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a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t

The  existing  research  often  overlooks  the  fact  that  accommodation  sharing  is  not  a  homo-
geneous  sector  but  comprises  rental,  reciprocal  and  free  platforms.  This  paper  aims  to
compare sustainability  narratives  held  by operators  and  users  of the  three  platform  types
with  the  narratives  identified  in the  literature.  First,  drawing  on framing  theory,  environ-
mental,  economic  and  social  framings  of  accommodation  sharing  are  mapped  based  on  the
extant  literature  and  expert  interviews.  Second,  sustainability  framings  of  operators  and
users  from  the  three  types  of  accommodation  sharing  platforms  are  presented.  The  data
is collected  via  10 in-depth  interviews  and  86 responses  to a qualitative  structured  online
questionnaire.  We  find  that current  framings  of sustainability  implications  of  accommoda-
tion sharing  vary  among  those  who  formulate  them  as  well  as  among  the  three  platform
types.  This  has  implications  for the  role  of  these  platforms  in  advancing  different  types  of
sustainability.

© 2016  Published  by  Elsevier  B.V.

. Introduction

Sharing is an old phenomenon in a new disguise. It has recently moved from traditional sharing among family members
nd friends (Belk, 2010) to sharing, swapping, giving away, lending renting, and exchanging products and services among
trangers (Schor, 2014). The latter kind of sharing is enabled by digital platforms that create new opportunities for providers
nd users to find each other (Schor, 2014; Belk, 2014; Botsman and Rogers, 2011; PwC, 2015; Demailly and Novel, 2014).

The sharing economy has been praised for being a sustainable alternative to the currently unsustainable economy (Stokes
t al., 2014; Wosskow, 2014; Heinrichs, 2013; Martin, 2016). It is framed and advocated by its proponents as a transformative
orce that drives the shift from the ownership-based economy to the economy that celebrates the ideas of shared access,
igher levels of utilisation of already produced but underutilised goods and exchange of services that otherwise are hard to
nd on the formal market (Botsman and Rogers, 2011). It is portrayed as being much more open, inclusive and democratic

han the traditional economy haunted by cut-throat competition, market-driven distribution of wealth and social positioning
ased on material possessions (Gansky, 2012). The sharing economy is advocated as a more sustainable way of living and
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

unning business because it often extends products’ life span through second-hand markets, thereby theoretically reducing
he need for production of new goods and thus for using virgin resources (Novel, 2014). On the other hand, it has been
ramed as a phenomenon that stimulates consumption and provides access to consuming goods to people who  could not
fford them before (Schor and Fitzmaurice, 2014; Hill, 2016; Cohen, 2016). Being judged by its vanguards, such as Airbnb

Abbreviations: B2B, business to business; B2C, business to consumer; GHG, greenhouse gas; ICT, Information and Communication Technology; IWSE,
nternational Workshop on the Sharing Economy; P2P, peer to peer; UNEP, United Nations Environment Programme.
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and Uber, it is framed as an economy that creates unregulated marketplaces and unfair competition, enables tax avoidance
and transfers risks to consumers (Martin, 2016). These different framings of the sharing economy demonstrate that it is a
contested phenomenon.

Incumbent actors, the traditional industries that are being challenged by the sharing organisations, and newcomers, the
sharing platforms themselves, employ different framings (Martin, 2016). Under “framing” we  mean a process by which peo-
ple devise a specific conceptualisation of an issue by consciously phrasing or presenting information in a way  that activates
particular values of individuals (Snow et al., 1988). An unexplored question is whether environmental, economic and social
implications of the sharing economy are being framed similarly or differently by various types of sharing platforms and why,
and how these framings affect its overall prospects. This paper sets out to explore these questions using accommodation
sharing as an example.

Accommodation sector is an important consumption domain responsible for 25% of aggregated environmental impacts
from households in Europe (EEA, 2013). Additional pressures are generated by the hotel industry. Alternative ways of provid-
ing housing are now emerging, in which accommodation is offered to, or shared with, travellers by private people organised
by business-driven or non-profit on-line platforms. We  define accommodation sharing as peer-to-peer, ICT-enabled, short-
term renting, swapping, borrowing or lending of existing privately-owned idling lodging facilities. Accommodation sharing
offers a solid empirical base for studying a diversity of sustainability1 related framings used by sharing organisations that
range from emerging local non-profit schemes to established global businesses that disrupt incumbent hotel industry.

This paper aims to compare sustainability framings held by operators and users of accommodation sharing platforms
with the framings identified in the literature. This is achieved by 1) mapping environmental, economic and social framings
of accommodation sharing based on the extant literature and guided by expert interviews; 2) investigating empirically how
sustainability is framed and understood by the operators and users of accommodation sharing platforms.

In the next section 2 literature review of accommodation sharing is provided and a conceptual framework on framings
is developed. Section 3 describes methodology and Section 4 presents findings and analysis. Discussion and conclusions are
developed in Section 5.

2. Literature review of accommodation sharing and development of conceptual framework

2.1. Sharing economy and accommodation sharing

The sharing economy is a contested phenomenon that lacks a common definition. It includes a wide range of monetary or
non-monetary exchanges, as well as business to consumer (B2C), business to business (B2B) and peer to peer (P2P) models
(c.f. Schor, 2014; PwC, 2015; Botsman and Rogers, 2011; Belk, 2010; Frenken, 2016). The term “sharing economy” is used
interchangeably with shareconomy, collaborative consumption, the collaborative economy, the gig economy and the mesh
(Martin, 2016; Richter et al., 2015; Botsman and Rogers, 2011). However, central to the existing definitions is the utilisation
of underused assets facilitated by ICT. In this research the sharing economy is defined as a variety of bottom-up initiatives,
public-private-people partnerships, business start-ups and local government schemes, all of which utilise the idling capacity
of our material world.

The idling capacity that can be utilised in sharing is often found in five sectors – automotive; technology; retail and
consumer goods; hospitality; and entertainment, media and communications (PwC, 2015). So far, research has focused on
large sharing organisations, especially in the automotive sector (Mont, 2004; Shaheen and Cohen, 2008; Martin et al., 2010).
Academic studies of accommodation sharing have mainly analysed large organisations, such as Airbnb and Couchsurfing,
neglecting many other platforms, which are rather distinct in their business models and sustainability potentials (Zvolska,
2015). Research exists on socio-economic profiles and user motivations to participate in accommodation sharing platforms
(c.f. Tussyadiah, 2016; Forno and Garibaldi, 2015; Rosen et al., 2011), on institutional and business model aspects of Airbnb
(c.f. Pelzer 2015; Grinevich and Huber, 2015), on issues of upscaling (c.f. Grinevich and Huber, 2015; Querbes, 2015; Isaak
2015) and the impact on the incumbent hotel industry (c.f. Zervas et al., 2015; Guttentag, 2015; Koblar and Kovac, 2015). Also
issues of trust (c.f. Hendrickson et al., 2016; Mora, 2016) and regulation (c.f. Aloisi, 2015; Interian, 2016; Lines, 2015; Mattson-
Teig, 2015; Dyal-Chand, 2015) are being studied. A holistic analysis of socio-economic and environmental implications of
different types of accommodation sharing platforms is, however, missing in the current discourse. At the same time, the need
for research on sustainability of the sharing economy has been highlight ed by scholars (c.f. Martin, 2016; Cohen, 2016). Thus,
this paper seeks to contribute to this gap by focusing on how sustainability of the most populous type of accommodation
sharing organisations – P2P platforms – is framed.

2.2. Sharing economy taxonomies
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

As there is no commonly accepted definition of the sharing economy, there is no single all-encompassing taxonomy
of sharing organisations. For example, Cohen (2016) distinguishes sharing organisations based on ownership motivation

1 Sustainability is defined here as part of the concept of sustainable development with three interrelated goals: economic and social development, and
environmental protection (WCED, 1987).

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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Table  1
A  novel taxonomy of accommodation sharing organisations.

User-user interaction P2P platforms
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Free E.g. BeWelcome, Couchsurfing, Warm Showers
Reciprocal E.g. Home Exchange, My  Twin Place, Home Link
Rental E.g. Airbnb, Evergreen B&B, 9flats

pecuniary or non-pecuniary) and ownership type (individual and conjoint). Taxonomy by Cohen and Munoz (2015) is sector
ased and maps sharing of energy, food, goods, mobility and transport, and space on the continuum between consumption
nd production (horizontal axis), and public and private interest (vertical axis). Celata et al. (2015) differentiates between
ommunity based vs network based initiatives, and gift exchange vs market exchange. Finally, the taxonomy by Schor and
itzmaurice (2014) considers two variables: the business model (P2P vs B2C) and the type of monetary exchange (for-profit
r non-profit), which is useful in addressing the organising logics of sharing platforms, their level of disruptiveness to the

ncumbent industry and their ability to expand.
These are only a few examples of probably dozens of emerging taxonomies. However, most of them are too crude to

cknowledge the types of interactions among the users and relations with other dimensions. For example, accommodation
haring platforms Home Exchange2 and Couchsurfing3 would be placed into one category according to these taxonomies,
hile they are rather different. Although both platforms are P2P and for-profit, there is no monetary exchange among their

sers. Home Exchange is based on reciprocity of home sharing and Couchsurfing offers free accommodation to its users.
hese features are important for understanding how the platforms operate and ultimately for evaluating their sustainability
imensions. There is thus a need to devise a more comprehensive taxonomy of accommodation sharing organisations based
n user–user interaction. To better reflect the characteristics of these organisations, we develop a new taxonomy that
ecognises free, reciprocal and rental P2P sharing organisations (Table 1).

In free platforms, there is no monetary exchange among the users as hosting is motivated by non-monetary gains.
owever, the platforms themselves can be both for-profit (e.g. Couchsurfing) and non-profit (e.g. Be Welcome). Recipro-

al platforms are based on a quid-pro-quo non-monetary exchange among the users where a guest becomes a host and
ice versa. In some platforms, homes are swapped simultaneously, while in others the hospitality can be returned at a later
ccasion. Rental platforms are for-profit: they generate monetary gains both for platform operators and for hosts who  list
heir properties. This paper investigates similarities and differences between these three types of accommodation sharing
latforms by analysing how their operators and users frame sustainability in terms of environmental, economic and social

mplications.

.3. The concept of framing and core framing tasks

Framing is a social construction of a social phenomenon, a process by which people devise a specific conceptualisation
f an issue by consciously phrasing or presenting information in a way that activates particular values of individuals (Snow
t al., 1988). According to Lakoff (2010), experience and attitude of individuals towards socio-political issues are influenced
y the ways the latter are framed in linguistic constructions. Framing theory posits that an issue can be perceived from
ifferent perspectives by various actors and be interpreted in numerous ways (Entman, 1993). Framing has been used for
nalysing how sustainability is understood and presented by different actors, how media shapes perceptions of the public
n different issues and how social movements solicit support to their ideas from different groups in society, appealing
o the latter’s sets of values and attitudes (Steinberg, 1998). Framing can not only be used to present a certain view on
n issue, but also to identify how desired situation or specific results related to the issue can be reached. When studying
ollective action frames, Snow et al. (1988) distinguished three types of core framing tasks − diagnostic, prognostic and
otivational – that could be seen as steps in forming a comprehensive picture of a certain situation or phenomenon and

oliciting support for action to change it. Diagnostic framing identifies and communicates a problematic situation and its
auses. Prognostic framing suggests solutions to the situation or problem, develops specific strategies to solve it and even
ets targets. Motivational framing encourages the public, certain actors or social movements to trigger action.

Framing theory and the three core framing tasks have been employed to analyse sustainability discourses, in addition to
nvironmental and sustainability movements (Blühdorn, 2007; Karohs, 2013; Nambiar and Chitty, 2013). For example, Pelzer
2015), Martin et al. (2015) and Martin (2016) analysed a diversity of frames devised by incumbent actors, such as established
nd mainstream industries, and compared them to a range of framings used by the proponents of the sharing economy.
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

owever, few studies have sought to investigate how the sharing economy is being framed by different, non-incumbent,
ctors from a triple bottom line perspective,4 although previous research (e.g. Martin, 2016) identified such a need. Existing
nalysis by Martin (2016) results in framings with overlapping components, making it challenging to distinguish what value

2 https://www.homeexchange.com/en/.
3 https://www.couchsurfing.com/.
4 The “triple bottom line” is a perspective on sustainable development that “involves the simultaneous pursuit of economic prosperity, environmental

uality, and social equity” (Elkington, 1997)

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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and risks the sharing economy is associated with and which actors advance what framings. Furthermore, no empirical studies
have been conducted so far about environmental, economic and social framings of the sharing economy. Therefore, this paper
seeks to fill these gaps by focusing on accommodation sharing. It employs the concept of framing to analyse how operators
and users of different types of accommodation sharing platforms frame sharing from the triple bottom line perspective.

2.4. Accommodation sharing and framings of sustainability

In this section, we collect existing environmental, economic and social framings of accommodation sharing organisations
that are present in academic and grey literature.

2.4.1. Environmental framings of accommodation sharing
An article by Martin (2016) offers a comprehensive literature review of all sharing economy framings; yet, there are

hardly any framings that include environmental issues, except for a question about increased resource efficiency briefly
mentioned under predominantly economic framings. With this in mind, our literature review sought to identify several
environmental framings.

Proponents of the sharing economy argue that sharing is a more sustainable way  of living and running a business (moti-
vational framing) as fewer goods need to be produced to deliver value to users (Botsman and Rogers, 2011; McLaren and
Agyeman, 2015). The sharing economy is claimed to extend the lifespan of many products by opening up second-hand
markets and increasing the intensity of use of products that were previously used only by their owners (prognostic framing)
(Novel 2014). Similarly, in the accommodation sector, the expectation is that flats and houses owned by private people will
be shared and their idling capacity will thereby be reduced. This will enable a more efficient use of physical capital, such as
real estate (Sundararajan, 2014) and, consequently, fewer resources will be needed to build new properties.

However, concerns are raised that rather than being a substitute for the production of new goods, the sharing economy
stimulates consumption and provides access to goods to people who  could not afford it before (diagnostic framing) (Schor and
Fitzmaurice, 2014; Cohen, 2016; Demailly and Novel, 2014; The Nielsen Company, 2014; Felländer et al., 2015). Indeed, in
the accommodation sector, people who could not previously afford tourism accommodation get access to privately owned
housing through sharing arrangements (Botsman and Rogers, 2011). Lower prices or even free of charge shared accom-
modation may  lead to rebound effects, including an increased consumption of both accommodation and related travelling
(diagnostic framing) – the so-called direct or first level rebound effects5 (Lahti and Selosmaa, 2013). For example, a study by
Tussyadiah and Pesonen (2015) shows that the use of peer-to-peer accommodation expands destination selection, increases
travel frequency and the length of stay in destination.

When analysing environmental framings of accommodation sharing, it is important to consider two  mechanisms through
which consumption-related impacts can be affected in relation to status-quo: addition and substitution.6 Addition occurs
when users increase or intensify their consumption of accommodation, gain access to more energy intensive accommodation
compared to the incumbent hotel industry, and/or travel more often or further away. Addition results in increased or inten-
sified consumption, thus increasing pressure on the environment from higher greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions or resource
use. Substitution, on the other hand, can be observed when travellers stay in rooms offered by sharing platforms instead
of in traditional hotels. A study by Chenoweth (2009) demonstrates that accommodation sharing has a more favourable
environmental profile than the mainstream hotel sector (motivation framing).

2.4.2. Economic framings of accommodation sharing
Economic or commercial aspects of the sharing economy are among dominant framings both by advocates and oppo-

nents of the sharing economy (Martin, 2016). The main economic benefits of accommodation sharing put forward are
cost savings for users, earnings for hosts and profits for operators of accommodation sharing platforms (motivational fram-
ing) (Fremstad, 2014). Economic framings largely focus on the economic opportunity, including market empowerment,
micro-entrepreneurship development, income generation and job creation (Martin, 2016). This is demonstrated by for-profit
accommodation sharing enterprises, such as Airbnb and 9flats, which enable users to earn extra money from renting unused
premises, houses or rooms (prognostic and motivational framings) (Ikkala and Lampinen, 2015). As suggested by Wosskow
(2014), such platforms can turn the United Kingdom into “a nation of micro-entrepreneurs” (prognostic framing). The hope is
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

that P2P businesses will “empower individuals previously constrained by employment at traditional corporations” (diagnos-
tic and motivational framings) (Sundararajan 2014: 5). At macro-level, accommodation sharing has the potential to contribute
to economic growth by creating new jobs (motivational framing) (Troncoso, 2014). The jobs generated are both direct, for

5 Secondary rebound effects, which arise when the money that users save on shifting from the purchase-ownership economy to access and temporary
use  marketplaces are spent on environmentally detrimental activities (Demailly and Novel, 2014), are not included in this study. For more information
about definitions and types of rebound effects, see Greening, L. A., D. L. Greene and C. Difiglio (2000). Ënergy efficiency and consumption - The rebound
effect  - A survey.Ënergy Policy 28(6–7): 389–401 and Sorrell, S. and J. Dimitropoulos (2008). T̈he rebound effect: Microeconomic definitions, limitations
and  extensions.Ëcological Economics 65(3): 636–649.

6 Alternative terminology with a similar meaning is used by Cohen (2016), who  differentiates between substituting consumption and augmenta-
tive/stimulative consumption

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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xample people working for the platforms under work contracts; and indirect, such as hosts or people who  clean the proper-
ies. As many accommodation spaces are offered outside the main tourist zones, the economic benefits extend to other areas
prognostic framing). For example, according to data from Airbnb collected in nine major destinations across the world (San
rancisco, New York, Paris, Amsterdam, Berlin, London, Edinburgh, Sydney and Barcelona), 74% of shared properties were
utside of the main hotel districts. In addition, Airbnb guests are shown to stay 2.1 times longer, spending more money than
egular visitors while 42% of these guests spend their money outside the main hotel districts benefiting and strengthening
eripheral neighbourhoods and communities (Airbnb, 2015a).

However, critics of the sharing economy organisations offer quite different framings. Concerns have been raised about the
ypes and quality of the jobs that are being created (diagnostic framing) (Zimmerman, 2015; Schor, 2014). Acemoglu (2001)
rgues that in an economy where there are no minimum wage standards, regulations and unemployment benefits, low-wage,
r the so-called “bad” jobs are created. Accepting low-wage jobs due to lack of other options negatively impacts the creation
f “good” jobs due to “a race to the bottom” (Acemoglu, 2001). Thus, it can be argued that if people use accommodation
haring platforms to generate their sole income rather than additional, it will likely contribute to an overall decrease in job
tandards.

Opponents also warn that the sharing economy is shifting risks from platforms to their users (both hosts and guests)
y creating unregulated markets (diagnostic framing) (Martin, 2016). Examples of this transfer of risk range from income

nstability and irreversible capital investments to unforeseen liabilities and low protection under force majeure, as well
s low levels of security compared to jobs traditionally offered through the corporation safety nets (Rampell, 2015). Some
ccommodation sharing platforms, e.g. Airbnb, offer guaranteed insurance but only in selected countries, and encourage
osts to acquire private insurance (Zvolska, 2015). Many opponents now warn that some sharing economy organisations
perate in a legal vacuum (diagnostic framing) (Kuttner, 2013; Griswold, 2014; Singer, 2014). The sharing economy has even
een called “the hidden economy” with £5.9 billion of lost tax revenue in 2012–2013 (Houlder, 2015). For the accommodation
haring sector, income tax, tourism (city) tax and, especially, zoning laws need to be adjusted.

.4.3. Social framings of accommodation sharing
Social framings of the sharing economy include claims that it empowers people (motivational framing) and builds “a

ocial movement centred on genuine practices of sharing and cooperation” (Schor, 2014). The issue of empowerment is
lso highlighted under several framings identified by Martin (2016). Schor (2014) considers empowerment to be user-
overned occurring through cooperative-owned platforms where users are able to capture the value they create (prognostic
raming). This framing, however, needs to be empirically explored: how are users engaged in the management and design
f accommodation sharing platforms, and do they feel they can influence the organisational structure of the platform?

The sharing economy is also portrayed as being more open, inclusive and democratic than the traditional economy
prognostic framing). It has potential to create trust among strangers and enhance social capital (Schor et al., 2016). The

ost tangible social benefits of sharing are enhanced social trust and social cohesion (prognostic and motivational framing)
Agyeman et al., 2013). Trust is argued to be the cornerstone of sharing platforms (PwC, 2015). For example, Airbnb markets
ts intentions as “creating community and a feeling of partnership” (motivational framing). Indeed, 89% of people who are
amiliar with the sharing economy agree that it is based on trust between providers and users (PwC, 2015). Currently,
ccommodation sharing platforms actively facilitate trust creation by crowdsourced and shared ratings that review both
osts and guests (Hendrickson et al., 2016; Parigi and Cook, 2015). A study about Couchsurfing discovered that such a system
akes relationships easier to establish, yet less surprising and less stable (Parigi and Cook, 2015). The latter also resembles

he difference between cognitive trust − easily built through ICT mediated communication, which is fragile − and affective
rust − requiring intrapersonal relations and physical meetings, which is more stable (Kandola, 2006).

To further undermine the issue of trust in the sharing economy, critics question whether the sharing economy is being
uilt on trust or desperation as many people join it after losing their primary income (diagnostic framing) (Hendrickson et al.,
016; Huurne et al., 2016; Schor, 2014). In part, this criticism is a result of the sharing economy’s emergence coinciding with
he economic crisis of 2008. Therefore, some authors frame it as a necessity in times of hardship (Hamari et al., 2013).

.5. Summary of framings

This literature review sought to fulfil the first objective of the paper and mapped out key sustainability framings of
ccommodation sharing reported in the literature utilising the triple bottom line perspective (Table 2).

Absent in literature are any systematic or comparative studies that examine sustainability promises of accommodation
haring platforms. Academic research and media often see the accommodation sharing sector as homogeneous, dominated
y Airbnb. However, as seen through the literature review, different actors in the accommodation sharing sector put for-
ard different and sometimes contrasting framings of the sharing economy and its sustainability features. Therefore, we

ypothesise that rental, reciprocal and free accommodation sharing platforms differ not only in their organisational settings
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

nd financial models (Section 2.2), but also by the nature of sustainability framings they use and advance. By using the core
raming tasks (Section 2.3), this paper investigates if and how operators and users of the three types of accommodation
haring platforms (Section 2.2) frame the sharing economy as a sustainable solution, and if they knowingly or unknowingly
pply the core framing tasks to advance their propositions.

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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Table 2
Key sustainability framings of accommodation sharing present in the literature.

Framing types Environmental Economic Social

Diagnostic Accommodation sharing
increases environmental
pressure through rebound
effects

Accommodation sharing
organisations exist in
unregulated markets

Accommodation sharing is
built on desperation

Prognostic Accommodation sharing
enables more efficient resource
use

Accommodation sharing
creates opportunity for new
micro-entrepreneurs to
capitalise on underused assets

Accommodation sharing
platforms create a sense of
empowerment and trust

Motivational Accommodation sharing is a
more environmentally
sustainable way of lodging
away from home

Accommodation sharing
generates incomes and creates
jobs

Anyone can benefit from
accommodation sharing

Table 3
Framework for data analysis.

Type of accommodation sharing platform Framings within sustainability pillars

Environmental Economic Social

Rental
Reciprocal Diagnostic, prognostic, and motivational framings
Free
3. Methodology

This study builds on several research methods, including literature review, interviews and online qualitative survey. First,
a review of literature on the sustainability framings of the sharing economy and accommodation sharing was conducted
(Section 2). To ensure that we comprehensively capture main sustainability framings of accommodation sharing, we review
multiple literature sources including academic publications, papers presented at two  International Workshops on the Sharing
Economy (IWSE),7 scientific and business reports, grey literature, periodicals (e.g. Forbes, The Financial Times, The Guardian)
and websites of accommodation sharing platforms. In addition, we  take Martin’s (2016)8 analysis of 224 online articles and
reports about sharing economy as a point of departure to ensure that we capture all key framings. Four expert interviews
with academics also served as source of information as they helped to define the state of the art in the sharing economy and
contributed to grasping the broader knowledge gaps on the sharing economy and sustainability. We  make use of a number
of publicly available, online databases such as Web  of Science, SCOPUS, Google Scholar, EBSCO Host, LUBRIS and Research
Gate. The initial keywords for search were: sharing economy; collaborative consumption; accommodation sharing; Airbnb;
Couchsurfing; sustainability; for-profit; non-profit; environmental; economic and social impacts. Based on the literature
review; a framework that differentiates between rental; reciprocal and free platforms; and takes into account sustainability
framings; was developed (Table 3). This framework is used for empirical data collection and analysis.

To achieve the second objective, the sustainability framings were investigated in an exploratory empirical study of
accommodation sharing (Section 4). In total, 11 accommodation sharing platforms are included in the analysis, of which
four are rental, three reciprocal and four free (Table 4). To investigate how sustainability is framed and understood in real life,
data was collected via 10 in-depth qualitative interviews with platform operators and is complemented with a qualitative
structured online questionnaire with 86 users (hosts and guests) corresponding to each type of accommodation sharing
platform (Table 4). The data were supported by platform specific information available through reports, online news and
blogs, and other grey literature.

Of 10 interviews with platform operators, six were semi-structured and conducted over Skype (lasting between 30 and
120 min), and four were structured and performed via email. Interviews with representatives of the platforms provided
background information and offered basis for comparison of environmental, economic and social framings with framings
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

identified in the literature.

7 These include 1st International Workshop on the Sharing Economy (IWSE), Utrecht, the Netherlands, 4–5 June 2015; and 2nd IWSE, Paris, France, 28–29
January 2016

8 Martin (2016) performed a systematic content analysis of 224 online articles and reports written by advocates, critics and commentators of the sharing
economy

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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Table  4
Interviews with accommodation sharing platforms.

Platform type Platform Interviewee position Number of interviewees Number of respondents
to online questionnaire

Rental 9flats Accounting and PR 1 –
Airbnb Communications 1 30
HomeAway – – 1
Vacation Rentals by Owner (VRBO) – – 1

Reciprocal Behomm Founders 2 –
Guest to Guest Press 1 –
Home Exchange Top management 2 3

Free  Be Welcome Top management 1 10
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Trustroots Founder 1 –
Couchsurfing – – 18
Warm Showers Volunteer 1 23

The online questionnaire was open for four weeks and was available via platform websites, forums and on social networks
e.g. Facebook) with permission from the platforms, and yielded 86 responses. Out of these, 32 came from rental platforms
24 guests and eight hosts), 51 from free (14 guests and 37 hosts) and three from reciprocal.9

. Findings and analysis

In this section, we compare environmental, economic and social framings held by operators and users of free, reciprocal
nd rental accommodation sharing platforms with the framings identified in the literature (Table 2).

.1. Sustainability framings of rental accommodation sharing platforms

.1.1. Environmental framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing may increase environmental pressure through rebound effects.  According to the

iterature, accommodation sharing is framed as allowing people to travel more due to lower lodging costs – the so-called
ebound effect (Lahti and Selosmaa 2013). In considering rental accommodation sharing platforms, empirical data challenges
his framing as 23 out of 24 corresponding rental questionnaire respondents claimed that they would travel to the same
estination, even if the sharing option was not available. For accuracy, they were asked to reflect upon the last trip they
ndertook. Interestingly, no one indicated they would not have travelled at all had the platform not been available, and one
espondent would have travelled closer. Our results suggest that rental accommodation sharing platforms do not lead to

 significant growth of travel and consequently to increased GHG emissions as suggested by Chenoweth (2009), since the
espondents, in the majority of cases, substituted the traditional accommodation in an already planned trip.10

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing enables more efficient resource use. Rental accommodation sharing organisa-
ions seem to be aware of environmental problems inherent to the tourism sector and they are investing in environmental
ssessments to demonstrate that accommodation sharing is a more environmentally benign activity than, for example,
he hotel industry. According to a study by Airbnb (2014), staying in accommodation booked on their site results in lower
ater consumption, less energy consumed, GHG emitted and waste generated. The study further concludes that as more

eople travel and stay longer in the destination, the environmental benefits outweigh the impacts of the travel.11 Airbnb
ses the study to advance motivational framing, displaying accommodation sharing as a preferred option of lodging and
oliciting more users to join in. At the same time, they refrain from formulating diagnostic framings as they do not refer to
ny environmental problems associated with tourism when discussing their activities and impacts.

Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing is a more environmentally sustainable way of lodging away from home – a
raming advanced by rental accommodation sharing organisations: “(. . .)  we use the resources which already exist, so we can
ay that it’s environmentally friendly.” (Pers. Comm.  Interviewee 1.). Airbnb reinforced this framing by joining a partnership
ith United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). Their website provides tips on how to be more sustainable while

ravelling, which seeks to motivate their guests to “do more to protect our planet”. Furthermore, the organisation frames
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

ome sharing as “[promoting] a more efficient use of existing resources and [being] an environmentally sustainable way  to
ravel.” (Airbnb Action, 2016). However, the questionnaire indicates that sustainability is not an important motivational
actor among the users as only one respondent agreed that they hosted on the rental platform to contribute to a sustainable

9 The attribution of users to a certain platform and their classification of “guests” and “hosts” are based on the latest user experience with the platform.
t  is therefore not suggested that these respondents have used only one platform or belong to only one category. The users of reciprocal platform are both
hosts”  and “guests” at the same time as they engage in accommodation exchange.
10 At the same time, it must also be noted that tourism is not an environmentally neutral activity, particularly when carbon intensive modes of transport
re  involved.
11 The results of this study should be taken with caution, as methodology has not been disclosed by Airbnb.
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way of travelling. Similarly, most of the guests (13/24) neither agreed nor disagreed that they arranged their trip through a
sharing platform because they wanted to travel in a sustainable way. This suggests that while rental accommodation sharing
organisations use environmental sustainability as a motivational framing to attract new users, their users do not engage in
accommodation sharing for environmental reasons.

4.1.2. Economic framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing organisations exist in unregulated markets. Empirical data shows large differ-

ences in whether rental, free and reciprocal platforms see themselves as existing in unregulated markets. Interviewee 7
noted that: “It is up to the host to follow the legal rules, and we advise them to do so in our Terms and Conditions”. The legal rules
may apply to zoning, health and safety rules, and tourism and income taxes (Pers. comm. Interviewee 1). Both interviewees
pointed out that a sharing platform was unable to check compliance with tax payments for all hosts. One of the interviewed
rental platforms was open to collecting city tax directly from the hosts, should the cities require it – a solution that was
pioneered by Airbnb (Airbnb, 2015b). Another issue broadly discussed in accommodation sharing is unclear rules when it
comes to access to insurance against property damage for hosts. While insurance is available on 9flats and Airbnb,12 the user
questionnaire showed that only one of eight hosts relied on insurance from a platform while seven had their own. Inter-
viewee 1 believes that as the sharing economy grows, there will be more rules designed for sharing platforms, with which
they are willing to comply (Pers. comm.  Interviewee 1). They foresee the eventual need to cooperate with cities on zoning
laws and tourism tax and also recognised that laws and regulations affect them (diagnostic framing). Airbnb has already
signed agreements with several cities. Rental platforms were willing to work on the solutions together with municipalities:
“We’re asking for rules and we are happy to follow them (. . .)  The cities are not our enemies, they are our friends” (Pers. comm.
Interviewee 1). Consequently, they were motivated to adhere to the rules set up by local governments so they can continue
operating on the market. In conclusion, rental platforms were found to employ all three framings when addressing the issue
of unregulated markets.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing creates opportunity for new micro-entrepreneurs to capitalise on underused assets.
We investigated what constitutes the underused accommodation and who  the micro-entrepreneurs are. “Underused assets”
include couches, rooms, entire flats and houses, and serviced apartments. Rental platforms have two  types of hosts, private
individuals who offer tourist accommodation in the flat or house they normally live in (the so-called micro-entrepreneurs
who capitalise on own underused assets), and (semi) professional companies offering holiday rentals. As 19% of Airbnb hosts
do not rent out the home they live in (Pers. comm.), a question arises whether these (semi) professionals still adhere to the
concept of micro-entrepreneurs of the sharing economy.

Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing generates income and creates jobs. While the sharing economy is framed as
having the potential to create jobs (Troncoso, 2014), rental accommodation sharing organisations refrain from using the
term “jobs”, but rather frame the financial benefits their users gain as “extra income” (Pers. comm.  Interviewee 1). Similarly,
the study on economic impact published by Airbnb (2016) shows the number of jobs the organisation “supports” in eight
cities and highlights that “hosting income has allowed [hosts] to pursue other professional or personal interests, supporting a
strong, creative and innovative society.” It also notes that the money helps the hosts cover the increasing costs of living. The
motivational framings used by rental organisations therefore go beyond extra income as they also address the current issues
of many urban dwellers, such as lack of free time and increasing cost of living. The online questionnaire with Airbnb hosts
confirms the framing that accommodation sharing generates income as seven out of eight hosts indicated that they made
financial profit. They were both male and female between 19 and 55 years old. For them, accommodation renting was a
way to generate additional income, even though none of them self-reported to have low income. Additionally, six of them
indicated that the extra income helps them pay for household expenses.

4.1.3. Social framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing is built on desperation. Critics of the sharing economy warn that many hosts

only join rental organisations after losing their primary income, resulting in the sharing economy being built on desperation.
However, when comparing the framing from literature to our empirical results, it appears that those hosts surveyed do not
engage in rental platforms as a result of desperation, economic or otherwise. In fact, seven out of eight respondents had a
full-time, paying job.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing platforms create a sense of empowerment and trust. Our data also support this
framing as most users (23/32) (strongly) agreed that they trust the people they meet through the platforms. Since trust is
a critical element of any sharing organisation, most platforms develop and employ cross-evaluations of hosts and guests
and actively encourage their users to check for references before they meet to foster trust among them. As for empowering
the users, we see divergent narratives presented by platforms and users. Airbnb posits that they “consider [their] hosts
[their] business partners, and bring them in on as many decisions and at as many touch points as possible” (Pers. comm.). Other
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

interviews confirm that rental platforms frame their activities as empowering hosts, mostly by the possibility to provide
feedback. However, the platforms expect this feedback to only suggest minor changes in operations (Pers. comm.  Interviewee
1). Other types of interaction between platform users (either hosts or guests) and platform operators are not very transparent.

12 Airbnb’s insurance is only valid in 36 countries.

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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he questionnaire among users suggests that neither hosts nor guests feel that they have any noteworthy influence over
he way rental platforms are operated because almost half of the respondents disagreed that they can influence the way the
latform is run.

Motivational framing: Anyone can benefit from accommodation sharing. Although Airbnb statistics show that their hosts
ave low to medium income (Airbnb, 2016), the seven hosts we  interviewed self-reported their income as medium or high.
his suggests that people with higher incomes are better positioned to participate and benefit from the sharing economy.
urthermore, only people with suitable homes or accommodations in prime locations are likely to generate the largest
nancial profits. Therefore, rental sharing platforms seem to be less inclusive than they claim, and might be associated with

ncreased wealth inequality.

.2. Sustainability framings of reciprocal accommodation sharing platforms

.2.1. Environmental framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing increases environmental pressure through rebound effects. Similarly to rental

latforms, Interviewee 6 believed that their platform encouraged people to travel more often. Contrary to rental platforms,
his framing was also supported by the questionnaire, as two out of three respondents would not have travelled at all had
he platform not been available, and one would have travelled to a destination closer to their home.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing enables more efficient resource use. Interviewees 3 and 4 claimed that the
tilisation of idling homes leads to fewer hotels being built and consequently to a reduced need for virgin raw materials,
hich they believed was better for the environment: Interviewee 6 further noted: “Just by virtue of encouraging sharing it helps

he environment because you are not building anything new. Your things do not sit idle. Following the reduce-reuse-recycle steps,
ou are reusing your home”. These framings support claims by Chenoweth (2009), who argues that the largest environmental
mpacts from the accommodation sector occur when dedicated facilities for tourists are built and maintained on a daily basis
egardless of whether they are occupied or not as opposed to private housing offered to tourists.

Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing is a more environmentally sustainable way of lodging away from home. Recip-
ocal organisations frame home swapping as “environmentally friendly”: “Since we share our spaces, [it means] fewer hotels
nd less construction are needed, [so it is] better for the environment.” (Pers. comm. Interviewees 3, 4). At the same time, they
ote that they do not purposefully encourage environmentally friendly practices among their users. We found that this is
onsistent across reciprocal organisations. Most of the interviewees mentioned that home swapping embodied a higher
evel of environmental sustainability than their incumbent counterparts. However, none of the three organisations used
his framing on their websites. In the questionnaire, two  out of three users stated that they booked the trip through the
eciprocal platform because they wanted to travel in a sustainable way. At the same time, the primary self-reported reasons
o use such platform were lower cost and building social connections.

.2.2. Economic framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing organisations exist in unregulated markets. The interviewees did not believe

hat zoning, licencing or health and safety rules should apply to them (Pers. comm. Interviewees 3, 4, 6). Instead, they
mploy a different motivational framing from that of rental and free platforms. They acknowledge that since they belong
o fee paying platforms, some legal liability might be expected from them, even though their members do not make any
rofit (Pers. comm.  Interviewee 7). On the other hand, they are not “100% sure if they should adhere to any legal rules (. . .)

t’s like swapping with relatives.” (Pers. comm.  Interviewee 6). However, zoning and licencing rules appeared to be an issue
n the US, where some home owners were bound by the rules of Home Owners Associations: “Sometimes, the rules [of Home
wners Associations] are interpreted as you cannot rent, nor exchange [your home]. In those situations, we have been successful

n persuading the Associations that exchanges are not rentals.” (Pers. comm.  Interviewee 7). This interviewee called for a
etter understanding of home swapping to prevent it from being merged with short-term rentals. One of the reciprocal
latforms organises member meet-ups open to the media and public, during which its representatives explain how their
usiness model differs from rental platforms. In other words, reciprocal platforms take a pro-active approach by educating
ity governments about their activities to ensure their users are allowed to swap their homes. Insurance is another important
ssue within the unregulated reciprocal market. The exchange of houses is currently covered by damage insurance on the
latform GuestToGuest. Although the platform Home Exchange once offered insurance against damage, they cancelled it
ecause it was too expensive and has never been claimed (Pers. comm.). Home Exchange considers offering insurance to
heir users in the future if a suitable solution for the sharing economy is offered on the insurance market. Users of Behomm
re also advised to have their own insurance (Pers. comm.). Interviewee 7 believed that exchanging homes is an insurance
n itself: “It’s  surprising how high the level of trust is. [This is] because we’re fundamentally different from the other platforms.
n for-profit companies, there is a lack of personal connection, which makes it easier not to deal with potential damages” (Pers.
omm.  Interviewee 7).
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing creates opportunity for new micro-entrepreneurs to capitalise on underused
ssets. While the underused assets exchanged through reciprocal platforms are mostly entire homes which people normally
ive in, they can also be second homes or summer houses. However, micro-entrepreneurship (Wosskow, 2014; Woodruff,
014) is less relevant for reciprocal platforms as income is not generated during the accommodation swap.

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002
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Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing generates incomes and creates jobs. Reciprocal platforms do not use this
framing when addressing their users because no monetary exchanges occur. On the other hand, incomes and small number
of jobs are generated for people operating reciprocal platforms. Instead of motivating their users to join for extra income,
reciprocal platforms highlight the opportunity to meet like-minded travellers, travel anywhere, live like locals and stay for
free (Home Exchange, 2016). Similarly, GuestToGuest use the following motivational framings: free travel, flexibility and a
different way of travelling:  “Live an authentic experience. Discover the local culture and the lifestyle of your hosts” (GuestToGuest,
2016).

4.2.3. Social framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing is built on desperation. This framing is not supported by users of reciprocal

platforms since all of them own or rent real estate assets suitable for exchange and thus it is reasonable to assume that they
use the platforms for reasons other than necessity.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing platforms create a sense of empowerment and trust. Our data show that users
of reciprocal platforms trusted the people they met  through the sharing platform. Similarly to rental platforms, reciprocal
platforms have incorporated review systems to create and enhance trust among users. However, users may  only suggest
small changes to the way reciprocal platforms are run (Pers. comm.  Interviewees 5, 6, 7), which is similar to the rental
platforms. The previously mentioned member meet-ups, organised by one of the platforms, create additional opportunity
to provide feedback. Thus, it seems that reciprocal platforms are more open to communicating with their users. Overall, two
of the three questionnaire respondents agreed that they could influence how the platform is run.

Motivational framing: Anyone can benefit from accommodation sharing. Members of reciprocal platforms must have access
to accommodation suitable for swapping. This makes the platforms exclusive, rather than inclusive. Interviewees reported
that the average member is a woman who is employed and married with children, which also distinguishes reciprocal
platforms from rental and free platforms.

4.3. Sustainability framings of free accommodation sharing platforms

4.3.1. Environmental framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing increases environmental pressure through rebound effects. This framing is not

supported by our data, which indicate that arranging accommodation through free platforms does not result in any additional
travel. The majority of the surveyed guests (13/14) would have travelled to the same destination had the platform not been
available, and one would have travelled further away. In addition, longer and more frequent trips booked through Warm
Showers, a platform that specialises on free accommodation for touring cyclists, should not lead to increased levels of GHG
emissions. We  acknowledge, however, that Warm Showers is a unique platform.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing enables more efficient resource use. This framing is supported by our empirical
data. If a host shares their accommodation with a guest, the use of some resources, such as heating and lighting, is shared,
thereby leading to more efficient resource use per capita (Chenoweth, 2009). Interviewee 8 noted: “We  share resources and we
do not build new hotels. We  share what is already there” (Pers. comm.). Interviewees 8, 9 and 10 also believed that interaction
between users raises awareness about environmental issues: “People on hospitality networks open their lives to a stranger so
[they] have to be open-minded, and they share information. [They] are very well aware about environmental issues (. . .)  and many
of them are activists. Meeting people through hospitality exchange networks spreads the knowledge about environmental issues”
(Pers.comm. Interviewee 9). According to Interviewee 8, one of the major differences between rental and free platforms is
the personal interaction between hosts and guests, which is not augmented by monetary obligations and is therefore more
genuine, which in turn maximises information exchange.

Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing is a more environmentally sustainable way of lodging away from home. Free
accommodation sharing was framed as a sustainable way of lodging by both platform operators, as mentioned above, and
hosts. The majority of hosts (32/37) (strongly) agreed that they became hosts to contribute to a sustainable way  of lodging.
This motivation factor ranked second after “connecting with people from other cultures”. For the guests, desire to travel
cheaper, meet people from other cultures, and experience an adventure were more important than sustainability.

4.3.2. Economic framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing organisations exist in unregulated markets. Free platforms do not face any of the

legal issues rental and reciprocal platforms described. According to interviewees 8 and 10, zoning permits were not required
from them because they were non-profit organisations, and their members were not bound to tourism or city tax since they
did not generate income. Hosting on free platforms was framed as offering a room to a relative or a friend, which is the same
framing employed by reciprocal platforms. One of the free platforms checked their status with a legislative body in Belgium,
where it was confirmed that the platform did not need to follow the same health and safety issues as the hotel industry
(Pers. comm.  Interviewee 8). Therefore, free platforms did not find it necessary to liaise with city governments. According
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

to Rampell (2015), free platforms may  become subjected to the same regulations as larger rental platforms, particularly in
connection with insurance. None of the free platforms currently offer damage insurance as they are non-profit and cannot
afford it (Pers. comm.  Interviewees 8, 9, 10). According to interviewees 8, 9 and 10, it is always up to the platform member to
take due care when hosting travellers. Free platforms also advise their users to only host members with positive references,
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ompleted profile and those who are active on the platform. Our data show that more than half of the hosts from free
latforms did not have insurance against damage. In addition, everyone in the study who stated their home was not insured
as member of a free platform (Be Welcome, Couchsurfing or Warm Showers). The hosts from free platforms are therefore
ore vulnerable than their counterparts from rental and reciprocal platforms.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing creates opportunity for new micro-entrepreneurs to capitalise on underused
ccommodation assets. This framing is not supported by operators or users of free platforms because hosting does not generate
ny income.

Motivational framing: Accommodation sharing generates incomes and creates job. Similarly to reciprocal platforms, free
latforms do not use this framing when communicating to their users since there is no monetary exchange between hosts
nd guests. A small number of jobs and minor income is generated for owners or employees of platforms. For example,

arm Showers employs one person to run the website and Trustroots plans to employ someone in the future. The main
otivational framings used by free platforms appear to be inter-cultural connections and knowledge sharing between local

esidents and people from all over the world: “Imagine arriving in a city like Paris or Mumbai and, instead of trying to find a
axi, there is somebody already waiting for you. Imagine that instead of going to eat at the place recommended by the guidebook,
omeone shows you their favourite restaurant. Imagine the experience staying as a personal guest of your new friend rather
han sleeping in an impersonal hotel room” (BeWelcome, 2016). These two framings are also employed by Couchsurfing and
rustroots, and by rental platforms. However, while the main motivational framing by rental organisations is of economic
ature, free platforms employ social framings instead.

.3.3. Social framings
Diagnostic framing: Accommodation sharing is built on desperation. This framing is not supported by the hosts of free

latforms since there is no monetary exchange between the users of free platforms thus participation in them is not motivated
y the possibility to earn extra income. For guests, it may  be a question of “desperate” travelling since they have ranked low
ost of the trip as the main reason to stay with a free accommodation sharing platform.

Prognostic framing: Accommodation sharing platforms create a sense of empowerment and trust. Compared to users of rental
latforms, the level of trust appears to be higher among users of free platforms. All respondents confirmed that they trusted
he people they met  through free sharing platforms. In terms of empowerment, contrary to rental and reciprocal platforms,
he free platforms Trustroots, Warm Showers and Be Welcome encourage their members to become volunteers, shape the
rganisational structure and influence the way these platforms operate. Be Welcome has a strong network of volunteers who
an be democratically elected as board members. Trustroots is also open to board members who originate from their user
atabase, as long as they bring value or skills to the entire community. Eight of nine respondents from Be Welcome believed
hey could influence how the platform was run, which is not surprising given the platform’s core values of transparency
nd democracy. The 18 respondents from Couchsurfing (organisation that changed its status from non-profit to for-profit)
howed significantly lower belief that they can influence how the platform is run. Seven (strongly) disagreed that they can
nfluence the platform compared to only two who (strongly) agreed with the statement. Couchsurfing therefore lags behind
e Welcome and Warm Showers in member empowerment. Overall, out of 51 respondents from free accommodation sharing
latforms, 19 (strongly) agreed that they can influence how the platform is run and 17 (strongly) disagreed. The rest of the
espondents were neutral.

Motivational framing: Anyone can benefit from accommodation sharing. Out of the 51 respondents from free platforms, 17
ssessed their income as low, 27 as medium and 7 as high. Most of them (37) completed higher education. The literature
howed that the types of people who benefitted from the sharing economy depended on what was shared. The reviewed
tudies often demonstrated different or contradicting results depending on the segment in the sharing economy and the
haring platforms they focused on. Our questionnaire shows that the type of sharing platform in which people were members
as not influenced by the level of education, gender or income. It also indicates that different demographic groups are

resented across all platform types. The respondents were of all age categories, both male and female, most of them with
ompleted higher education, and 50% with medium income.

. Discussion and conclusions

This research brings in new insights to the discourse on the sharing economy by analysing how environmental, economic
nd social implications of the sharing economy are framed by operators and users of three types of accommodation sharing
latforms. In this section, we aim to shed light on how these framings affect the overall prospects of the sharing economy.

Our results show that current framings of environmental, economic and social implications of the sharing economy in
eneral and accommodation sharing in particular vary between those who  formulate them, and between platform types
rental, reciprocal and free). Therefore, any generalisations of sustainability framings to the broad sharing economy or to
ts sectors may  be misleading. For example, the framing that sharing is built on desperation is hardly relevant for the
ccommodation segment − perhaps only in the sense that home owners seek to secure the current state of their wealth (i.e.
Please cite this article in press as: Voytenko Palgan, Y., et al., Sustainability framings of accommodation sharing. Environ.
Innovation Soc. Transitions (2016), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2016.12.002

ccommodation assets) rather than being desperate to secure income in order to survive (unlike, for example, drivers on car
haring platforms).

At the same time, the ways in which sustainability of the sharing economy is framed is likely to affect its further devel-
pment. Our findings show that diagnostic framings are mainly put forward by the opponents of the sharing economy or
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other concerned parties positioning the sharing economy as a risky endeavour for the environment, economy, and society.
Sharing economy proponents, on the other hand, mainly hold to prognostic framings, positioning the sharing economy as an
alternative solution to sustainability problems, however, often ignoring diagnostic framings. Sometimes, we  found it difficult
to distinguish between prognostic and motivational framings. Our study shows that the two framings can go hand in hand
when accommodation sharing platforms seek to engage their users or solicit support for their activities from other actors,
e.g. municipalities who are interested in job creation. Motivational framings are mainly put forward by the proponents, who
seek to solicit support and encourage action, while the opponents often choose to criticise the newcomers without offering
any solution or suggesting line of action.

We  have also observed a lack of environmental framings about the sharing economy in general and accommodation sharing
in particular as opposed to, for example, abundant socio-economic framings. The lack of environmental framings by platform
operators is often reflected in the absence of attention to environmental implications of the sharing economy by its users.
We found that environmental framings were the strongest among free accommodation sharing platforms, which seem to
be more genuine in holding on to their environmental and social values. Rental platforms use environmental sustainability
as a motivational framing to attract new users, although their users do not seem to engage in accommodation sharing for
environmental reasons. Reciprocal platforms do not employ such motivational framing, and their users choose the platform
due to the lower cost of lodging and a possibility to establish social connections.

While the dominant framings of the sharing economy are economic (Martin 2016), they have quite different implications
for rental, free and reciprocal accommodation sharing platforms. For example, empirical data shows large variability in
whether these platforms see themselves as existing in unregulated markets. While taxation and legal questions are an issue
for rental platforms, these are irrelevant for free platforms as there is no money transactions between their users, and
reciprocal platforms land “in between” with no clarity of whether they are subject to regulations or not. When it comes to
insurance, the hosts on the free platforms appear to be much more vulnerable than hosts on the other platform types, as
the lack of insurance among them seems to be a common issue. Also, rental accommodation sharing platforms, due to the
presence of monetary exchange between their users, seem to deliver higher economic value by creating opportunity for
entrepreneurs to capitalise on underused assets. However, such entrepreneurs could be both micro-actors, i.e. individuals,
and larger semi-professional organisations, such as bed & breakfasts or owners of real estate. The latter blurs the lines
between micro-entrepreneurship and business-as-usual. While the sharing economy is framed as having the potential to
create jobs (Troncoso, 2014), rental accommodation sharing platforms refrain from using the term “jobs”, but rather frame
the financial benefits their users gain as “extra income”. This framing holds neither for reciprocal nor for free platforms since
there is no monetary exchange among their users. The question whether the net economic impact in the destination exceeds
the lost economic impact in the home location of accommodation sharing platform users is debatable. One can imagine that
the economic impact in the destination would be positive since the people on vacation tend to spend more; however, this
question needs further research.

Similar to the environmental and economic framings, differences between the three types of accommodation sharing
platforms have been observed for the social framings. With regards to the issue of empowerment, neither hosts nor guests feel
that they have any noteworthy influence on the way rental platforms operate. The same holds true for the reciprocal platforms
while the free platforms encourage their members to become volunteers, shape the organisational structure and influence
the way these platforms operate. With regards to trust, the users of free platforms report the highest levels compared to the
two other platform types. They are followed by users of reciprocal platforms, which “trust their counterparts more” than the
users of rental platforms. The question arises whether this is because the review systems of reciprocal platforms are superior
to those of the rental ones, or because people swap homes and thus feel a much higher sense of responsibility in sharing
each other’s spaces. Or, is it because they swap homes with people, who they feel belong to the same societal group, judged
for example by income, but also possibly by taste and other subjective factors? This is an interesting question for further
research. We  also conclude that the framing that anyone can benefit from accommodation sharing is rather exaggerated. For
all types of accommodation sharing platforms, their users need to hold financial or physical assets to be able to participate.
While such possessions are less demanding for the free platforms (hosts need to have a roof over their heads and a spare
couch, and guests need to have money for the trip), social inclusiveness is becoming a contested issue for reciprocal and
rental platforms as only those who own properties in primary tourist destinations can benefit. In the case of rental platforms,
their guests pay both for the trip and the lodging, which makes it the least inclusive of the three platform types.

To conclude, our research demonstrates that the diversity of accommodation sharing platforms is reflected in the type of
framings they develop and put forward. This has implications for the role of accommodation sharing platforms in advancing
sustainability in society. For-profit accommodation sharing platforms use the ethos of sustainability to attract more users
(both hosts and guests), but nevertheless prioritise economic prosperity over environmental or social dimensions. Non-profit
platforms seem to have environmental and social benefits as priorities, and thus are not limited or narrow-sighted by the
profit generation. The latter observation, however, needs to be tested.
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