30 days (Tusk, 2016). A bigger question was asked in a study by the New York Times regarding 

the $1 million liability coverage especially that the number of listings is simply bigger than what 

such a policy could handle in a primary coverage at the same time (Lieber, 2014).   

In Sweden, Airbnb was also found to be controversial. On the plus side, it has been praised for 

creating more rental opportunities in a highly congested market. It has been favourably featured as 

an official accommodation partner on governmental websites ("Tips for your move to Sweden", 

2017). Yet, on the negative side, the platform has been associated with sexual crimes that were 
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taking place in some of the places listed ("Naive Swedes Are Renting Homes To Airbnb Hookers", 

2016).  It has also been associated with accusations of discrimination (Airbnb Hosts Accused Of 

Discrimination In Sweden", 2016). It included some illegal listings, especially when renting is 

done without the housing association’s approval. It just gets more complicated in the case of 

Airbnb rental when the tenants’ names are not accessible in advance in order to seek the needful 

approval of the association as per the housing law (Nandorf, 2015). The first juridical ban of 

subletting right appeared in 2015 ("Swedes Debate Capital's First Airbnb Rent ‘Ban'", 2015). The 

Swedish taxation agency (Skatteverket) updated its regulations to cope with the increasing 

economic impact of Airbnb rentals. Under the new law, all hosts’ income from rentals mediated by 

an intermediary similar to Airbnb is deemed taxable revenue when amounts exceed SEK 50,000 

(~$5,800) or are generated for a total of 16 weeks or more (Carlström, 2016).  

It is in urban cities such as Stockholm, where a person can notice the prominent effects of the 

Airbnb trend. The capital has a total of 4,100 Airbnb listings out of which 3,855 are presumed 

“active” after having at least one property live on the site within the previous 30 days, and that is 

the highest in the country with an annual median occupancy of 60% ("Stockholm, Sweden - 

Airdna", 2017). Those listings could help the tenants to solve their accommodation challenge in an 

overcrowded market whereas waiting queues to acquire a first-hand contract through the limited 

number of housing companies takes up to 20 or 30 years and people are forced to pay extra 

amounts under the table in a black market scenario for a second-hand contract (Savage, 2015). 

Airbnb seems the ultimate temporary solution to override the corporate waiting queues by directly 

accessing the advertised properties for the right price.  Furthermore, It seems a suitable solution in 

a city, which is highly hi-tech driven, and that is of a great value for the growth of the SE 

platforms in general.  

In the literature, multiple scholars and industry practitioners have investigated the impacts of 

the SE based accommodation rental on the hotel industry (Byers et al., 2013, Neeser, D., 2015), 

and on tourists’ accommodation behaviour and experiences (Chen, 2012; Shengkui et al., 2013; 

Zervas et al., 2015). Furthermore, studies of the morality of such unconventional accommodation 

rental as a form of alternative tourism have also been conducted (Molz, 2012; Steylaerts & 

Dubhghaill, 2012). Yet, less is known about the supply side in SE cycle: The hosts. As per 

research conducted about the Sharing Economy Literature (Cheng, 2016), the previous studies 
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concerning the SE lack in-depth analysis of how platforms such as Airbnb, negatively or positively 

transforms individuals. In tourism and hospitality, studies were done about the authentic local-

guest experience (Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2015) while not taking into consideration how this 

connection is initiated or what entailed risks it may contain (e.g. monetary risk as well as 

emotional and personal safety) especially that Airbnb transactions go beyond online trading to a 

face-to-face interaction with strangers upon co-creation of tourism experience (Sigala, 2015).  

Moreover, various studies criticized the unsuitability of the frequently used quantitative 

research method for fully analyzing the host’s attitude in the tourism field. They promoted the use 

of qualitative methods based on the Social Exchange Theory (SET, Homans, 1960), for this type of 

research (Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 2009; Ward  & Berno, 2011; Peng, Chen & Wang, 2014).  

Otherwise, I was able to locate some individual papers related directly and indirectly to my 

research; one study in Australia has identified three main motives for doing Airbnb hosting, which 

are income, social interaction, and sharing (Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016). An interesting paper has 

highlighted the role of hosts’ photos in building the trust of the guests in Airbnb (Ert, Fleischer, & 

Magen, 2016). A master thesis was published about Airbnb Hosts types based on their motivations 

and personal traits (Blei, 2016). Another master thesis talked about the role of Information 

Technology in building trust between hosts and guests in the SE (El Chmaytilli, & Xhakollari, 

2016). All of these studies confirm the need for additional research in the host’s journey on the 

Airbnb platform.  

I have conducted a new study in Stockholm. Hopefully, my findings will help contribute 

towards reducing the gap in the research literature about the host’s journey and to the scarcity of 

qualitative research in studies about the host’s attitude. My study aims to cover the following 

themes about Airbnb hosts:  

• Types of hosts 

• The steps a person follows to become an Airbnb host 

• The relationship between the host and Airbnb community 

• Motives and perception of a person to become an Airbnb host 

• Reasons for turning away guests 

• The challenges and risks Airbnb hosts face today and how they overcome them.   
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I will start my thesis with the problem statement and will clarify why this research needs to be 

completed, who will be benefiting from this study and what are the boundaries of the inquiry field. 

The research questions that this study aims to answer will be mentioned subsequently. Under the 

literature review, I will be presenting previous research findings in the field and I will justify why 

it is necessary to study the supply side of the Sharing Economy. This is followed by an outline of 

the study area and the method chapter that frames in depth the methodological procedures of this 

study. Last but not least, I shall present the empirical findings followed by the discussion and final 

conclusions. 

1.1 Problem statement 
 

The majority of users in the SE are consumers of the service and only seven percent of the total 

number of users is a supplier. According to a PricewaterhouseCoopers study in 2015, the frequent 

users of the SE services are city residents between 18 and 24 years old, with household incomes 

between $50,000 and $75,000 (Burnett, 2014) but what about the suppliers?  

There is a scarcity of studies about the suppliers compared to the existing literature on the 

consumers’ side in the SE as earlier discussed in the introduction. Airbnb is the flagship trend for 

the Peer-to-Peer economy in the accommodation field. This phenomenon is developing globally, 

including Sweden. The hosts’ number within this country is constantly increasing. The hosts are an 

essential component in the functionality of the Peer-to-Peer economy. They are the “locals” who 

welcome into their home the customer who books online. They assess their guests according to the 

reviews that the latter leave about their experience at their place. It is not only guests who face 

challenges and risks when sharing a home with a complete stranger. Consequently, I believe that it 

is of equal interest to find out more about the hosts in line with the existing literature on the guests 

in the SE concept and particularly in the Airbnb hosting. My research is an explorative study about 

the suppliers’ journey on Airbnb platform. 

Knowing more about the Airbnb hosting cycle contributes to the literature gap about the supply 

part of the SE. In addition to academics, several other parties will benefit from this study. Existing 

and future hosts will have a better understanding of their functionality in the SE system. The 

findings will encourage the existing Hi-tech start-ups in Sweden similar to tophoststockholm.se 

("Top host Stockholm", 2017), to provide innovative online solutions to meet Airbnb hosts’ needs 
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and requirements similarly to the successful business model of “Guesty” in the United States of 

America for the professional property management for Airbnb hosts (“Guesty - Airbnb 

Management Software & Service”, 2017). The municipalities and urban planners will align their 

residential supply strategies to include the Airbnb hosts’ perspective after already integrating the 

Airbnb portal as an official temporary accommodation option for newcomers to Sweden ("Tips for 

your move to Sweden", 2017). Last but not least, hotels and real estate market executives will get 

to know more about their growing local hosting competition ("What Do Hotel Execs Really Think 

Of Airbnb?: Business Travel News", 2015). 

1.2 Objectives and Research questions 
 

This master thesis is an explorative study about Airbnb hosting. It looks into the hosting life 

cycle starting from the motives and perceptions to first join the platform, through the advantages 

and disadvantages of such a system and up to the challenges and risks that the hosts face, which 

might force them to stop hosting one day. It focuses on the hosts’ view of the issue. The Airbnb 

platform is represented in the study by ten selected listings in the municipality of Stockholm. The 

aim of the study is to find out what the hosts’ perspectives and motive were for considering Airbnb 

hosting. Also, it reveals how they coped with challenging situations and risks in the field practice 

of the online SE trade. In the event of such a quest, it is pertinent to also study the characteristics 

of these hosts and their interaction with the Airbnb hosting platform.  

Subsequently, The research questions that this study will try to answer are:  

 

RQ1: What were the host’s perceptions and motives prior to joining Airbnb hosting? 

− What are the key characteristics of the hosts included in the study? 

RQ2: What do hosts consider a challenge and see as a risk with Airbnb hosting?  

− How do these hosts cope with these challenges and react to risks? 

 

In the following chapter, I will go into depth in discussing the SE and Airbnb and what is 

generally forming the host’s attitude in that collaborative consumption system. This study is an 

explorative study in Sweden in relation to the earlier mentioned literature gap. 
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

In this chapter, the theoretical framework and literature review are presented. The literature 

focuses on the host’s journey in Airbnb. The review begins with the host’s attitude towards 

tourism. Second, it addresses Airbnb hosting as a part of the SE. Third, it discusses the effect of 

the business model shifting from B2C (Business-to-Consumer) to C2C (Consumer-to-Consumer) 

on the hosting in Airbnb. Fourth, it focuses on the Trust and Reputation as a key success of the SE.  

As a result, the theoretical framework for my research emerges and this study shall reflect the 

Airbnb hosting journey starting from enrolment to risk aversion. 

2.1 Host’s attitude towards tourism 
 

Various researchers have examined different aspects relating to the hosts’ attitude towards 

tourism. For instance, Serge Moscovici in the early 1960s coined the Social Representation Theory 

(SRT) that advocates that an individual’s attitude needs to be studied in the real social setting 

rather than in the laboratory. He additionally said that one’s immediate experience, publications 

and electronic media, and social interaction, are the three main sources for the creation of their 

social representation. A general comprehension of the tourism phenomenon based on direct 

experience linking to tourism, knowledge assimilated through publications and media, and social 

interaction are crucial factors influencing one’s attitudes towards tourism (Andriotis & Vaughan, 

2003). Furthermore, Butler (1980), who originally developed Tourism Area Life Cycle (TALC), 

believed that touristic destinations progress through steps starting from exploration to involvement, 

then development to consolidation and stagnation, which is either followed by rejuvenation or 

decline. TALC advocates that as the destination proceeds through the first four stages, the number 

of visitors to said destination will increase, while at the same period attitudes of the host 

population decrease from positive to negative as the destination grows (Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 

2009). 

However, SET is the most convenient theory to analyse my research main theme, that is the 

Sharing Economies, because it can adequately reflect the core characteristics of the latter such as 

the peer-to-peer relationships, the exchange interaction, costs and benefits along to many other 

behavioural antecedents and which other theories are not equally capable of demonstrating from 
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their perspective of the host’s attitude. Also, SET has been broadly embraced as one of the most 

significant theories to interpret social interaction information systems (Stafford 2008; Chen 2013).  

Consequently, the most utilized theory in studying the host’s attitude towards tourism is the 

Social Exchange Theory (Andriotis & Vaughan, 2003; Coulson et al., 2014; Erotokritakis & 

Andriotis, 2006; Monterrubio & Andriotis, 2014; Sharpley, 2014). It was first introduced in the 

1960s by George Homans, who stated that an individual’s behaviors are controlled by certain 

social exchange activities with positive and rewarding results (Pearce, Moscardo, & Ross, 1996). 

The weighing of reward and cost in the process of exchange and the assessing of exchange results 

play an essential role in creating an individual’s psychological impression and attitude. When 

rewards surpass costs, the attitude is usually positive, and negative vice versa. It proves to be that 

SET can well explain the attitude foundation of people who are directly inclined to the 

development of tourism. It is concerned with “understanding the exchange of resources between 

individuals and groups in an interaction situation” where “‘actors’ supply one another with valued 

resources” (Ap, 1992, p. 668). Residents benefiting from tourism are likely to perceive the industry 

as positive, and thus they would embrace the industry, while those who perceive themselves as 

bearing costs as a result of tourism growth would show negative attitudes concerning tourism, 

thereby conflicting with such development. The comparison is an important component of social 

exchange and provides the standard against which all relationships are judged. Comparative 

standards are subjective and differ across individuals and groups. From a tourism standpoint, SET 

suggests that individuals’ attitude concerning tourism and their subsequent level of support for its 

growth will be shaped by their estimates of the outcomes of tourism for themselves and their 

groups.  

SET posits that based on personal cost-benefit reasoning and comparison of options, 

individuals intend to pick the relationship that enlarges their welfare. As such, people’s attitude 

towards hosting in general and apropos Airbnb in particular could be justified in reference to the 

Social Exchange Theory. Airbnb hosts make their own cost-benefit comparison to formulate their 

attitude about the system. The constant comparison between profit and loss dictates their choices. 

It requires a constant benefits advantage over the losses to be an Airbnb host and thus remain part 

of the online platform. 
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Regardless of its popularity, SET was also criticized in the attitudinal research for its restricted 

studies in the field of tangible economic exchange. As far as the use of the SET in tourism studies, 

it focuses mainly on the external rewards residents acquire, mainly tangible economic gains (e.g. 

personal income). This accounts for the lack of research on internal and intangible benefits in the 

case of the social exchanges (e.g. recognition). Another aspect of SET is that it stresses the 

importance of individuals’ transactions and rewards rather than the benefits drawn by the bigger 

community. It is significant to remember that, ‘‘processes at the societal level are fundamentally 

different from those at the individual level” (Blau, 1964 cited in Ritzer, 2010, p. 431).  

 

Figure 1 (Benefits-Costs equation) illustrates the positive attitude towards Peer-to-Peer exchange 

in the SE based on a superiority of Benefits over the Costs.  

 
Figure 1. Benefits-Costs equation 

 

As a result, my case study about the host’s motives and risks in Airbnb hosting corresponds to 

the so-called intangible elements in SET. My research contributes to the study of those elements in 

the SE field.  

Russell Belk in (Belk, 2014a) lists the different nominations of businesses, which are classified 

as “sharing” in the contemporary literature: “collaborative consumption” (Botsman & Rogers, 

2010), “the mesh” (Gansky, 2010), “commercial sharing systems” (Lamberton & Rose, 2012), 

“co-production” (Humphreys & Grayson, 2008), “co-creation” (Lanier & Schau, 2007; Prahalad & 

Ramaswamy, 2004), “prosumption” (Ritzer & Jurgenson, 2010; Toffler, 1980), “product-service 

systems” (Mont, 2002), “access-based consumption,” (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012), “consumer 

participation” (Fitzsimmons, 1985), and “online volunteering” (Postigo, 2003). In the following 

part, I will discuss in detail the Sharing Economy and Airbnb hosting. 
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2.2 Airbnb hosting as part of the Sharing Economy 
 

The sharing economy emerged after the financial crises in 2008. It is about people “lending 

and sharing assets and services directly with each other, coordinated by a sharing network usually 

running over the Internet” (Schutzer, 2014). The difference between SE and the traditional model 

lies in the shift from “ownership” of goods in the original model to the “sharing” of products and 

services in the new Peer-to-Peer system (Puschmann, & Alt, 2016). The sharing includes all sorts 

of services from Wi-Fi connections to electrical power, accommodation, food, transportation, 

leisure boats, parking lots, car-pooling, skills & talents, and much more. It covers a variety of 

activities such as swapping, collective purchasing and shared ownership. As a result, new 

communities and business codes have emerged.  In the new system, an individual or a company 

could be both an equal seller and host of products and services. The Internet made it simple for 

anyone to log on and start sharing. The new model start-ups soon made their presence. Analysts 

spoke about the growing revenues of the global sharing economy ("Global sharing economy 

revenues could hit $335 billion by 2025", 2017), Forbes estimates sharing economy revenue will 

surpass $3.5 billion in 2013, with growth exceeding 25% in said year (Geron, 2013). Time 

considers the sharing economy to be one of the “10 Ideas That Will Change the World” (Walsh, 

2011). As of 2015, the SE is worth about $15 billion and it is estimated to grow to $335 billion 

within 10 years (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2015). 

The SE is not a completely new concept. This model owes its origins to the earlier version of 

the peer-to-peer (P2P) system, which was coined by eBay in 1995. Today, P2P is enlarged to new 

domains and the earlier retailer is today a Host of many services as earlier listed. A series of 

factors has fostered the emergence of the SE. First, the technology advances which I shall clarify 

in the following section. Second, the Lehman Brothers collapse in 2008. The global market 

suffered from the economic challenges in the aftermath of the crisis. The effects were noticed in 

the direct decrease in the number of full-time employees. Many sharing economy projects emerged 

during that period similarly to Airbnb, such as Zipcar, Kickstarter and Taskrabbit to provide an 

alternative source of income. Third, the technology development had effects on a traditional 

production model. This resulted in an excessive dependency on automation and additional saving 

in power and production costs, especially in laying off more full-time employees. Fourth, the 

changing demographics impacted the labor market with more baby boomers engaging on 
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entrepreneurial paths and increased the number of early retirees who are seeking revenue 

opportunity in the emerging sharing economy. Fifth, the sustainability awareness affected the 

travel pattern of many populations to increased social and environmental consciousness. The SE 

appears to be the sustainable solution to manage the existing resources and to promote a 

responsible consumption pattern.   Sixth, the alarming increase in the number of city inhabitants. 

“For the first time in history, more than 50% of the world’s population lives in an urban area. By 

2050, 70% of the world’s population will be living in towns and cities” ("WHO | Urbanization and 

health", 2017). This reality embraced the rise of the sharing economy consuming practices 

especially in the domain of transportation and accommodation in the highly populated cities. 

As a result, the SE is expressed through different market practices today. A close look at these 

practices reveals a difference in the level of “sharing” activity execution. Those with a low level of 

sharing, also called “pseudo-sharing” by Belk (2014b), are more similar to commercial exchange 

transactions and should mainly reflect resource efficiency in the traditional economy model of 

demand and supply. The others with a high level of “sharing”, are the real reflection of the “Pure 

Sharing” and are better able to foster consumer co-creation and positive sharing values such as 

community networking and socialization (Habibi et al., 2016). The sharing-exchange continuum of 

Habibi et al., 2016 was designed to differentiate between the two types of practices based on 

Belk’s definition of pseudo-sharing, which he defines as: 

A phenomenon whereby commodity exchange and potential exploitation of 

consumer co-creators present themselves in the guise of sharing. (Belk, 2014b, p. 7) 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the “Nonownership Collaborative Consumption: Dual Modes” based on Habibi 

et al., 2016. 
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Figure 2. The SE Continuum 
 

 

Figure 2 is retrieved from Habibi et al., 2016. 

The continuum differentiates in the sharing economy practices between “the Pure Sharing” 

model like Couchsurfing.com and “the Pure Exchange” like Zipcar.com based on the following 

characteristics: reciprocity, social bonding, joint ownership, money relevance, and dependency. It 

positions Airbnb.com in the middle of the classification of SE practices based on the balanced 

“sharing” and “exchange” characteristics. As a result, Airbnb hosts are driven by economic profit 

while they simultaneously promote the community networking in the light of their hosting task. 

Both hosts and guests engage with one another and, aside from the economic transaction, other 

forms of exchange often occur. (Habibi et al., 2016). 

In the following part, I shall clarify further the role of Airbnb hosts in view of the business 

model shifting from Business-to-Business (B2B) to Consumer-to-Consumer (C2C). 
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2.3 Airbnb hosting in view of the Sharing Economy’s evolution  
 

The Web 2.0 allows people to sell, swap, share and purchase tourism services between each 

other, (Tim, 2007). A new form of commerce is enabled: collaborative commerce. It is fast 

growing and has disruptive effects on the traditional value chains including threats to traditional 

corporate models, which are being marginalized by customers reaching directly their peers and 

buying from them under the new model (Sigala, 2015). Airbnb.com is one prime example of the 

collaborative commerce system. It started as recently as 2008 and it is now valued at $10 billion. 

This value puts Airbnb.com ahead of International Hotel chains such as Accor, Hyatt, Wyndham 

and even Intercontinental Hotels Group ("Airbnb To Tax San Francisco Rentals In October", 2014). 

People are able to connect and interrelate with each other in a wide and international way 

through social media and web 2.0. Customers are able to utilize this innovative platform too for 

rating, sharing and looking for information about goods and sellers. The new social intelligence 

(accumulated user-generated-content, UGC) fostered by the online community, facilitates 

customers’ online buying decision-making (Chandler & Chen, 2015). As a result, a new model of 

e-commerce has risen supported by social media platform. 

Social media and web 2.0 technologies which support social interaction and UGC to 

assist consumers in their decision-making and acquisition of products and services 

within online market places and communities (Huang & Benyoucef, 2013, p: 247). 

In social commerce, multiple online collaborative tools, applications and UGC are utilized by 

websites for modernizing and developing the ways they sell and buy merchandise. Customer 

ratings and recommendations, big data and discussion platforms in virtual communities are the 

new pivotal ingredients in the new commercial model (Spencer & Buffett, 2012). Thus, the social 

commerce is enabling customers as active transaction agents by allowing them to contribute in the 

goods’ online journey from marketing to buying including comparing, reviewing and selling (Shin, 

2013). 

Tourism has also been affected by these developments. Its co-created intangible product 

requires clientele to search and acquire reviews and recommendations to minimize their costs and 

risks (Sigala, 2012a). Travelers seek to acquire market intelligence to support the accuracy of their 

purchasing decisions (Sigala, 2012b). Tourism enterprises are also benefiting from social 
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commerce through understanding their clientele’s needs and trends. They can reshape accordingly 

their products and enhance their brand awareness to meet customers’ aspirations (Kim, 2013). 

Thus, tourism buyers and sellers are linked through social commerce on a mutual-benefit basis. 

Furthermore, this win-win equation is contested by the new capacity of today’s traveler multi-role: 

Instead of being only limited to an advocate or a reviewer of a product, the purchaser is becoming 

also the seller of own tourism services. This places the customer in direct competition with the 

traditional tourism supplier (Sigala, 2015). 

Nowadays, clients are using Web 2.0 for sharing their opinions, reviewing products, acquiring 

market information and selling their own services at the same time. Social commerce 

acknowledges C2C interactions for sharing like it is the case of Peer-to-Peer, yet it has never 

projected C2C commercial transactions. It is the development of technology and payment systems, 

fueled by the economic crisis that led to the rise of the collaborative commerce under the social 

commerce. This trend was also supported by the low entry barriers to quickly set-up and run an 

online business compared to traditional businesses.  

This online commercial shift from e-commerce to collaborative commerce did not happen only 

by adding the social catalyzer to the existing online commercial platforms, rather it took place 

through the inner changes made to the way such platforms work today through the full integration 

of the customer from content generation to seller of own goods and services like Airbnb Hosting. 

In the new social commerce context, the peers are in need of a new framework to regulate the 

sharing transactions. Trust is an essential component of the new model. 

 

2.4 Trust and Reputation versus Risk in the Sharing Economy  
 

The SE marketplaces have increased in various fields and particularly in the travel and tourism 

sector with the advanced role of local hosts in promoting their services online and offline. 

Airbnb.com is the most famous example of paid accommodation services under SE. Many 

consider that the main motive for the rise of accommodation services in the SE is related to 

economic and societal aspects (Botsman & Rogers, 2011; Tussyadiah, 2015). Customers look for 

low-cost rooms and interaction with the locals (Guttentag, 2013). The host-guest exchange that 

takes place after online purchase remains the main distinction between the new and old forms of 
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online commerce. The host’s role is pivotal in the goods’ journey as earlier mentioned. In order to 

facilitate the host-guest contact and contract online, SE platforms have enabled reputation 

mechanisms to enhance the trust factor between the host and the guest.  

Trust is the crux of this new economy. The customer must trust the service provider 

to deliver the services and products promised, with the safety and quality promised, 

and the service provider must trust the customer to show up and use the service 

requested, and not to damage or steal anything. If what is compelling people to 

open up their homes and cars to complete strangers is only money and there is no 

trust, then the movement could die when the economy improves. (Schutzer, 2014, 

n.p). 

The reputation system helps both the sellers and buyers in establishing online trust or mistrust 

between them through mutual ratings using Web 2.0 technology offered by the SE platforms (Belk, 

2014a). Uploading photos and videos of the sellers and their products to be shared on collaborative 

platforms contribute to the trust building on such platforms (Masum & Tovey, 2011; Sacks, A. 

2011, Sacks, D. 2011; Solove, 2007; Guttentag, 2013). Some go in-depth to study the importance 

of the sellers' profiles in the sharing-economy markets and the role of their personal information 

(Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016). The display of online reviews for product and host by other 

consumers on the selling portal is a prime pillar in building trust in online markets (Resnick & 

Zeckhauser, 2002). Special insurance protection schemes, agreements and guarantees, and 

payment facilities that serve as a trusted intermediary can secure a seamless interaction between 

the two parties (Schutzer, 2014). As a result, untrusted users and products are “flagged” on the 

sites as well through online ratings.  

Nowadays, the consumers are motivated to shop online with the help of these new trust 

features, which bypass the distance between strangers and facilitate the link within the online 

community.  The need for trust is not a new or an exclusive feature of current online trading. 

Earlier types of Peer-to-Peer (P2P) sales involved also risks. Yet the difference in the type of 

goods between the new and the previous P2P forms entails a diversification of risks between 

current and earlier transaction forms. Earlier type of P2P dealt with physical goods whereas the 

current type deals with services. The transaction is extended from offline to online, through the 

actual interaction between the seller and the buyer, as it is the case of service co-creation between 
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the host and the guest in the case of renting through Airbnb.com (Zeithaml, Bitner, & Gremler, 

2006). Mainly, the monetary risks governed the earlier P2P type. Today, more risks are threatening 

advanced P2P transactions (Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016). For example, couch-surfing entails 

non-monetary risk when it shares complimentary short-term accommodation service to complete 

strangers. As a result, trust is a fundamental prerequisite to establish a fruitful seller-buyer relation 

and execute a transaction on the new commercial platform. Unfortunately, more risks are added to 

this new platform compared to earlier stages of e-commerce (Lauterbach et al., 2009).  

The sharing economy will likely result in new forms of crime, including new ways 

of stealing others’ assets, including money and services, new ways of exploiting 

vulnerabilities, and new ways for the criminal to hide and avoid detection and 

prosecution. (Schutzer, 2014, n.p) 

Furthermore, the risk cannot be exclusively associated with one side in the guest-host relation. 

It could arise at any stage of the whole process. For example, Airbnb was accused of sharing risk 

with its respective hosts. The hosts are using their personal insurance policy, which is not designed 

for commercial use, to cover their listing even when it is being rented on Airbnb. As a result, 

Airbnb is sharing the risk of operation and transferring the preliminary insurance cost to the host. It 

is controversial that a company such as Airbnb, which is mainly built on trust, is pushing hosts to 

violate the terms of their private insurance policy all over the world (Lieber, 2014).  

Also, Airbnb is aware that many of its registered hosts who are located in main cities are 

violating the rules. Breaking the law starts from hiding hosting activity from the landlord who 

prohibits it and does not end by bypassing the zoning limit of the area in which the host resides. 

The cost for such a law breach varies from a five-figure fine to the possibility of eviction. 

Ignorance of the law is never an excuse even if Airbnb does not explains the law explicitly to its 

hosts, who are providing the platform with an ever-increasing number of listings by the minute. 

“Nosy neighbors” are one of the biggest threats in this regard. If they do not like the host for any 

reason, they will not hesitate to anonymously complain to the proper authorities about his or her 

illegal Airbnb listing upon spotting any stranger in the neighborhood or in the building (Lieber, 

2011).   

 Not only governments and local authorities are limiting people’s hosting trend but also this is 

reaching some building management companies in the main cities. Many of the property 
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management firms have begun clampdowns of their own. For example in the United States of 

America, TF Cornerstone, sent a notification to all its tenants saying that online short-term 

subletting “creates an overall security risk” and is also a violation of their leasing contract. Another 

example is Dermer Management that reminded all its residents that subletting is illegal as per the 

building’s policy (A. Harris, 2013). 

Even when doing a so-called “legal” hosting, hosts are being sometimes accused of 

discriminating guests. It all started with a Harvard University study about the easiness with which 

the hosts can decline booking requests based on factors such as race, age, gender or other factors 

(Benner, 2016). 

Therefore it is important to state that my case study will start from defining what the hosts in 

Stockholm perceive as an advantage and see as a challenge in doing Airbnb hosting, then 

searching for the risks that threaten those people in the context of hosting and later looking for how 

they develop coping strategies to overcome such risks. 
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3. STUDY AREA 
 

Sweden represents a remarkable area of study for this topic because of the country’s hi-tech 

advancement, which is a basic component of the SE. The capital Stockholm represents a leading 

hub for high-tech start-ups in Europe similar to the role that Silicon Valley plays in the United 

States and the world ("How Stockholm Became a ‘Unicorn Factory’", 2015). Many innovators like 

Martin Lorentzon, Niklas Zennström, and Daniel Ek are a good example of successful leaders of 

such projects (Spotify, Skype, and µTorrent). Stockholm ranks among the top innovative Swedish 

cities holding alone 22,000 tech businesses. My study took place in that city because it has many 

features, which link directly and indirectly to my subject and in the following section, I shall 

clarify briefly the basis of my choice.  

Stockholm is the capital of Sweden. It is the highest populated city in the country with 

2,269,060 inhabitants for the year 2016 and the fastest growing municipality in the last 5 years 

("Statistiska centralbyrån SCB", 2017). This makes it an appealing urban hub, in which any type of 

SE grows rapidly.  

The municipality is usually described in terms of its three main parts: The City Centre 

(Innerstaden),  Southern Stockholm (Söderort) and Western Stockholm (Västerort). Each part 

includes many districts. The City Centre includes Södermalm, Norrmalm, Östermalm and 

Kungsholmen. Southern Stockholm includes Enskede-Årsta-Vantör, Hägersten-Liljeholmen, 

Farsta, Skarpnäck, Skärholmen and Älvsjö. Western Stockholm includes Bromma, Hässelby-

Vällingby, Rinkeby-Kista and Spånga-Tensta.  

Some of the districts include a high number of citizens who are foreign-born or have both 

parents born abroad ("Statistik Stockholm", 2017). This nationality mixture includes mainly people 

from the Nordic countries excluding Sweden, the remaining European countries, Africa, North 

America, South America and Asia. The percentage of this group reaches a rate up to 20 % of the 

local population in some districts like Bromma, Kungsholmen, Norrmalm, Östermalm and 

Södermalm. It surpasses 20 % in Hässelby-Vällingby, Enskede-Åstra-Vantör, Skarpnäck, Farsta, 

Älvsjö and Hägersten-Liljeholmen. It exceeds 50% in some districts like Skärholmen, Spånga-

Tensta and Rinkeby-Kista. Figure 3 illustrates all the municipalities in the city of Stockholm.  
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Across all the districts, many residents face a severe housing shortage especially when it comes 

to the availability of affordable housing. As a result, the waiting lines for acquiring a first-hand 

contract are the longest in the country (Savage, 2015). In this market condition, it is lucrative to 

homeowners or first-hand renters to rent or to sublet the apartment via online SE portals like 

Airbnb because at the end of the day they can get a higher amount when they rent per night instead 

of renting traditionally per month. To this are added the strict renting rules and the limited number 

of international hotel chains (Mitzner, 2017) in the city, which reflect an increased value for 

Airbnb listings in the city. 

 

Figure 3. Stockholm. Retrieved from (Alla stadsdelsförvaltningar - stockholm.se, 2017).  
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Furthermore, some of Airbnb listings are legally questioned from the perspective of the 

Swedish Land and Cadaster legislation (Jordabalk1970:994). According to said law, subletting of 

an apartment occurs when a tenant (hyresgäst) or a tenant-owner (bostadsrättshavare) leases the 

apartment to someone else to use it independently. It is a must for the tenant to seek the approval 

of the landlord for such a transaction under the penalty of losing the renting right when acting 

differently. Yet, such permission is not officially needed when renting to a lodger (inneboende) 

because the tenant remains sole responsible for the apartment and who lives in it in general ("Hyra 

i andra hand - Hyresnämnden", 2015a). Also, it is required from the tenant-owner to seek the 

approval of the housing committee when subletting under the penalty of losing the residency right 

if doing otherwise despite that the law grants the tenant-owner more flexibility in subletting his or 

her apartment compared to the tenants. Furthermore, the association has the right to implement a 

fee for the subletting transaction ("Hyra i andra hand - Hyresnämnden", 2015b). 

The above questions the feasibility of compliance with the existing land law because many 

entire homes are already available for “independent” use through last minute renting on Airbnb 

website without requiring prior landlord approval on said site. Despite that the current law allows 

both tenants and tenant-owners to have lodgers (inneboende) in their place without the express 

approval of the respective landlord or the housing committee, yet the risk of having a high turn-

over of Airbnb guests that might disturb the other neighbors in the building can always enforce the 

jurisdiction of the owner or the housing committee to limit such a freedom. Subsequently, it is 

those Airbnb owners who live in independent villas that can be less affected by the above law rules 

and regulations.  

Most residents of Stockholm are aged between 20 and 64 ("Statistiska centralbyrån SCB", 

2017) and are tech-savvy and app-driven ("These are the digital services the people of Stockholm 

wish for", 2016), which is considered a quality for every Airbnb host. Consequently, the city has 

the highest number of 3,855 active Airbnb listings and 2,175 active hosts on Airbnb platform 

compared to the remaining cities in the country ("Stockholm, Sweden - Airdna", 2017).  Less than 

10% of the presumed “active” hosts have a “multiple listings host” status. However, the multiple 

listing in Stockholm city rarely exceeds two listings, which probably signifies that there are few 

companies that control large numbers of Airbnb properties as seen in other parts of the world like 

in New York for example (A. Harris, 2013). The most popular listing is classified as a one (1) 
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Bedroom apartment subsequently followed by the two-bedroom property, the studio, the three-

bedroom and the four-bedroom ("Stockholm, Sweden - Airdna", 2017).   

As a result, Stockholm is the most promising context for my case study in the country. This 

combination enriches my selection of research units (the hosts) in line with my chosen random 

purposeful sampling strategy. The full methodology will be presented in the coming chapter.  
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4. METHODS 

4.1 Research design 
 

This is qualitative research based on semi-structured interviews. The qualitative technique is 

most suitable for research about the self and personal stories (Heimtun, 2007). In this type of study, 

the researcher is the tool for data sampling through observations, interviews or document material. 

The interpretation of the data reflects also the researcher’s perception of the empiric (Creswell, 

2013).  

The interview technique allows the researcher to enlarge his or her scope. The respondent’s 

replies might enlighten a new angle of the studied topic, which the researcher never thought about 

in the first place. Interviews enable the interviewer to understand the interviewee’s perception of 

reality (Bryman, 2004).  Many researchers that studied the host’s attitude towards tourism have 

applied a quantitative method (Pearce 1989, Priester 1989, Homans, 1960, Moscovici, 1960 and 

Butler, 1980). Alternatively, this research is not about studying the tourism aspects of Airbnb. This 

study aims to look deeply into the journey of Airbnb hosting from the perspective of the hosts 

themselves. Thus, a qualitative method would be more appropriate for this research, which at this 

stage is explorative.  

 

4.2 Data collection 
 

There are approximately over 4,100 registered Airbnb listings throughout the city of 

Stockholm for the year 2017 on Airbnb.se ("Stockholm, Sweden - Airdna", 2017). My aim was to 

select for an interview at least one respondent from each of the districts of the city as seen on  

Figure 3. 

To find participants for my research, I started by locating listings through the Airbnb portal 

itself in the highest populated districts of Stockholm. The Airbnb portal was my first gatekeeper. 

The platform does not display any contact details for the host such as the full name, a telephone 

number or an email. It only features a short description of the host, his or her first name with a 

photo along with a number of reviews per each listing. A high number of reviews helped me in 

identifying what I determined it to be “purposeful” hosts. That means hosts who I thought could 



 
 

33 

provide me with useful data for my research based on their hosting experience. “A purposeful 

sample will intentionally sample a group of people that can best inform the researcher about the 

research problem under examination” (Creswell, 2013, p: 147).  

The communication with the host is exclusively limited through the “contact host” option 

available on Airbnb.com. In that option, a chat box is available to “Tell (The Host’s name) a little 

about yourself. What brings you to Stockholm? Who’s joining you? What do you love about this 

listing? Mention it!” (Airbnb, 2017f). The message cannot be submitted to the host unless the 

sender has an Airbnb account and chooses dates to stay at the host’s place. 

Airbnb makes its money sitting in the middle of a transaction, charging fees to the 

renter and host. A stay has to be booked to a credit card before Airbnb will release 

contact information for renter and host. (Upbin, 2010, n.p) 

Furthermore, the message content is protected by automated software, which prohibits the 

exchange of any personal data such as a telephone number or an email or even specific words such 

as Facebook between the sender and the host. This ban aims to restrict people from connecting and 

potentially renting outside Airbnb transaction platform.  

Until the booking is made, parties have to communicate through Airbnb's on-site 

message system (similar to how Ebay does it). Airbnb wrote software that combs 

through these messages to strip out e-mail addresses and phone numbers, even ones 

that are typed out in letters. It looks for @ symbols, spellings of "this is me AT 

whatever DOT com" and series of numbers with at least 7 digits (telephone number) 

with some sensitivity to separators. (Upbin, 2010, n.p) 

For this purpose, I used my already existing account on the website itself. Creating an account 

requires disclosing personal information such as name, email, and date of birth. Data input can be 

done through direct filling of personal data or indirectly by migrating the required data via signing 

up using any of the featured social media profiles i.e. Facebook or Google account. Once signed 

up, I sent booking requests to 22 randomly selected hosts accompanied with a detailed message in 

the chat box. In my message, I stated the reason behind my visit to the capital; that is to undertake 

research about Airbnb hosting and I expressly sought the acceptance of the host to be part of my 

research regardless of the submitted booking request. 18 hosts replied on the same day and 4 

afterwards. A total of 13 people could not be part of my study. Six did not have the time to make 
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the interview during my scheduled visit, two refused expressly, one was outside the country while 

doing Airbnb hosting remotely and four did not provide any reason regardless of approving my 

room booking request. I ended up doing seven face-to-face interviews with hosts who were able to 

meet me in person. Alternatively, I received two filled-out questionnaires from the remaining two 

Airbnb hosts who could not meet with me due to their personal circumstances. At this stage, I had 

nine interviewees for my study. 

In line with my efforts to increase my sampling coverage, I tried to locate more Airbnb hosts 

through the Facebook social network. I was able to retrieve one prominent group called “Airbnb 

hosts Sweden” with 198 members compared to a smaller group called “Airbnb hosts in Stockholm” 

with 7 members only. I applied to be part of the first group with a hope to get higher sampling 

coverage. It took me 4 days to be approved. Like I did in my communication with Airbnb hosts 

through the chat box, I sent a similar message stating my research purpose to the group 

administrators, asking them for their approval to be themselves part of my research or simply 

circulating my request to the remaining members through approving my “message” post to be 

published on said group’s page. Unfortunately, my submitted message on the 30th of March could 

not be posted on the group’s page until it was approved by one of the administrators on the 18th of 

April. During the waiting period to get my post online and in line with my fixed travel plan to visit 

Stockholm, I tried to override the group’s gatekeepers by randomly sending the same message to 

the members directly through private messaging on Facebook. I selected randomly 10 members. 

Only one person replied to me and confirmed my 8th face-to-face interview in Stockholm.  

Prior to my visit to Stockholm, I developed a guide with questions that served as a reference 

during the interview. The interview guide is usually designed around the research topics and is 

referred to by the interviewer in semi-structured interviews. “The questions are often the sub 

questions in the research study, phrased in a way that interviewees can understand” (Creswell, 

2013, p: 164). The guide is not followed literally especially due to the fact that the researcher 

might ask more questions beyond it (Flick, 2014). In my interviews, I started with introduction 

questions, then moved on to asking questions about the motives and perceptions of the people prior 

hosting on Airbnb and later concluded with questions about the challenges and risks of doing 

Airbnb hosting. Depending on the answers at each stage, I asked more clarifying questions to 

understand the interviewees’ point of view. The interview guide is included in the appendix part of 
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this essay (see Annex 1). In table 1, I present the information of all the 10 respondents using 

pseudonyms due to ethical considerations.   

Table 1. List of interviewees 
 

 R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 R10 

Brief 
description 

Married 
working 

woman living 
with her 
husband 

Young 
married 
couple 

Single 
dad for a 
9 years' 
old son 

Single  
Working 
 Woman 

Married 
working 
women 
living 
with 

husband 
and kids 

Working 
dad living 

alone 

Single 
working 
man who 
stopped 
doing 

Airbnb 

Retired 
man 

New 
Starter 
single 
dad for 

two 
children 

Housewife 
living 
with 

Sambo 
and one 

kid 

Country of 
Origin 

European 
Country Sweden African 

Country Sweden Sweden Nordic 
Country Sweden Sweden European 

Country Sweden 

Job field 
Banking 
and Real 

Estate 
Building Mechanical 

Engineering Catering IT Engineering Transcription pensioner Music pensioner 

Sex Woman Man Man Woman Woman Man Man Man Man Woman 

Airbnb 
hosting 

experience 
2 years 1 year 1 Year 1 year 3 years 2 years 1 year 3 years 1 month 4 years 

Number of 
Airbnb 
reviews 

20+ 40+ 50+ 80+ 40+ 60+ 80+ 250+ New 
starter 10+ 

Education
al level 

Master 
level 

Under- 
graduate University University University University University University Under-

graduate 
Under-

graduate 

Age range 30-35 30-35 35-40 40-45 45-50 55-60 30-35 70-75 35-40 50-55 

District Östermalm Södermalm Skärholmen Älvsjö Bromma Farsta Södermalm Norrmalm Hägersten-
Liljeholmen 

Hässelby
-Vällingby 

Listing 
type 

3 Bedroom 1 
Bedroom 

1 
Bedroom 

1 
Bedroom 

1 
Bedroom 1 Bedroom 1 

 Bedroom 
1    

Bedroom 
1 

Bedroom 
2  

Bedroom 

Number of 
listings 

3 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 

4.3 Transcribing, Coding and Analysing data  
 

Upon my return to Östersund, I started the data analysis process by the data management step 

through the transcription of all the interviews to written texts (Creswell, 2013). All discussions 

were conducted in English. A very limited part was translated from Swedish to English in a loose 

mode to be compatible with the original interview script that was conducted in English. I clarified 

between brackets the meaning of some gestures, actions or laughter, which occurred in the 

conversations. I made sure to have literal transcripts all the time. This facilitated the coding 

process at a later stage. After transcribing comes the coding step. This process is done through 
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three steps; codes, categories and themes. I have referred to the computer assisted qualitative data 

analysis software called "Dedoose" to finalize this procedure (see Annex 2). 

 …Forming codes or categories (and these two terms will be used interchangeably) 

represents the heart of qualitative data analysis. Here researchers build detailed 

descriptions, develop themes or dimensions, and provide and interpretation in light 

of their own views or views of perspectives in the literature. (Creswell, 2013, p: 

184).  

Codes are compared to labels assigned to different parts of the text in order to start grouping 

and classifying the acquired information from the transcripts. In case study research, it is about 

coding a detailed description of the particular case or cases. There is no rule for the number of 

codes, yet it is advisable not to exceed 25 to 30 codes. The drawback of an excessive number of 

codes is in the challenge of aligning the latter with the five or six themes at the final stage of the 

study. Creswell recommends looking for codes that could be used in the description of data that 

leads to themes. This data could be a priori information, which the research had in mind before 

starting the study, surprisingly discovered data from the fieldwork or new conceptual data. For the 

themes, Creswell identified them in Creswell, 2013 as, 

Broad units of information that consists of several codes aggregated to form a 

common idea. These themes, in turn, I view as a “family” of themes with children, 

or subthemes, and even grandchildren represented by segments of data. (Creswell, 

2013, p: 186). 

As a key to success for the emergence of the themes, Creswell talks about “winnowing” of the 

data throughout the whole process. This means to minimize the data to the necessary quantity for 

the research aim. Some parts could be discarded (Wolcott, 1994).  

From the themes, “lessons learned” as described by Lincoln and Guba (Creswell, 2013) should 

emerge from making sense of the data based on several forms including the research literature 

review. Having that in mind, I developed my theoretical findings that answer the research 

questions (Bryman, 2004).  
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4.4 Ethical considerations  
 

It is very important to be aware of ethical considerations in qualitative research where the 

interviewees are few and provide personal information (Creswell, 2013). Airbnb hosting is a 

private subject for many of the hosts especially as it occurs in their homes and reflects a significant 

part of the participants’ private life. I was keen to keep my sensitive informative questions to a 

minimum in order not to invade the privacy of the interviewees. In order to maintain the 

anonymity and confidentiality, pseudonyms were given to all respondents.   

Throughout the whole study process, the researcher must follow ethical guidelines (Creswell, 

2013). I made sure to have the express approval of all interviewees’ participation in the study. I 

was keen to state the aim of my research in all my first twenty-two contact emails to the randomly 

selected hosts in Stockholm. Upon conducting the face-to-face interviews, I made sure to restate 

the purpose of my study and to assure the anonymity of the interviewees. That was identically 

stated in my two submitted questionnaires.  

 

4.5 Reliability and Validity 
 

Qualitative research requires conformity with some reliability and validity features that I made 

sure to comply with in my study. Silverman (2011) as referred to in (Creswell, 2013) discusses the 

reliability in studies that use interviews as the method through 1) Recording interviews 2) Accurate 

transcribing and coding in order to support the analysis process 3) Presenting the data in the report 

thoroughly.  

Moisander and Valtonen (2006) refer to the value of rephrasing the interview to improve the 

reliability of the study. I conducted a test interview with a colleague of mine, who happens to be an 

Airbnb host in Helsingborg to assess the interview guide credibility. Of course, the results were 

not included in my study. As neither English nor Swedish is my native language, I have 

crosschecked the translations I have made for some conversations under the data findings part. 

This is crucial when a person writes in a language that is not the mother tongue (Moisander & 

Valtonen, 2006). For data validation, it is relevant to clarify the researcher’s bias so the reader 

understands the researcher’s background and any bias that could affect the study (Merriam, 1988). 

For this purpose, I have included a positionality statement in this master thesis. 
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4.6 Positionality Statement 
 

It is vital that the researcher plays a significant role in the validity of the results in qualitative 

research that relies on interviews as a method. Due to this, my personal reflections and opinions 

need to be discussed in order to enhance the credibility of my research. I have chosen this topic 

based on what I consider a trend in society and something that is in need of further analysis. Since 

I have relocated to be with my wife in Sweden, I have faced challenges in acquiring a suitable job 

opportunity in the already competitive market. In my previous career path, I was a successful sales 

and marketing professional with a proven record of achievements with two international hotel 

chains in the Middle East region. During the time which I spent learning the Swedish language in 

Helsingborg, I was in contact with many interesting people in the community. Everywhere I went, 

everyone was talking directly or indirectly about the challenge in finding a place to rent and little 

was said about Airbnb hosting despite the fact that many were doing it as per the available 

published listings on Airbnb.se. In my previous work, I have dealt with international guests, 

corporate bookers and travel agents and I understand what it takes to be a great host and to meet 

the guest’s expectations in a conventional enterprise like the hotels I worked earlier for. I never 

had the opportunity to do Airbnb hosting earlier in my life due to my full time job obligations nor 

lately due to not having a private place of my own. I am aware that my tourism related career path 

might have influenced the objectivity in my research results. Alternatively, I do claim that my 

professional hospitality related experience might have supported me to understand issues and 

problems associated with hosting in a tourism sector that has not been well studied - that is Airbnb 

- and to interpret the hosts’ explanations.  

 

4.7 Limitations 
 

It is relevant to include also limitations of my research, which could have affected the final 

results of my study. The research findings and results are based on the opinions of few respondents 

that remain a limitation in qualitative research (Creswell, 2013). Additionally, I was limited to 

interviewing the few people who accepted to be part of my study during a short time in Stockholm. 

I was also limited to a specific given time to finish this project as per the master program 

framework. If I had been given more time, I would have been able to meet more people and enrich 
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my data with more credible input. Furthermore, Airbnb host’s data is highly protected on the 

Airbnb portal by a fully automated system that prevents host and tenant from exchanging what is 

called “sensitive content” in the “chat box”. The highly protected chatting system of Airbnb 

minimized my sample size to the few and truly interested hosts willing to help me in completing 

this study. Furthermore, the administrators of the Facebook group “Airbnb hosts Sweden” served 

as an additional gatekeeper. Last but not least, two out of my ten hosts could not meet with me in 

person when I was in Stockholm due to their unforeseen personal circumstances yet they were 

fully supportive in terms of contributing to my research by sending their input by email. 
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5. FINDINGS & RESULTS 
 

My research is about the Airbnb host’s journey. It starts by discussing issues relating to joining 

the platform. Then it covers the daily interaction of the host within the said platform. It also 

includes the challenges along the way and covers the potential risks that might force people to stop 

doing Airbnb hosting at some stage. In the following part, I shall present my findings based on the 

earlier stated steps.  

 

5.1 Starting Airbnb hosting 
 

5.1.1 Motives and perceptions 
 

First, when asked about the motivation for hosting on Airbnb portal, only three respondents did 

insist on their social need to meet new people for becoming Airbnb hosts. The rest participated to 

earn extra money while getting to know new guests. However, the respondents had different 

perceptions of the social and financial motivator. Furthermore, many other factors motivated the 

respondents to become Airbnb hosts.  

It was R3, R5 and R6 who claimed doing Airbnb hosting to “meet new people”. However, 

their social need to make the acquaintance of visitors varies. R3 clearly states that he had joined 

“because first of all I have a big apartment and almost all the time I am alone, yeah and to meet 

new people”. For him, “Sharing the place with others” adds up to the social initiative in meeting 

new people. R5 has done Airbnb because she is “curious and I think it is nice to meet people”. R6 

said, “Really enjoyed it (Airbnb hosting) because I meet interesting people, students, researchers, 

and musicians”. Furthermore, the social requirement was not equally a satisfying factor to 

maintain the hosting status for each of the three respondents in the long run. For R3, he is keen to 

meet new people on Airbnb regardless of any other consideration. He clearly states that: 

For me the money is not number 1 in this case, I mean with the hosting and … some 

people like to meet another people, for me I like to meet people from another 

country. 
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However, R5 limited her listing’s availability to whenever she had time for hosting. 

I mean, I stopped last time because you know, I did it for fun and after a while it gets 

tiring even though it is fun, I mean it is quite a work, so I get tired of it this time 

more…Yeah yeah, I do it like just a hobby…I am a manager of IT…Yeah, it (full time 

work and family responsibilities) is a lot. 

Last but not least, R6 was counting on his social need to expand his friendship network by 

using Airbnb as a guilt-free way to generate “pocket money” to go out and socialize.  

I must be honest to you. You have your salary and you have to pay the rent and then 

I have this account for the beer and pizza account. I use the money to that, the beer 

and pizza account. If I want to go out with one mate, I can do that 

Consequently, the remaining majority of the respondents claimed doing Airbnb hosting for 

generating extra money. Moreover, the financial concept differs for each respondent. R1 is a 

successful full time employee who happens to live in a city where visitors are simply in need of a 

place to stay. She thought of making extra money by taking advantage of the current market 

situation. 

That year when the Eurovision was here and I heard from friends that there is a big 

issue with accommodation, so many people come and there is no place and that was 

the reason that I started and I had a very high demand. 

Here is such a high demand, Stockholm is unique, when the semester (the holiday) 

starts from September, people students they are poor, they are so desperate 

international students, to get an accommodation, that they are ready to pay Airbnb 

price, sometimes I can get a booking for 1 month, and the price is like 500 kronors 

per night, the people are ready to pay it, because they are desperate.  

Yet the extra money generated from Airbnb stays an extra financial return that is not essential 

for her sustainability. 

I don’t know. You know Airbnb is not a big part of my life, so I don’t think about it 

actually, it is somewhere aside, so I don’t put all my efforts and yes both of me and 

my husband have a full time job. 
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Similarly to R1, R2, who happens to live with his wife in a commuter area in Stockholm, 

thought of doing Airbnb hosting because it is “very profitable” along with his full time job. The 

financial motive was of greater importance for the rest of the respondents. R4 took part in Airbnb 

hosting when she saw that there was a market for it in Stockholm and that she did not have a job 

back then and she needed the money to settle her expenses.  

You know I just look what it looks like in Stockholm if there are a lot of people 

renting rooms and I can see that there was market for it. I didn’t like really plan it, 

it was just because I didn’t have any job at that time, and I just needed some money 

to pay for my living. 

Unsurprisingly, having a job would limit her Airbnb listing availability.  

I am doing this basically to pay off my tax and when I am done with that, I will find 

a full time job. I would maybe limit it to couple of days a month 

Similarly to R4, R7 started Airbnb as “one way to get extra money” and he found it easy to 

quit when his “company has increased very much so, it made it also easier to put it (Airbnb) down” 

despite his challenges with the company, which I shall refer to at a later stage under the risk part. 

Also, R9 was looking for an economic solution to settle his apartment expenses after he just 

got separated from his wife.  

I have recently gone through a divorce and found myself with a pretty big 

apartment that I now live in by myself when I don´t have my kids here each and 

every week. I was thinking of changing this one for a smaller and more economic 

Similarly to R4 and R7, R9 is willing to close down his Airbnb listing “if it isn´t worth it 

moneywise yes I will terminate”. Similarly, R8 found in Airbnb hosting the economic solution to 

contract new tenants; “I heard about it and had difficulties to get other guests”. Last but not least, 

R10 was also seeking financial returns from joining Airbnb hosting; “We needed some money 

right then, and we said ok we can test it”.  

As earlier stated, additional factors inspired the people to do Airbnb hosting beyond the 

originally stated reasons for “meeting people” or “generating extra money” by the interviewees. 

And what is noticeable is that at least one of those factors was shared by nine of the ten 

respondents in my studied sample. In this regard, I could mention: 1) having a friend who 
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recommended the Airbnb hosting idea to R1, R3, R6, R7, R8, R9, and R10. That friend was an 

advocate of the platform. He or she helped the latter listed respondents to trust further Airbnb 

hosting system. The strong antecedent relationship between the friend and the host contributed to 

the reinforcement of the host’s newly established trust in the system based on his or her friend’s 

positive experience. It was the daughter of R6 and a close friend in the remaining cases that made 

the decision for making Airbnb hosting more trustworthy. 2) The nature of the guests made hosting 

more interesting for R3, R5, R6, R7, R9, and R10. This is not related to “meeting new people” but 

it reflects the host’s attraction to a certain type of new people: the tourists. They are the new 

people occasionally visiting the city. They are “interesting” to meet, to chat with and to hear from. 

They are “good people” in general, maybe the least category of people to make for you challenges 

during their stay. They are here for a short stay. And that is of equal importance to many of the 

hosts like it is noticeable in the following point of discussion. 3) The short stay of the guests 

inspired R3, R4, R5, R7, and R9. The tourists will not stay for long. Having a person for a limited 

period is of equal motivation to many of the hosts as it was directly mentioned in the conversation 

with R3, R4, R5, R7 and R9. And last but not least 4) The respondent had previous experience as 

an Airbnb guest as was the case with R4, R5, and a future plan to be for R3. The previous 

experience of staying in someone else’s home through Airbnb remains a relevant point to join 

Airbnb hosting yet it is definitely not a decisive factor as it is shown in my studied sample.  

When asked about the perception about Airbnb hosting, the majority of the respondents had a 

joint answer: “It is a trustworthy system”. In this part, each respondent has a different stand in 

assessing the trustworthiness of the system. For R1, Airbnb is an efficient system, which allows 

her to be safer in renting her place, screening her guests and securing her payment.  

But it is completely different because Airbnb offers you the service, they control the 

people, so I get more trust, I see the reviews, I see the ID, people use their credit 

card, so they already, even though Airbnb do not use their credit card, but when 

people use their credit card maybe they don’t do bad, they know that their credit 

card will be debited.  So it is different, but when you deal with blocket, you don’t 

know who you deal with. And that was the reason that I met with you because you 

also contacted me through Airbnb. Maybe some average guy will contact me and I 

will not see him. 
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She even had a challenge renting out her place at a lower price outside the Airbnb platform 

because of the guest, like her, prefers dealing securely through Airbnb even if that means that the 

tenant has to a pay a higher commissioned price. 

Yeah. I have even opposite example, when I find people on Facebook, for long term 

renting, like students because there are so many web pages, uhhh Groups, for 

example recently I had a girl and everything is fine and we want to sign but she is 

in different country and she is afraid, she say I will not transfer the deposit, and I 

understand her I wouldn’t transfer as well but at the same time could not keep the 

room for her, just because she promised me to come, I will not do it, because I have 

hundred people writing me,  so she, I sent her Airbnb link and she was ready to pay 

like a lot more, a lot a lot a lot more, just to book it through Airbnb. Even that I 

offered her much lower price. 

Similarly to R1, R2 also found in the Airbnb hosting system a trustworthy system. In his case, 

the system met his expectations and needs of renting a part of his apartment legally and in line 

with existing taxation law.  

I did read around, and it turns out that pretty much only Airbnb really has support 

for renting a room only not the entire place. I was considering other sites because 

of the tax problem, but I came to a conclusion that Airbnb is the only one that really 

supports these arrangements very well. 

R3 stated that he does trust the system. He believes that “the Airbnb site is a little bit safer 

because they have all the information about that person (the guest)”. 

R4 trusts the system as well in reference to the $1,000,000 host guarantee advertised by Airbnb 

and “because there are so many Airbnb in many countries around the world and it is trustable”. 

R5, who happened to be also an Airbnb guest, believes in the dynamics of the Airbnb hosting 

system in such a way that “if there are any really weird people around I think they will be kind of 

blocked I think it could be if you get blocked if you do really nasty thing when you are staying I 

think you are thrown out of Airbnb”.  
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For R6, accepting people to stay in someone else’s home is a “calculated risk” but he believes 

that he is ensured similarly to the beliefs of R4 in reference to the $1,000,000 host guarantee 

provided by Airbnb.  

You have the security that Airbnb provides. If, I haven’t met one yet, but if you get a 

crazy person who destroys things, then you can get money, compensation and you 

are insured. They take care of everything you know like I don’t have to do anything. 

Before he took the decision to stop Airbnb hosting, R7 fully trusted that the system was able to 

eliminate any dangerous people similarly to the beliefs of R5.  

On Airbnb you (any host) can be quite sure that they are good people, on Blocket, it 

is a good site but if you want to be un-honest it is easier on Blocket, like the review 

system on Airbnb makes it more difficult to be Un-honest. 

For R8, simply hearing about the trend was good enough for him to join and there were no 

complaints later on. As for the new joiner, R9, trusting the system is a must prior to facing any 

situation personally if any challenge occurs; “I can always terminate the booking and take care of 

the problem myself”. Last but not least, R10 stresses on the host insurance in reference to the 

beliefs of R4 and R6; “I like Airbnb. I feel safe renting there, and there is the insurance thing”. 

 

5.1.2 The listing 
 

When a person decides to list his or her place on Airbnb, it seems a simple step because many 

people are already featured online with their smiling photos across their money-generating 

advertisements on the Airbnb website. Despite the fact that all the respondents in my study became 

Airbnb hosts through a completely online-based application, a few did not agree completely about 

the simplicity in finalizing the listing process. R4 was not satisfied from her first trial in listing her 

place.   

All of the sudden, I just posted the ad, I didn’t really plan anything. I didn’t know 

how to do it and after I realized I could go back to change what I have written, 

which I regret you know I should have planned it a little bit more to look around to 

look what I should write like a good ad…I wanted to change like description and 

text in the ad but it was not possible because once you have written it, you cannot 

change it (we can on the app, I discover we can’t on the computer). You only get 
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one chance to make a good description, so that’s why it is not that much 

information about the room you know.  

R6 also faced a challenge in listing his place. Unlike R4, he searched online on how to come 

up with a suitable listing.  

I think it was a little bit difficult. Most of all if you do this test how do I do with 

Airbnb, and then you say I don’t want this, then it is hard to drop a bad listing if you 

don’t want to do it. You can have it (the listing) incomplete and it stays there forever 

I did some research on the internet and found that you have to do this and this and 

this down there, you have this button to push to erase your advertisement.   

R10 is still not content with her current listing. For her, “It’s really not good because I am 

being putting some new pictures and I started put them back you know and fix them on the page as 

it is not good, but people are coming and they say it is good”.  

All the rest were completely satisfied with the simplicity of listing their place online and thus 

becoming Airbnb hosts. R9 has recently listed his place online “through their homepage 

(Airbnb.se), very easy and quick”. R8 was also satisfied with the process. It took him only “an 

identification and a bank account” to meet the listing requirements. R1 followed quickly the steps 

after clicking “become a host” and it took her like “maybe 5 minutes to complete it”. She also 

asked for the free photo shooting service that is provided by the Airbnb Company to take pictures 

of her place. The communication through the help desk was simple and the reply was prompt. It 

was only a couple of days before a locally contracted photographer was in touch with her on 

behalf of Airbnb Company and coordinated with her for a quick visit to finalize the photos free of 

any cost on the host’s account. For R3, “the steps were not hard” either, yet it took him a couple 

of hours to finish the listing. After figuring it out, R6 commented on the “mandatory steps”, 

which a host needs to follow to finalize the listing. He explained further about the information 

needed. It included basic information like the address and how far it is from the city center along 

to the photos of the listing itself. Afterwards, he highlighted the flexibility of the listing settings. 

That includes selecting a number for the minimum and maximum stay for the guest and for the 

period between the stays. For R5, “It was very simple” and she mentioned the “price 

recommendation” feature when she listed her place online. It is an automated feature provided by 

the system. It gives the host a price recommendation for his or her place. The aim of this feature 
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remains to assist the host in finding the best price for his or her listing. R7, R2 and R8 thought as 

well that the steps were pretty much “simple and easy”. 

 

5.1.3 Real estate experience of an Airbnb host 
 

When asked about their previous experience with renting their place online through other 

platforms and about their listing’s vacancy around the year on the Airbnb platform, all of the 

respondents revealed having only one listing available to rent out on the Airbnb network. That 

listing varied from the basement of R5 to the separate upper floor of R10 or simply to the adjacent 

room for all the remaining respondents. It was actually a part of the respondents’ home where they 

are currently residing. What is notable is that half of the sample participants did have a different 

experience level when it comes to advertising their places online on different real estate renting 

platforms. All of the respondents, who had dealt with the other platforms, agreed on the 

advantages of renting on Airbnb platform compared to those platforms. Last but not least, each 

respondent had a different strategy for making his or her place available online.  

It was only R3, R6, R8, R9 and R10 who had never rented out their place online through any 

platform prior to starting hosting on Airbnb.se. R1 had advertised earlier on Blocket.se and she 

used it “for long term renting”. R2 had previously hosted international travelers through 

Couchsurfing.se. R4 had never used Blocket.se because “you get thousands of requests and it 

costs money as well”. She was more in favor of using more cost effective channels like free blogs 

to list her place but she faced a major challenge because “people don’t really use them, so it might 

be hard to find somebody even though there are no apartments, there are no rooms available is 

Stockholm”. R5 had also used Blocket.se similarly to R1 yet for a different listing. “We use 

Blocket too we have an apartment in Sölen, We use that for Blocket for instance, but that is not of 

personal". And last but not least, R7 used to rent his place also on Blocket.se two or three years 

ago.  

As earlier stated, all of the respondents who rented their place online through Blocket.se 

mainly listed the advantages of dealing with Airbnb.se compared to the other platforms. For R1, 

Airbnb is not comparable with Blocket.se. She said that: 
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The rents are not comparable as well, one thing is when you get the rent for a 

month and another you get the rent per day, per night, and I find so much, I 

actually love Airbnb. 

After comparing Airbnb with other systems, R2 has decided to only activate his listing on 

Airbnb.se because he is simply “busy and works too much”. R4 has never been happier than when 

she started renting her place on Airbnb.se simply because her experience with the other platforms 

always ended with challenges.  

Yes, which I will never do again because the tenant has many rights. If I am not 

satisfied with them (the tenants), I can’t just throw them out even though they (the 

tenants) don’t pay. I had one guy he stole my credit card and he took my money, he 

threatened my neighbor with a knife and I had to call the police, but the police were 

angry at me and he (the policeman) said you have a monthly deal by word. He (the 

tenant) has the right to stay here for one more month. It does not matter how he (the 

tenant) behaves. I have been renting it out couple of times, but it is been problems 

every time. 

For R5, Blocket.se is used for commercial lease of a timeshare, where the family does not live 

whereas Airbnb is is more “personal”. R7 found that renting out on Blocket.se was good but it 

was limited because  “it was only Swedish guests”. Also he considered that being “un-honest is 

easier on Blocket, like the review system on Airbnb makes it more difficult to be Un-honest”. For 

him, it meant that he did not have to worry about the payment unlike when renting out on 

Blocket.se.  

As for their place’s availability on Airbnb.se, each participant had his or her own preferences 

to make it live on the platform. On the one hand, there were only four respondents who would 

make their listing open around the year without any major limitation. R8 was glad to activate his 

place 335 days per year. R4 was proud to open her listing for “6 months in advance”. R7 had his 

place “open for the whole year” and bookable for three months in advance despite closing only 

“for few days” whenever he had private guests. And last but not least, R10 would make her place 

available around the year unless for rare cases when she expected private visitors to stay over.   

On the other hand, many more respondents did not open the listing online around the year. 

Each of them had his or her own preferences to activate his or her listing on the Airbnb platform. 
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For R1, the priority for listing her extra room in the apartment on Airbnb.se depended on having a 

“long term tenant”. She was more content with living with a person on a longer term than with 

renting out the place for one or two nights. She clarifies, “I just open the time when I have it is not 

like I run it all the time… it is not my main source of activity and income”. R2 would block his 

listing as of May until the end of this year because he plans to hit “the tax threshold” for the 

current year. In other words, R2 does not wish to generate additional income that would be taxable 

as per the SE law in Sweden for renting through an intermediary company. Before May 2017, he 

would have to coordinate with his wife “as per her availability to assist” to make the listing 

available since both of them have ongoing obligations throughout the day. R3 would only open his 

listing every two weeks when his son is away with his mom. R5 is aware of the “tax cap” similarly 

to R2 and is keen on stopping every time she reaches that limit on a yearly basis. R6 synchronizes 

his personal calendar with the Airbnb calendar. Whenever he is away, his apartment cannot be 

booked. And last but not least, the new joiner R9 makes his place bookable on weekly basis 

whenever his kids are away similarly to the plan of R3.  

Moreover, none of the respondents who are hosting on Airbnb.se had his or her place listed 

simultaneously on another platform. Many of them are busy people and do not have the time or the 

energy to run parallel listings for the same place across multiple channels as it is the case for R1, 

R2, R3, and R5. Others are simply content with what Airbnb platform offers as it is the case for R6, 

R8, R10, and the recent joiner R9, who believes that Airbnb is “a very popular platform and they 

(Airbnb) are amongst the top rated in the business (P2P rental business)”. R7 was glad to move 

forward from Blocket.se to Airbnb.se. R4 found that there was no point in making parallel listing 

since her place is located in a prime location while she knew friends who listed their place in more 

than one site because it was located outside the city center and near Arlanda airport.  

 

5.2 Interaction with the Airbnb platform 
 

After finalizing their listing on the Airbnb platform, all the respondents were asked about their 

experience in dealing with the system. The respondents mentioned a list of system advantages that 

support their needs and met their expectations. However, they also mentioned some disadvantages 

in the platform and recommended some changes. 
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5.2.1 Advantages 
 

All respondents were very content with hosting on Airbnb.se. R1 is pleased with the system 

functionality. She states that “I find it (the system) so convenient, so I don’t need to do any work, 

the guest comes to me, so they (Airbnb company) do advertisement for me, Yes I pay the fees but I 

find it appropriate, for the work that they do”. About the features, she expresses her satisfaction 

with a platform that accommodates her decisions in a seamless way like in instant activating and 

deactivating of the “direct booking” feature or direct increasing and decreasing of the price as per 

the changing market demand and trend. R4 was also glad to use this flexible platform to decrease 

the price for her listing to get “pocket money” for her six-week vacation trip to the Philippines and 

Singapore. R7 was satisfied with “the calendar view” and the “communication system”. He 

thought highly of the guest’s “system verification”. He believes that this feature “blocks the 

dishonest people” and brings to the hosts’ place “trustworthy” guests. Furthermore, he enjoyed 

the full hosting flexibility. He clarifies that, “And sometimes I was not at home, sometimes I gave 

the key to local café and sometimes a friend who gave them (the guests) the key”. R10 felt safe 

because “when she has problems they phone her up” and if she had a guest who “is like having a 

party and smoking or things like that, she can just cancel and that’s her insurance”. R9 was glad 

with the “instant reply” in his communication with the Airbnb support desk. He was thrilled by the 

system potential as he said that “you (the host) can rent out everything between a sleeping space 

on a couch to a mansion, the options are endless”.  R3 spoke about his preference and ability to 

accept or decline a guest’s booking through the platform. R5 was happier with the “direct booking” 

feature that allows people to book her place using the Airbnb platform after passing the “system 

verification” process as clarified by R7. And about the other listing settings, she was satisfied with 

the multiple available options and the flexibility granted to the host. In this regard, she said that, 

“It is up to you (the host) so you (the host) can really can make it (the listing setup) the way you 

want it”. Last but not least, everyone was satisfied with the booking process and communication 

with the guests. They were confident about the system payments. They had no complaints about 

the money transfer service regardless that R3 and R4 received their payments through a PayPal 

account and the money transactions were delayed for one or two days due to “international 

transfers” as it was noted by R2 or due to “the banking days” as it was mentioned by R6. 

 



 
 

51 

5.2.2 Disadvantages 
 

The respondents did have some challenges though in dealing with the Airbnb portal. R3 

complained about the system requirements to justify the reason for declining a booking request 

every time he could not accommodate a new inquiry. For him, the challenge continued further 

until after loading his justification through the system. He kept on receiving many insistent 

messages from the guest through the “chat box”, asking him to leave the key “somewhere for 

collection” although he was not at home during the requested period. R3 saw in this situation a 

hassle that could not be properly managed by the Airbnb platform. R1 was a bit suspicious about 

canceling booking requests. For her, 

Airbnb is very tricky, they (Airbnb Company) are not like booking.com or like 

Agoda, where you sort by price or you sort by Area but Airbnb sort you (as host) by 

your behavior, so if I am good, if I don’t do cancelation if I make good reviews, 

constantly honor bookings then I am placed up but if I do some cancelations so you 

don’t show up. That is very tricky I think. And sometimes it is difficult, sometimes it 

happens for example, I had a case where I had to cancel and I made a cancelation 

and I felt it affected my listing, I had so many bookings before and when I made a 

cancelation I got a lot less, and sometimes you want to run and extra mile but you 

don’t know how? 

She had to pay a fifty euros penalty for canceling one of her confirmed bookings. “It was not 

fair” from her point of view because she simply had some changes in her personal plans and could 

not accommodate the booking. R6 agrees on this point as well. He says that, “They (Airbnb 

Company are tough on that thing for cancelation”. R5 comments on this matter by saying that, ”It 

is easier for the guest to cancel”.  

R1 saw another challenge in the system. She saw that the fees are the same for short and long-

term bookings. And that was not fair in her view especially because she is doing all the actual 

work and is providing the place. She states clearly that,  

I think like for a feedback for Airbnb for 1, 2 days 1 week, they take a reasonable 

fee but if I get a booking for 1 or 2 months and I see that they charge considerable 

amount of money I feel like why, why should I pay them I don’t know, now I make it 
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up I don’t know 300, 400 dollars, why, I do the whole job, that is my apartment, I 

do the cleaning I do everything. Is it just because of the platform!! I mean on the 

small booking level, it is okey but for the long booking, their fees are too big. 

R4 was a bit more concerned about the absence of reply from the Airbnb Company when she 

reported guest related challenges through the Airbnb platform. She clearly mentions the three 

channels to mention a guest problem. The first is the review that the host leaves to the guest upon 

his or her check out. The second is a private message a host can send to the guest. And the third is 

the private message between the host and Airbnb and through which R4 has sent her three 

complaints without receiving any feedback as she clarifies in the following quote. 

It is like different steps, so you say, like ok it is been like this and that and you can 

write something for the guests, and the third step that you can write something for 

Airbnb. It is something that is not going to show on their (guests’) page or 

something like let’s say something is broken or if they (guests) behaved bad or 

whatever. That happened three times that I had to do that, write them (Airbnb 

company), but you (host) never get any feedback. Maybe they (Airbnb company) 

are keeping some kind of record, but if that happened several times with the same 

person, he might get a warning, I have no ideas how it works. 

R4 complained also about the “security deposit” option in the Airbnb platform. If this option is 

used, the host can make a claim on the deposit for damages to his or her property in 14 days from 

the guest’s checkout date (Airbnb, 2017d).  R4 thought of using that option to cover any potential 

breakage or damage to her property but she noticed that she didn’t get any bookings. She was 

indirectly forced to take it away especially after she found out that guests are not fully aware of 

how this deposit works. They thought that they were to pay said deposit similarly to the room rate. 

So R4 had to remove her “security deposit” as she clarifies in the following passage: 

I actually had like a deposit before, but I couldn’t get any bookings because people 

think that they have to pay it before. They don’t understand that if something 

happens, then they have to pay. So everybody thinks they are going to pay 2000 to 

come there and a lot of people misunderstand the concept. 
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For her, the explanation about the security deposit to the guest is the responsibility of the 

Airbnb Company not the host as she says, “Yes, but that something that Airbnb should do. They 

should make it clear”.  

In addition to the above, the Airbnb platform remains an automated system, which cannot 

solve many of the human-related challenges. I shall elaborate more on this point when I talk about 

the respondents’ experience with the unsolved challenges and potential risks when doing Airbnb 

hosting in the following section. 

Last but not least, none of the respondents had an interaction with the online community for hosts, 

which is created by Airbnb Company on the website or that is created in a form of closed group by 

some hosts themselves on other online social platforms like Facebook. Many of the respondents 

did not hear or know about such a platform like R2, R3, R4 and R9. Some did not have the time 

for it since Airbnb hosting is not a major part of their life like R1 said. R7 checked it once and did 

not find any interest to review it again. Two of the respondents were already registered members in 

a local social network group, which is called “Airbnb hosts Sweden”, but they are not active 

members. R10 did not receive any answer for her shared problems on the group’s discussion wall 

and R5 “prefers only to read” what is written there. R6 elaborated more on the absence of online 

interaction among Airbnb hosts in Sweden. He thinks, “Swedes do not interact by their nature”. 

That could explain R6’s passive online behavior similarly to R5’s inactivity on Facebook. The 

latter simply “does not interact” on Facebook.  

 

5.3 Challenges and risks in doing Airbnb hosting 
 

In this part, I will present the respondents’ answers about what they have already encountered 

as challenges while hosting through Airbnb.se and how they handled them. Also, I will mention 

what they believe to be a risk that could threaten them or even stop them from further hosting 

through Airbnb.se. 
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5.3.1 Challenges 
 

The respondents faced many challenges while hosting on the Airbnb platform. They mentioned 

mainly guest-related problems. For example, R7 suffered from a problem with bed bug in his 

apartment and Airbnb helped him to cancel the upcoming bookings until his place became safe 

again for future guests. Also, he could not locate his apartment key after his guest had returned to 

the United States, accidentally taking it with him. The key had not been returned by the time of the 

interview. Another time, the same respondent had to call the hospital to obtain help for his 25-year 

old Chinese visitor who had a stomach-ache. R9 had to use his lie-detecting skills to stop three 

girls from booking his place using a new Airbnb profile when he already declined their first 

request due to the fact that they lied at the first time about how many would be staying in his listed 

room. In another episode, a guest shouted at him. The guest demanded that the host should pick 

him up from the train station. R10 had to explain constantly to many of her guests that smoking is 

not allowed in her place and that when smoking outside the guests must close the door to prevent 

the smoke from coming back into the house. R2 had to repaint the room when he discovered later 

on that his young French guests had been smoking inside the room. He also had to buy a new pan 

since the same guests damaged it when they tried to cut the frozen chicken in it.  Sometimes guests 

do not read the instructions online and ask the host for business support. This happened twice in 

the case of R4. The first time, a guest lost her money when she booked the listing on a wrong date 

and then she asked help from the host who could not do anything for her because the cancellation 

policy was already set to “the strict level” and the money was debited from the guest’s account 

through the Airbnb platform. On a second occasion, a couple booked the place of R4 assuming on 

their own that they booked the whole place for themselves.  

Airbnb hosting is energy consuming for many respondents like R3, R7 and R9 commented. R2 

faced many occasions when the guests lied about how many they are staying in the room and that 

sabotaged his cleaning fee especially when three are staying in the room instead of one. R4 chose 

to leave her room occasionally to stay over at a friend’s place when she found out that the romantic 

couple that showed up at her doorstep were different from the single person who booked the place. 

R10 was over-stressed on the occasion of her first check-in. She said, “I am very picky when I 

clean so I want everything to be perfect, I want it to be spotless”. As a consequence, she could not 

sleep during the night and she was not ready when her guests actually showed up on the next day. 
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Furthermore, she expected that her guests would leave the place clean and tidy, the same way that 

they found it upon their check in. But that rarely happened and she had to spend an enormous time 

cleaning the place every time. The situation got more uncomfortable for R4 when she went back 

one time to her apartment to see that “it just looks like somebody dropped a bomb in it” or when 

she had to clean candles remaining off the ground caused by a romantic Arabic couple.  

It is disturbing for R2 and R7 when people stay late “beyond sleeping time” preparing food 

and talking loud in the kitchen. R7 complained about some of his guests slamming the door, which 

disturbed him and the neighbors. R6 preferred single guests to couples “who talk all night”.  

Furthermore, a lot of hosts noticed a difference in the lifestyle between themselves and their 

guests. R7 spoke about the “young people from China as if they grew on a different planet”. R1 

elaborated on the difference point saying that it is related to the asymmetrical cultural background: 

We all come from different cultures, and that we all have different understanding 

of life, different routines home, and you can see it when you live with people 

(guests), what is normal for one type of people is not normal for other, and also 

the clean level for some people what is dirty for me is clean for them. 

Moreover, it is a bit over demanding when R5 has strictly mentioned that her listing is a 

basement and found herself facing a complaint from an unhappy couple from Texas who refused 

to check in. Furthermore, R7 commented that hosting gets a bit challenging when dealing with 

Swedes compared to international guests. He says that,  

It was like the Swedish people it seems like they were a little bit uncomfortable. 

They were more used to go to hotels and something, I don’t know if it is because of 

Swedish people or travelling in their own country, I don’t know, there was one 

mother and her son, and she was like ”isn’t it strange for you to having this 

(Airbnb setup)?” I saw her, she was not comfortable going here and I was like 

“why did you reserve it?” 

 

5.3.2 Risks 
 

When talking about risks, the respondents mentioned more factors affecting their hosting 

experience beyond the guest-related challenges.  
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Almost all of the respondents agreed on the importance of accepting the “right person” in their 

homes and overcoming the risk of having the “wrong person” on board. For example, R2 once 

declined a booking when the guest’s profile had no verification whatsoever, the profile picture was 

a black square and the description message was two words in a language he could not recognize. 

He simply thought, “this doesn’t seem like the guest that we are looking for”.  R4 was afraid when 

she had accepted “those people from the Arab countries” because they looked so discreet. She 

simply thought, “You know maybe they are renting a room to plan something I don’t know”. R6 

was a little bit afraid of “the dishonest people that want to do something completely different than 

visiting Stockholm”. In the following part, I shall list the measures each respondent normally used 

to accept people to stay with him or help and therefore overcome the risk of personal or property 

damage.  

R1 trusts people and keeps her listing’s “rules and regulations” to a minimum. For her it is only 

about “respecting each others, not to be loud after 10 pm and to clean after yourselves”. On the 

other hand, she counts on the Airbnb system that brings those guests to her doorstep. She uses said 

system to look at the guest’s reviews by other hosts and their identifications. Furthermore, she 

believes that “when people use their credit card maybe they don’t do bad, they know that their 

credit card will be debited” and that is her guarantee for having the right person in her place. 

R2 believes that all the people coming through Airbnb are great. His guarantee is to have 

“great people” is the Airbnb system verification process. If a guest has a verified account, he or 

she can instantly book R2’s listing. Moreover, the latter reserves the right to decline within half an 

hour if he has noticed that there is a problem. Until today’s date, he rarely declined any booking 

request. 

When he first started, R3 used to look at the guests’ profile. If the profile was new, he would 

not accept to have the guest in his place. Later on, he is more confident. Currently, R3 trusts the 

system. He thinks it has all the information about his guests. 

R4 is more similar to R2. People can instantly book her place if they have a verified account as 

per Airbnb requirements. If a guest has not a verified account, R2 has to decide either to accept or 

decline. At that stage, she will consider looking at the guest’s profile and reviews by other hosts. 

Besides that, she counts on the listing “rules and regulations”. R4 claims that booking her place 

requires accepting her rules and regulations and that was her guarantee for receiving decent guests 
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in addition to her trust in the $ 1,000,000 host guarantee of Airbnb. She believes that the guests are 

forced to respect her rules and regulations because not doing so might risk the latter not being able 

to rent anywhere else.   

R5 does not look for people’s reviews. She trusts the Airbnb verification system. She hopes 

that “if there are any really weird people around I think they will be kind of blocked I think it 

could be if you get blocked if you do really a nasty thing when you are staying I think you are 

thrown out of Airbnb”.   

R6 simply trusts a direct communication with his guests through the chat box. He only counts 

on the system reputation in having good guests on board. He thinks similarly to R4 about guest’s 

obligation to respecting the listing’s rules and regulations. In this regard he says, “I think that these 

type of people (guests), they won’t be in the Airbnb community because then I will say that this guy 

(guest) was not good and then nobody wants to take him”. In conclusion, hosting is a “calculated 

risk” for him and R6 was ready from day one because simply he didn’t have so much to steal if 

you wanted to do so. 

R7 lets everybody in from the Airbnb platform. He thinks that it is difficult to be dishonest on 

such a platform similarly to R4, R5, and R6. He further used the “rules and regulations” feature in 

his listing to filter out unwanted guests. For example, he suffered earlier from people who stayed 

up late at night partying and disturbing him and his neighbours or even smoked inside the home. 

He made sure to update a special rule in his listing forbidding late partying and smoking inside the 

apartment and that worked just fine for him. He was proactive in this matter. R7 would warn the 

guest in advance if he notices any potential guest-related risk. R7 says that “This proactivity only 

applied when I had a little bad feeling, but I don’t want be like no you (guest) shouldn’t go there”. 

It worked out fine for him when a guest with three ladies didn’t book his place after R7 has 

suspected an act of prostitution from their part and simply told the guest that he welcomes them 

and that he stays home all the time.  

R8 does not care about the guest’s reviews by other hosts. He simply trusts the people to be 

good enough to honor their rental commitment.  

R9, similarly to R2, makes sure that all his guests are verified online through Airbnb’s 

verification process. He refers to his listing’s “rules and regulations” similarly to R7 in getting his 

suitable guests. Furthermore, he looks at the guest’ reviews like R1. He confesses that he finds 
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himself obliged to trust and accept people inside his place. Yet after the guest checks in, R2 makes 

sure to take things in his own judgment. “If a problem occurs, I can always terminate the booking 

and take care of the problem myself”.  

R10 follows the same strategy as R7 in updating “rules and regulations” on her listing. She is 

keen on providing privacy to her guests while they respect her house rules and regulations. As a 

result, no one partied late or smoked inside her house. Furthermore, she actively looks at her 

guest’s reviews by other hosts and even tries to locate them on social media channels like 

Facebook to get to know them better.  

On the other hand, some of the respondents are keen to meet the guests’ expectations. They 

feared receiving bad reviews. Every one of them had a different strategy to satisfy his or her guests. 

R2 did not confront any of his guests. He did not want to have bad reviews on his listing. He 

thought that Airbnb would shut down his place in that case. R10 was keen on having an accurate 

listing. She made sure that her listing had a simple description that reflects the original condition 

of the house’s upper floor. She refused taking advantage of the free offered panoramic Airbnb 

photo for her place. She knows that her guests have experienced other Airbnb places and that they 

would not hesitate to refuse to stay in her listing and reporting it to the Airbnb Company if they 

assess that it is somehow delusive. R6 emphasized the cleanliness rating risk of the guest. He 

stresses the fact that he cleans his own apartment in a certain pattern and then comes the guest to 

assess the cleanliness level based on a hotel’s standard. He summarized the risk of demanding 

guest for an Airbnb host in the following words: 

I have a feeling that the demand from the guests is getting higher and higher. It is 

increasing about standards and so on, and when it gets to be too much work, then I 

will just quit? 

Hosts who reside in an apartment were keener on mentioning the risk of housing hommittee’s 

rules and regulations in stopping them from doing Airbnb hosting and even evacuating them from 

the building. R6 clarifies that it is legal to rent out one room in his apartment but he was not 

allowed to sublet his whole apartment through Airbnb. R10 also listed a part of his apartment 

whenever his kids were not at home based on a friend’s advice, which says that it is legal to “rent 

out a part of a rented apartment”. R4 made a decision to always remain at home when hosting 

through Airbnb “because first of all it is not allowed to let people stay in your apartment when you 
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are not there. That’s the law. You can get into trouble, you can lose your apartment”. R7 was 

more discreet about Airbnb hosting. He did not write anything about it on Facebook. He only 

informed his direct neighbours who were doing Airbnb themselves. He made sure not to mention 

his activity in front of the housing committee because he knows that he might face a rejection from 

its end. The committee asks for the name of the tenants for 6 months in advance to approve them 

and that was not possible for R7 to provide since his guests’ names are unpredictable. R2 

elaborated more on the housing committee rules and regulations especially that he is a member of 

it. He classified the matter as “a gray zone” for the apartment owners. He said that “we never talk 

about it” because the Housing committee is concerned with the safety and the security of the 

building and its residents. A full list of tenants should be approved six months in advance. Airbnb 

hosts could not deliver that list by any chance. It was agreed to leave the situation. R2 agrees with 

R7 and R10 on the legal right of renting out a part of the apartment through Airbnb yet he further 

explains that the board can deny that right in a situation when the new tenant is “causing trouble 

for the neighbours, but other than that you (host and owner of the apartment) get to choose who 

you live with yourself”. Furthermore, R2 clarifies the legality of subletting the whole apartment. 

He said, “However for subletting the entire apartment, the landlord is definitely just not allowed 

especially not for Airbnb. The board gets to decide”. Last but not least, the situation gets “grayer” 

when talking about renters of apartments who want to become Airbnb hosts. R2 commented that 

this situation applies only to four old people renting their residence and none of them have thought 

of hosting through Airbnb so far.  

More than half of the respondents saw in the Swedish SE tax rule a limitation to their Airbnb 

hosting. Some have chosen to simply stop after they have generated a tax-free amount of 40,000 

up to 50,000 SEK like it is the case for R1, R2, and R4. R1 justifies her decision by not refusing to 

pay taxation as much as she was not in favour of paying extra for an auditor to balance her books 

in the yearly declaration.   

Some complained about the unclear regulations like R7. He knew about the 30% tax levy but 

he was confused if he was obliged to pay an additional Value Added Tax on his taxable income 

from Airbnb hosting. Despite this ambiguous situation, R7 is in favour of a clear regulation to 

collect taxes to support the government in building schools and managing hospitals similarly to the 

collected taxes from jobs on online trading with stocks. Others had known about the taxation law 
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and have chosen to exceed the taxation cap like R4 and R10. The latter simply enjoys being a host 

but she complained about balancing the books. She hoped to have a system to pay the taxes 

directly at the time of the Airbnb transaction without saving the amount until the time comes for 

the yearly declaration in the following year.  

However, talking about risks is not always about commonly perceived risks by all hosts. Some 

respondents also had their own risk perceptions. R7 spoke about the property damages like a 

broken toilet door handle similarly to the mentioned broken window handle by R4. R6 and R7 

mentioned the risk coming from the hotels especially since the latter pay full commercial taxation. 

R1 sees new startups coming up to limit the growing potential of Airbnb hosting. She says that the 

market demand is definitely increasing but the competition will happen gradually and Airbnb 

cannot maintain this exclusive growth for long. R2 said that increasing newspaper’s coverage of 

related risks and challenges in doing Airbnb hosting will limit the positive growth of the latter and 

will push more hosts to quit hosting. Yet R8 did not see any specific challenge.   
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6. DISCUSSION 
 

This chapter links empirical findings to the literature review and the theoretical framework that 

were elaborated in chapter 3. Themes have emerged to answer the research questions asked in 

chapter one. 

 

6.1 The characteristics of Airbnb hosts – Research Question 1 
 

The first main research question was: What were the host’s perceptions and motives prior to 

joining Airbnb hosting? I also pointed out the need to determine the characteristics of the 

respondents in the interviews. 

It is noticed that not all of the respondents have equally experienced a similar level of 

simplicity when finalizing the listing on Airbnb portal. My findings have led me to an insight 

about the nature of an Airbnb host. I shall elaborate more on this in the following themes. 

 

Theme 1: Hosts are not professional experts  

 

It is feasible for practically anyone to become an Airbnb host. That finding is in agreement 

with the growing popularity of SE in general. Entering a platform like Airbnb as a provider is 

supported both by the Internet and the fact that entry barriers are significantly lower for setting-up 

and running an online business compared to traditional “brick and mortar” businesses. Yet, some 

of the respondents have faced challenges in finalizing a web-based Airbnb listing, which poses a 

question; how many people, who initially desired to be part of that system, were eventually unable 

to finalize their listing online? 

In this case all the respondents had one listing online. Even R1 and R8 who had more than one 

listing online, turned out to have only one property, which they had listed online more than once 

since they advertised the availability of each room within their respective properties separately. 

The interviewees are not like the professional property management companies, who utilize their 

knowledge of Airbnb hosting to manage more multiple properties (A. Harris, 2013). Even for half 

of respondents that had previous experience of renting their own place on different platforms, they 
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had not maximized their performance to increase their revenue. None had shifted from renting “an 

extra space” to renting out more than one property through hosting for others in the neighborhood 

as per the “co-host” feature available on Airbnb portal (Airbnb, 2017c). 

Also, unlike professional property management agents, most of the respondents did not make 

their listing available year-round. Furthermore, they chose to deal only with one rental platform, 

which is Airbnb, despite the fact that dealing with several ones would provide the opportunity of 

increasing their coverage and maximizing their revenue. Many of them had modest knowledge 

about some of the system features. More than half have answered, “I don’t know” to multiple 

questions in this regard and regardless if the system is supportive or not to the discussed questions.  

So if the hosts are not professional experts, why does Airbnb not look for an experienced 

business partner to manage its listings? Answering this question leads me to the second theme 

under Airbnb hosts. 

 

Theme 2: Hosts have a role to play in promoting Airbnb hosting and in enhancing the guest’s 

experience.  

 

It appears that many join Airbnb hosting after they have heard from someone else successfully 

joining the hosting system. The other person could be a relative as in the case for R6, or a friend 

like it happened for R1, R3, R7, R9 and R10, a random person like it occurred for R8 or even the 

host herself, like it is the case for R4 and R5 who were once Airbnb guests staying in another 

host’s home. This supports the theme that local people play a role in promoting the hosting (Habibi 

et al., 2016).  

Furthermore, hosting requires meeting guests’ needs and requirements. Not even a 

sophisticated platform like Airbnb is able to predict all the ingredients for a great co-created 

tourism experience. The platform is constantly updating a “living document” for the community’s 

standards & expectations based on Safety, Security, Fairness, Authenticity and Reliability (Airbnb, 

2017g). In this community, the host is the first point of contact when the guest checks in to an 

Airbnb listing. What happens from that point onwards is part of the actual experience that is taking 

place beyond online trading to a face-to-face interaction with strangers upon co-creation of tourism 

experience (Sigala, 2015).  
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The Airbnb system seems to extend many advantageous operational features that serve the host 

prior to the check-in phase. As per the empirical findings, the system helps the host by being a 

complete solution that sources the guests, provides a smooth booking process, guarantees the 

payment, extends an interactive communication platform with the guests and promotes the listing 

without any effort from the host. It is a flexible system that allows the hosts to list any kind of 

vacant place, to accept or decline booking requests, to utilize “the direct booking” feature for the 

listing, to immediately change the listing price, to update the listing’s availability through the 

calendar option and to even perform a remote check-in for the guests. It boasts safety through its 

verification feature to filter out “the dishonest people” and it has a great “instant reply” feature.  

However, the system seems “idle” after the guest checks in. It is at this stage, when “the co-

created experience” starts. The Airbnb Company expresses the need for the hosts to manage the 

guests’ experience and invites the latter to rate the hosts’ efforts in meeting their expectation in 

terms of communication, check-in, accuracy, cleanliness, and overall experience (Airbnb, 2017b). 

Yet, that rating takes place after the occurrence of the guest-host interaction. It is actually the hosts 

who could only influence the guest’s experience while it is happening or at its end as R9 says, “If 

a problem occurs (being them – the guests- breaking the house rules) I can always terminate the 

booking and take care of the problem myself”.  

Securing a great guest experience is a win-win situation for both the host and the Airbnb 

Company. The first needs good reviews to maintain its listing’s appeal for the next potential online 

shopper while the company needs to maintain its credibility for its clientele. People are able to 

connect and interrelate with each other in a wide and international way through social media and 

web 2.0. Customers are able to utilize this innovative platform too for rating, sharing and looking 

for information about goods and sellers. The new social intelligence (accumulated user-generated-

content, UGC) fostered by the online community, facilitates customers’ online buying decision-

making (Chandler & Chen, 2015). 

It is not strange to find out that all of the respondents were positive about the Airbnb hosting 

system prior to joining the platform. This brings me to the next theme of the study. 
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Theme 3: Airbnb hosting is a trustworthy system 

 

All the respondents were more than simply positive about hosting on Airbnb. They believed in 

the system and trusted it. The reputation system helps both of sellers and buyers in establishing 

online trust or mistrust between them through mutual ratings using Web 2.0 technology offered by 

the SE platforms (Belk, 2014a). Indeed, trust is needed from both guests and hosts to make the 

new system successful.  

Trust is the crux of this new economy. The customer must trust the service provider 

to deliver the services and products promised, with the safety and quality promised, 

and the service provider must trust the customer to show up and use the service 

requested, and not to damage or steal anything. If what is compelling people to 

open up their homes and cars to complete strangers is only money and there is no 

trust, then the movement could die when the economy improves. (Schutzer, 2014, 

n.p). 

Yet my findings revealed new components of the trust based on the highlighted respondents’ 

feedback as per table 2. 

It seems that the hosts’ perception about Airbnb hosting prior to joining the portal is built on 

the “high reputation” of the system (Belk, 2014a) as it is expressed by R1, R4, and R8. The high 

reputation is driven by the high number of hosts worldwide, the positive word of mouth and the 

positive impact to trust others.  
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Table 2. Trust components 
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R1“But it is completely 
different because 

Airbnb offers you the 
service, they control the 

people, I see the ID, 
people use their credit 
card, so they already, 

even though Airbnb do 
not use their credit card, 

but when people use 
their credit card maybe 
they don’t do bad, they 
know that their credit 
card will be debited”. 

R3  “Airbnb site is a little 
bit safer, because they 

have all the information 
about that person (the 

guest)”. 

R5 "if there are any really 
weird people around I 

think they will be kind of 
blocked I think it could be 
if you get blocked if you 

do really nasty thing when 
you are staying I think you 
are thrown out of Airbnb”. 

R7 “On Airbnb 
you (any host) 

can be quite sure 
that they are good 

people, on 
blocket, it is a 
good site but if 
you want to be 
un-honest it is 

easier on Blocket, 
like the review 

system on Airbnb 
makes it more 

difficult to be Un-
honest” 

R4 "trust 
them 

because if 
they are not 
behaving, 

they are not 
going be 

able to rent 
another 
room" 
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R4 “This is good 
with Airbnb because 
they come and go, 

and you are insured 
up to 8 million” 

R6 “You have the security 
that Airbnb provides. If, I 
haven’t met one yet, but if 

you get a crazy person 
who destroys things, then 

you can get money, 
compensation and you are 
insured. They take care of 
everything you know like 

I don’t have to do 
anything” 

R10“... and there is the 
insurance thing”.   
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n R4 “because there are so 

many Airbnbs in many 
countries around the 

world and it is 
trustable”. 

R8"Heard of it, registered and 
that was it." 

R1" And that was the reason 
that I met with you because 

you also contacted me 
through Airbnb. Maybe some 
average guy will contact me 

and I will not see him.” 

  

R
ev

ie
w

s 

R1 "so I get more 
trust, I see the 

review". 

R9 "I rely on the reviews 
and also as Airbnb check 
them out before they can 

book I kind of have to 
trust that" 

   

R
en

tin
g 

 
1 

ro
om

 
O

pp
or

tu
ni

ty
 

R2 “only Airbnb 
really has support for 
renting a room only 

not the entire place. I 
was considering other 

sites because of the 
tax problem, but I 

came to a conclusion 
that Airbnb is the 

only one that really 
supports these 

arrangements very 
well”. 

    

C
on

fo
rm

ity
  

W
ith

 lo
ca

l 
L

aw
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When practicing hosting through Airbnb, the host who is fully satisfied with the system 

functionality becomes an advocate for the system. The host’s trust level increases from the 

superficial knowledge about the system from others’ experience to developing his or her own in-

depth experience with the system. At the first step, the $ 1,000,000 Host Guarantee policy (Airbnb, 

2017e) appears to secure the host against various threats such as property damage (Schutzer, 2014) 

as it is elaborated by R4, R6, and R10. At a second stage, the host begins to construct an in-depth 

trust in the functionality of the system. The latter provides the host the “guest control” (Schutzer, 

2014) as appreciated by R1, R3, R4, R5, and R7.  

Last but not least, not all the hosts regarded equally the reviews to enhance their trust 

requirements. In my case study, it was only R1 and R9 who looked for reviews among other 

criteria to trust their guests and accept their booking requests.  Also, it was only R2 among all the 

respondents, who made complete research prior to opting for the platform. Like in their 

perceptions, all the respondents had also different motives to start hosting through Airbnb.se. Yet, 

all the motives fell under the three main categories of Income, Social Interaction, and Sharing 

(Botsman & Rogers, 2011; Tussyadiah, 2015; Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016). This leads me to the 4th 

theme of my study.  

 

Theme 4: Income is the first motive for Airbnb hosting. 

 

The majority of the respondents have stated “extra money” as their primary motive to host 

through Airbnb compared to the rest, who stated “the social” and a minority, who have mentioned, 

“sharing the space”. My empirical findings confirm findings from the Australian study about 

motives to join Airbnb hosting; Income (82%), Social Interaction (31%), and Sharing (14%), 

(Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016).  

Moreover, each respondent’s motive fits one of the motives’ sub-categories in said study, as I 

shall illustrate in table 3.  
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Table 3. The motivations for hosting 
 

Motivation 

Sub-category from 
"Someone’s been 

sleeping in my bed" 
(Karlsson & Dolnicar, 

2016) 

Respondent feedback 

Sh
ar

in
g 

Unused Space. R3  “because first of all I have a big apartment and almost all the time I am alone, 
yeah and to meet new people”. 

So
ci

al
 

In
te

ra
ct

io
n To Meet People 

Other R5 “curious and I think it is nice to meet people”. 

For The Love Of It R6 “Really enjoyed it (Airbnb hosting) because I meet interesting people, student, 
researches, and musicians”. 

In
co

m
e 

For the money 

R1 "That year when the Eurovision was here..., Stockholm is unique... people 
students they are poor, they are so desperate international students, to get an 

accommodation,... Airbnb is not a big part of my life...both of me and my husband 
have a full time job”. 

For the money Airbnb hosting because it is “very profitable” along to R2’s full time job. 

To Pay The Bills 

R4 “You know I just look what it looks like in Stockholm if there are a lot of people 
renting rooms and I can see that there was market for it. I didn’t like really plan it, it 
was just because I didn’t have any job at that time, and I just needed some money to 

pay for my living”. 

To Pay The Bills R7 “one way to get an extra money” 

To Pay The Bills 
R9 “I have recently gone through a divorce and found myself with a pretty big 

apartment that I now live in by myself when I don´t have my kids here each and 
every week. I was thinking of changing this one for a smaller and more economic” 

For the money R10 “We needed some money right then, and we said ok we can test it”. 

 

It seems that the majority of the respondents, who are motivated by the “income”, are actually 

looking equally “For the money”, to have an extra amount on the side as in the case of R1, R2 and 

R10 or “To pay the bills”, to have cash to settle their expenses like it is the case for R4, R7, and R9. 

All of the three respondents did not equally perceive the “social interaction”. R3 was looking 

forward “to meet[ing] people”, R6 was doing Airbnb “for the love of” meeting interesting guests 

and R5, who had some spare time occasionally, was available for any “other” chance to meet new 

people whenever her schedule allows. Last but not least, R3 was willing to share the “unused space” 

in his apartment with his newly acquainted Airbnb guests.  
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6.2 Sharing home with the suitable person – Research question 2 
 

The second question was: What do hosts consider a challenge and see as a risk with Airbnb 

hosting? 

- How do these hosts cope with these challenges and react to risks? 

 

Theme 5: The guest constitutes the biggest challenge for the hosts. 

 

Guests turned out to be the biggest challenge for the hosts. When asked about their challenges, 

all the respondents complained first about the guests. This reflects the challenges associated with 

the actual interaction between seller and buyer at the time of the service co-creation between host 

and guest in the case of Airbnb.com (Zeithaml, Bitner, & Gremler, 2006). Meeting and treating the 

guest is the host’s main challenge that occurs after the online transaction through the Airbnb 

platform and when the guest actually steps into the home of the host. The latter seems to be “left 

alone” dealing with those challenges, with the support of a reactive Airbnb support desk. This 

brings me back to the second theme of my study “The hosts enhance the guest experience”. 

In table 4, I have grouped all the guest-related challenges that the respondents experienced. 

The table shows that the majority of those challenges are related more or less to the misbehaviour 

of the guest.  
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Table 4. The guest-related challenges 
 

Guest-related 
challenge type Respondent's feedback 

M
is

be
ha

vi
ou

r 
of

 th
e 

gu
es

t. 

R9 had to use his lie-detecting skills to stop three girls from booking his place using a new Airbnb profile when 
he already declined their first request due to the fact that they lied about how many they are. 

R9: a guest shouted at him. The guest demanded that the host should pick him up from the train station. 
Sometimes guests do not read the instructions online and ask host for business support like it happened twice 

with R4. In the first time, a guest lost her money when she booked the listing on a wrong date. 
A couple booked R4 place assuming on their own that they booked the whole place for themselves. 

R2 faced many occasions when the guests did not state the correct number in the booking and that sabotaged 
his cleaning fee. 

R4 chose to leave her room occasionally to stay over at a friend’s place when she found out that the romantic 
couple that showed up at her doorstep is different from the single person who booked the place. 

It’s disturbing for R2 & R7 when people stay late “beyond sleeping time” preparing food & talking loud in 
kitchen. 

R7 complained about some of his guests slamming the door, which disturbed him and the neighbours. 

R6 preferred single guests to couple “who talk all night”. 

Furthermore, a lot of hosts noticed a difference in the lifestyle between themselves and their guests. R7 spoke 
about the “young people form China as if they grew on a different planet”. 

R1 “We all come from different cultures, and that we all have different understanding of life, different routines 
home, and you can see it when you live with people (guests), what is normal for one type of people is not 

normal for other, and also the clean level for some people what is dirty for me is clean for them”. 

Moreover, it is a bit over demanding when R5 has strictly mentioned that her listing is a basement and found 
herself facing a complaint from an unhappy couple from Texas who refused to check in. 

Furthermore, R7 “It was like the Swedish people it seems like they were a little bit uncomfortable. They were 
more used to go to hotels and something, I don’t know if it is because of Swedish people or travelling in their 

own country, I don’t know" 

Airbnb hosting is energy consuming for many respondents like R3, R7 and R9 commented. 

R10 expected that her guests would leave the place clean and tidy, the same way that they found it upon their 
check in. But that rarely happened and she had to spend enormous time to clean, 

R4  “it just looks like somebody dropped a bomb in it” 

B
re

ak
in

g 
th

e 
 

ho
us

e 
ru

le
s  

R10 had to explain constantly to many of her guests that smoking is not allowed in her place and that smoking 
outside requires from the guests to close the door to prevent the smoke from coming back to the house. 

H
ea

lth
 

co
nc

er
n 

R7 had to call the hospital to see help for his 25 years old Chinese visitor who had stomach-ache. 

Pr
op

er
ty

 d
am

ag
e R7 suffered from bed bugs problem in his apartment and Airbnb helped him to cancel the upcoming bookings 

until his place is safe again for the future guests. 

R7 could not locate his apartment key when his guest had it with him upon his return back to the United States. 
The key remained unreturned until date. 

R2 had to repaint the room when he discovered later on that his young French guests were smoking inside it. 

R2 also had to buy a new pan since the same guests damaged it when they tried to cut the frozen chicken in it. 
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Theme 6: The guest constitutes a common risk for the hosts. 

 

Monetary risks governed the earlier P2P type. Today, more risks are threatening advanced P2P 

transactions (Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016), especially given that the Airbnb Company 

guarantees the financial payments, as confirmed by all the respondents.  The empirical findings 

reveal various risks. This diversity confirms the fact that more risks are added to the new platform 

of SE compared to earlier stages of e-commerce (Lauterbach et al., 2009). 

The sharing economy will likely result in new forms of crime, including new ways 

of stealing others’ assets, including money and services, new ways of exploiting 

vulnerabilities, and new ways for the criminal to hide and avoid detection and 

prosecution. (Schutzer, 2014, n.p). 

All the respondents agreed upon threat from “the guests”. The guests were seen as the common 

risk for all of the interviewees. However, all participants did not equally experience the remaining 

threats of 1) bad guest reviews affecting the host’s listing ranking due to not meeting the guest’s 

expectations (Spencer & Buffett, 2012; Sigala, 2012a), 2) breaching the housing committee’s rules 

and regulations exposing tenants to eviction threat (Lieber, 2011, A. Harris, 2013), 3) breach of the 

tax law limit for the SE in Sweden (Carlström, 2016). Also there were the individually stated risks 

by the respondents such as the potential property damages, the rise of competition from hotels or 

new start-ups, and the increasing newspaper’s pressure on Airbnb hosting in the local market.   

 

6.2.1 Coping strategy of the hosts 
 

Facing the common risk of having the wrong guest on board, the hosts came up with a panel of 

coping strategies. This brings me to the last theme of my study. 

  

Theme 7: Hosts use the “System verification” to get the appropriate guests.  

 

The respondents had different strategies to secure having their “right” guest on board; 1) the 

Airbnb verification system of guests (Schutzer, 2014), 2.a) Host’s rules & regulations, 2.b) Guest 

profile & Reviews by other hosts (Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016; Resnick & Zeckhauser, 2002) 
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and 3) Trust (Schutzer, 2014). Table 5 lists all the four strategies that were used by the hosts to 

overcome the risk of having the wrong guest on board. 

 
Table 5. Coping Strategies of the hosts 
 

Coping Strategy 

Rules & Regulations Airbnb verification system of guests 
Guest profile and 

Reviews by other Hosts 
on Airbnb 

Trust 

R1 trusts people and keeps her 
listing’s “rules and regulations” to 

the minimum. For her it is only 
about “respecting each others, not 

to be loud after 10 pm and to 
clean after yourselves”. 

R1 counts on Airbnb system that 
brings those guests to her doorstep. 

R1 uses said system to 
look at the guest’s 

reviews by other hosts 
and their identifications. 

In addition to R4 trust 
in the $ 1,000,000 host 
guarantee of Airbnb. 

R4 counts on the listing “rules & 
regulations”. R4 claims that 
booking her place requires 

accepting her rules & regulations 
and that was her guarantee for 

receiving decent guests 

R2 believes that all the people coming 
through Airbnb are great. His 

guarantee to have “great people” is the 
Airbnb system verification process. If 
a guest has a verified account, he or 
she can instantly book R2’s listing. 

Moreover, the R2 
reserves the right to 

decline within half an 
hour if he has noticed 

something 
“catastrophic”.  

R6 simply trust a 
direct communication 

with his guests through 
the chat box. 

R7 further used the “rules and 
regulations” feature in his listing 

to filter out unwanted guests. 
“This proactivity only applied 

when I had a little bad feeling, but 
I don’t want be like no you (guest) 

shouldn’t go there”. 

Currently, R3 trusts the system. He 
thinks it has all the information about 

his guests. 

If a guest has not a 
verified account, R4 has 
to decide either to accept 
or decline. At that stage, 

she would consider 
looking into the guest’s 
profile and reviews by 

other hosts. 

R8 does not care about 
the guest’s reviews by 
other hosts. He simply 
trusts the people to be 
good enough to honor 

their rental 
commitment. 

R9 refers to his listing’s “rules 
and regulations” similarly to R7 in 

getting his right guests. 

R4 is more similar to R2. People can 
instantly book her place if they have a 

verified account as per Airbnb 
requirements. 

R10 actively looks into 
her guest’s reviews by 

other hosts and even try 
to locate them on social 

media channels  

R9 confesses that he 
finds himself obliged 

to trust to accept 
people inside his 

place. . 

R10 follows same strategy of R7 
in updating “rules and 

regulations” on her listing.  

R5 does not look for people’s reviews. 
She trusts Airbnb verification system. 
She hopes that “if there are any really 
weird people around I think they will 

be kind of blocked”  

Furthermore R9 looks 
into the guest’ reviews 

like R1.  

 

R6  only counts on the system 
reputation in having good guests on 

board. In this regard he says, “I think 
that these type of people (guests), they 

won’t be in the Airbnb community 
because then I will say that this guy 

(guest) was not good and then nobody 
wants to take him 

  

 

R7 lets everybody in from Airbnb 
platform. He thinks that it is difficult to 

be dishonest on such a platform 
similarly to R4, R5 and R6. 

  

 

R9, similarly to R2, makes sure that all 
his guests are verified online through 

Airbnb verification process.   
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Some interviewees applied more than one technique at the same time. It was only the “System 

verification” strategy that was highly used by almost all of the respondents. And this reconfirms 

once again the accuracy of the earlier stated theme 3 in this study: the Airbnb hosting system is a 

trustworthy system. 

 

6.3 Link to the theoretical model 
 

Throughout all the earlier mentioned themes, the hosts’ decision making was based on a 

benefit-cost reasoning according to Social Exchange Theory (SET). In such a perspective, a 

positive attitude would occur every time benefits exceed costs (Pearce, Moscardo, & Ross, 1996). 

First, the hosts are not professional experts dealing with an advanced interactive system. In 

such a scenario, anyone can become literally an Airbnb host because the offered benefits by such 

an evolutionary platform offset any knowledge deficiency at the hosts’ level. As such, people 

perceive that it is easy and beneficial to become Airbnb hosts. This explains as well the 

attractiveness of such a platform to this wide range of people from different ages and cultures.  

Second, the hosts have a role in promoting Airbnb hosting and in enhancing the guest’s 

experience. The same advanced system that facilitates hosting for an ever-increasing number of 

people becomes “idle” upon the check-in of the guest at the host’s place. At that stage, the hosts 

face a new benefit-cost equation. They proceed in promoting Airbnb hosting and in enhancing the 

guest’s experience to maintain the success of their listing and to protect their own investment. As 

such, the benefit of having a highly recommended listing on Airbnb surpasses any substantial cost 

or risk. 

Third, Airbnb is a trustworthy system. This system offers many features to help both guests 

and hosts. It is these features that make the system reliable in the eyes of the latter. The hosts count 

on these functionalities in preferring to be part of such a platform compared to other online home 

rentals such as Blocket.se. Once again, the benefits of “system reputation”, along to the “guest 

control”, “the $ 1,000,000 host guarantee”, “the reviews” and much more, surpass the costs of 

being part of such a system from the hosts’ perspective.  

Fourth, income is the first motive to do Airbnb hosting. The hosts are keen to satisfy their 

needs. Also, it is obvious that a large number of hosts were motivated by the extra income to 
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become a part of the Airbnb platform, which is in line with SET. They saw in generating extra 

money a major benefit. Furthermore, they were willing to quit such a platform at anytime based on 

the same reasoning whenever extra money is secured from another channel such as a full-time job 

or simply when a parallel solution allows the hosts to rent without paying the cumulative 

commission fee when they intend to rent out for a long period through the Airbnb portal. 

Fifth, the guest constitutes the biggest challenge. Indeed, the people saw in the guest their 

biggest challenge when doing Airbnb hosting. They were able to develop their own individual 

tactic in dealing with the guest’s problems. They saw in doing so an alternative way to secure their 

listing similarly to what I have mentioned in the second point of this paragraph. 

Sixth, the guest constitutes a common risk for the hosts. The hosts are facing many risks when 

participating on Airbnb. Their benefits-costs equation is confronted by a series of threats such as 

ending up with a wrong guest at home, receiving bad guest reviews, eviction due to the breaching 

the Housing Committee’s rules and regulations, breach of the tax law limit for the SE in Sweden, 

potential property damages, and much more. Under these circumstances, the hosts are keen to 

overcome the risks to maintain their benefits.  

Seventh, the hosts use the “System verification” to get the suitable guests. As per the previous 

point under this section, the hosts refer again to the platform to overcome the risk of having the 

wrong guest. At a first place, they count on the “system verification” feature to receive appropriate 

visitors. As a result, the hosts use the system to ensure that their benefits exceed their costs. 

Subsequently, it is always a benefit-cost equation for all the hosts. Figure 4 illustrates the 

ingredients of such an equation for the Airbnb hosts in Stockholm. 

 

Figure 4. Benefits-Costs equation for Airbnb hosts in Stockholm 
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What is remarkable in this study is the generated pool of individual benefits and costs for each 

respondent. Furthermore, these ingredients are various and are not common for every Airbnb host. 

Also, they correspond to the tangible and intangible factors of the benefits-costs equation in 

regards to the SET theory.  

As a result, my findings contribute also to the drafting of intangible elements of the SET theory, 

which was earlier criticized for lacking such type of factors under the theoretical framework 

chapter in this essay. 
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7. CONCLUSION 
 

This has been a study about the host’s experience in using Airbnb.se. It turned out that Airbnb 

hosts are not professional experts in the real estate field nor in e-commerce yet they are welcoming 

people, who play an essential role in promoting this SE platform and in saving the guests’ 

experience.  They do trust the system to be part of it. These hosts were largely driven by their 

respective financial needs, which the system guarantees through secured payments. Along the way, 

they experienced some guest challenges and risks and they have referred back to the system to 

filter out the right people to enter their homes.  

In my opinion, the homeowners are a new type of hospitality worker for new online 

accommodation operators including the Airbnb Company, which is expending globally and is 

earning more market share from the conventional tourist accommodation sector. It is the hosts who 

attend to all the guests’ needs from the time of their check-in to the very last minute of their 

checkout. It is also these hosts who rent out their own home space to a stranger or strangers for a 

fee and thus, it is they who assume the major part of risk in the whole Airbnb transaction. 

Furthermore, the hosts bear sole responsibility for their listing’s accuracy and credibility in the 

absence of any auditing control from the online platform. 

It is a matter of a “calculated risk” like R6 said. In this type of calculation, the hosts use their 

own discretion to assess the benefits and expenses of hosting similarly to the SET (Pearce, 

Moscardo, & Ross, 1996). The $1,000,000 policy remains a solid guarantee for the hosts as 

provided by the Airbnb Company Airbnb, 2017e). Yet, the scarcity of its usage by any of the 

respondents decreases its credibility, something that is in accordance with the existing literature 

that questions its validity (Lieber, 2014). 

It is those people who decided to quit, who can tell us about the break-even point in the 

“calculated risk” equation. R7 is a good example of an ex-Airbnb host who decided to quit. He 

suffered from a problem related to bed bugs that had been transferred into his rented room by one 

of his Airbnb guests. The host had to fix the problem on his own using his personal insurance 

company coverage (Lieber, 2014). He lost all of his bookings during that period and he paid extra, 

out of his own pocket, for the non-covered additional apartment treatment by his personal 

insurance. R7 also had to reply personally to the long queue of unsatisfied guests who had their 
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bookings canceled during that period. Furthermore, he only received an uneven compensation of 

100 USD in cash and a 50 USD in a Travel Credit from the Airbnb Company. However, the same 

host decided on his own that the incident was a small price that he had to pay especially since he 

had already made a lot of money from the same system earlier. After re-opening his place on the 

Airbnb platform to receive more guests, he finally decided to quit not only because he faced 

additional problems like a client not returning his spare key to the apartment, but simply because 

his regular income from other sources had improved. Thus, the “income” factor that motivated the 

majority of hosts to join the Airbnb hosting platform is also the break-even point for the majority 

in maintaining their online presence, fully or partially in line with other factors such as the 

compliance with the SE tax law limit or the housing committee rules.  

A major limitation to my current study is the type of respondents that I interviewed. All of my 

interviews were conducted with genuine Airbnb hosts, who are actually renting a part of their 

house in the “true sense of sharing”. I was not able to include in my study any active Airbnb host 

from the “multiple listings” segment in the country. Also, I was not able to meet any of the people 

who are renting a part of their home through other platforms like Blocket.se, while not taking part 

of the Airbnb portal. Furthermore, I could not meet more active hosts on the social network 

channels such as Facebook. This leads me to outline the future research that could complement this 

study. 

Additional research is needed to cover the motives and perceptions of more landlords, who 

could be either not able or not willing to be part of the new SE online platform. More study could 

be done about the effect of the congested Swedish real estate market and the influence of housing 

laws and regulations on the future development of such a trend in the Swedish context. 

Furthermore, hosts of “multiple listings” need to be covered in a comprehensive future study. Also, 

it would be interesting to investigate the low online activity level of the hosts on the Airbnb 

blogging page or on other social media networks in Stockholm compared to the hosts worldwide. 

And last but not least, it is noteworthy to find out why the hosts in Sweden did not start sharing 

any “Experience” on the Airbnb portal so far similarly to listing successfully their homes. 
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9. APPENDICES  

Annex 1: Interview protocol: 

 

Time of Interview: 

Date: 

Place: 

Interviewer: 

Interviewee: 

Generic info about the interviewee:  

 

Brief description: This project is about Airbnb host journey. The study takes place in Stockholm.  

Starting with Greetings. 

 

Theme 1:  

How did you start Airbnb hosting?  

How difficult was it to deal with the system? 

Do you think anyone could become an Airbnb host in Stokcholm? 

 

Theme 2:  

Why do you do Airbnb hosting? Could you think of any other reason for you doing Airbnb? 

What do you believe is the success factor behind Airbnb compared to other online platforms to 

rent out accommodation like blocket.se? 
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Theme 3:  

What situation makes you uncomfortable in doing Airbnb hosting? 

How did you deal with it?  

How did it affect your perception of Airbnb hosting?  

 

Thanking the interviewee for the time and assuring him/her/them of the confidentiality of their 

answers. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

92 

Annex 2: Dedoose list of codes (Packed Code Cloud Report) 

 


	Abstract
	The Airbnb hosting experience:
	Lessons from Stockholm
	Acknowledgements
	1. INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Problem statement
	1.2 Objectives and Research questions

	2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK & LITERATURE REVIEW
	2.1 Host’s attitude towards tourism
	2.2 Airbnb hosting as part of the Sharing Economy
	2.3 Airbnb hosting in view of the Sharing Economy’s evolution
	2.4 Trust and Reputation versus Risk in the Sharing Economy

	3. STUDY AREA
	4. METHODS
	4.1 Research design
	4.2 Data collection
	4.3 Transcribing, Coding and Analysing data
	4.4 Ethical considerations
	4.5 Reliability and Validity
	4.6 Positionality Statement
	4.7 Limitations

	5. FINDINGS & RESULTS
	5.1 Starting Airbnb hosting
	5.1.1 Motives and perceptions
	5.1.2 The listing
	5.1.3 Real estate experience of an Airbnb host

	5.2 Interaction with the Airbnb platform
	5.2.1 Advantages
	5.2.2 Disadvantages

	5.3 Challenges and risks in doing Airbnb hosting
	5.3.1 Challenges
	5.3.2 Risks


	6. DISCUSSION
	6.1 The characteristics of Airbnb hosts – Research Question 1
	6.2 Sharing home with the suitable person – Research question 2
	6.2.1 Coping strategy of the hosts

	6.3 Link to the theoretical model

	7. CONCLUSION
	8. REFERENCES
	9. APPENDICES

