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Abstract | Globalization and rapid technological developments have contributed to the emergence of a
new economic system - the sharing economy. A prominent example of this new type of economy lies in
the tourism industry. This sector has been influenced and transformed by this economy with important
consequences for tourism, tourist destinations, and sustainability. This article, through a systematic
review of the literature, endeavours to systematize current knowledge of this relationship and investigate
its evolution, the relationship between this new form of economy and the sustainability in tourism as well
as the areas that have not yet been explored for possible future research. For this, a study of 45 articles
was subsequently analysed in the light of content analysis. The results show although it is an area of
growing interest, given the number of recent articles, there are few studies concerned in the relation
between sharing economy and sustainability in the tourism sector. There are four major areas of current
studies with quantitative methods dominating investigations. The impacts that this type of economy
has on tourism and also on the sustainability of the destinations remain dubious and there are areas
whose results are not consensual among authors. There is thus a need to consolidate the knowledge and
to explore several ways of research since it is a subject that is still in the embryonic stage.
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1. Introduction

The contemporary world, characterized by its
constant metamorphism, (Cunha, 2011, Diniz,
2013, Oskam & Boswijk, 2016), rapid technologi-
cal developments, (Cunha & Auriani, 2015; Oskam
& Boswijk, 2016), economic evolution (Hasegawa,
Camello & Kovaleski, 2019), consumer behaviour
change (Cunha & Auriani, 2015) and globalization,
creates new challenges for companies and econo-
mic activities that have to adapt to these cons-
tant changes (Breda & Costa, 2013). The "sharing
economy"emerges in this context of the contem-
porary era as a new socioeconomic system and is
stimulated by new technologies such as the Inter-
net (Belk, 2014; Tussyadiah, 2015). This type of
economy also called collaborative consumption or
peer economy, allows individuals to participate in
sharing activities of leasing, lending, exchange of
goods/services, transportation solutions, space, or
money (Möhlmann, 2015). This concept creates
new markets (European Parliament, 2017) and has
received attention both in the business world and
in the academic world as an important research to-
pic (Kim, Lee, Koo & Yang, 2017). An example of
the prominent importance of the sharing economy
in the business world is the case of the tourism in-
dustry (Cheng, 2016, European Parlament, 2017;
Heo, 2016; Stors & Kagermeier, 2015). Conside-
red one of the most important economic activi-
ties in the world (Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018;
European Parlament, 2017), this sector, has been
influenced and transformed by this new type of
economy (Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018; Cheng,
2016; Guttentag, 2015; Heo, 2016; Tussyadiah &
Pesonen, 2016). One of these recent effects is the
increasing number of individuals who are willing to
share temporarily what they own with tourists (e.g.
the house or car) or what they do (e.g. meals or ex-
cursions) (European Parlament, 2017). This type
of behaviour of the supplier associated with the
need for a greater authenticity of the experiences
lived by the tourists (Paulauskaite, Powell, Coca-

Stefaniak & Morrison, 2017; Stors & Kagermeier,
2015) permits this type of economy to continue
to grow at a steep pace in tourism (Heo, 2016).
Furthermore, it can be seen as a new opportunity
to develop sustainable tourism in rural and urban
territories (Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018).

Given the importance that tourism has as one
of the pioneering sectors for the growth of the
sharing economy (Lyons & Wearing, 2015, Sigala,
2015), the possibility to use this economy in a sus-
tainable tourism perspective (Aleksandrov & Fedo-
rova, 2018) and since it is still a recent phenome-
non, it is necessary to devote academic attention to
better understand it (Gutiérrez, García-Palomares,
Romanillos & Salas-Olmedo, 2017; Heo, 2016). In
the same line of thought, and recognizing the chal-
lenges and opportunities that the sharing economy
has for the tourism sector, the notable expansion of
academic studies with multiple perspectives being
investigated and it’s still unknown positive or ne-
gative impacts, a systematization allows a better
understanding of this field of study Thus, the cen-
tral purpose of this article is to contribute to a
clearer and broader view of knowledge in order to
encourage better reflection and make future rese-
arch more productive. For this, a systematic re-
view of the literature was made, given its many
advantages (Grant & Booth, 2009; Mihalache &
Mihalache 2015; Wang & Chugh 2014). 45 articles
were analysed and selected in the Scopus database
to synthesize the state of the art, identifying the
most relevant research flows, perceiving the kno-
wledge gaps found, as well as discussing and de-
bating ways for future research.

This article is divided into five sections. First,
the definitions associated with the subject under
study and the interrelationship between these two
concepts are presented and analysed. Subsequen-
tly, the methodology that underlies this study is
described. The results of the analysis, as well as
the discussion of the findings and recommenda-
tions for future research, are summarized in the
following section. Finally, in the last section, the
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conclusions and limitations of the article are pre-
sented.

2. Theoretical contextualization

2.1 Sharing economy

The contemporary world, characterized by its
constant change (Cunha, 2011; Diniz, 2013) and
globalization, creates new challenges for compa-
nies (Breda & Costa, 2013). In this context, one
type of economy - the sharing economy - has ac-
quired a relevant role today (Möhlmann, 2015).
It differs from the traditional economy, presenting
itself as a challenge to this and an alternative to
goods and services traditionally provided by long-
established industries (Möhlmann, 2015; Zerva,
Proserpio & Byers, 2015). Although it is not ne-
cessarily a new concept, since it originated from
a previously existing type of culture or consump-

tion practice - collaborative consumption (Kim, et
al., 2017) - it has been developing and increasing
its role in society. The sharing economy is also
called peer economy (Möhlmann, 2015, Zervas et
al., 2015), a collaborative economy (Paulauskaite,
et al., 2017), collaborative trade (Sigala, 2015) or
hyperconnectivity economy (Rifkin, 2015). It is vi-
ewed as a new socioeconomic system (Tussyadiah
& Pesonen, 2016) or hybrid alternative economic
model (Rifkin, 2015; Dredge & Gyimóthy, 2015),
facilitated by the digital age (Belk, 2014; Dredge &
Gyimóthy, 2015) and a viable alternative to meet
a variety of consumer needs (Zerva et al., 2015).
This type of economy seeks to combine, in ad-
dition to economic aspects, the social aspects of
sharing (Belarmino, Whalen, Koh & Bowen, 2017)
and allows "the creation, production, distribution
and shared consumption of goods and resources
between individuals"Tussyadiah & Pesonen (2016,
p.1022). It has certain characteristics which are
summarized in table 1.

Table 1 | Main features of the sharing economy

Source: Self-elaboration

This economy allows individuals to play a
more active role and to co-create their experiences
(Zhang, Jahromi & Kizildag, 2018) both as sup-
pliers of products and as consumers because they
have greater active participation in the decision
processes (Belarmino et al., 2017). It also allows
for greater interaction between suppliers and con-
sumers, because in this new economy, "ownership

and access are shared by people creating, trans-
mitting and exchanging their products and servi-
ces"(Richard & Cleveland, 2016, p.239).

This concept has thus grown exponentially
(Gutt & Herrmann, 2015, Richard & Cleveland,
2016; Zhang et al., 2018) thanks to a set of phe-
nomena of the present era such as: 1) the re-
markable progress of information technologies and
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the Internet (Belk, 2014; Bowen & Whalen, 2017;
Cunha & Auriani, 2015; Kim et al.2017; Lampi-
nen & Cheshire, 2016; Lu & Kandampully 2016;
Stors & Kagermeier,2016; Tussyadiah & Pesonen,
2016; Zhang et al, 2017) which allow the cons-
truction of platforms and promote communica-
tion between the supplier and the service consu-
mer (Bowen & Whalen, 2017, Oskam & Boswijk,
2016); 2) the ease these platforms have of allowing
the supplier to use their assets to produce addi-
tional revenue (Bowen & Whalen, 2017);3) the
lower cost of these services and products (Zhang
et al., 2017); 4) the current behaviour of the citi-
zen who prefers to share his assets as a source of
income rather than working for a company (Belar-
mino et al., 2017); and 5) the shift of values to
post-materialistic positions (Stors & Kagermeier,
2015). As a consequence, a growing variety of go-
ods and services have adopted this economy (Be-
larmino et al., 2017, Bowen & Whalen, 2017, Kim
et al., 2017, Zhang et al., 2018).

However, despite the importance of this con-
cept and its consequences for a panoply of indus-
tries such as finance, food, transport and tourism
(Decropt, Chiappa, Mallargé & Zidda, 2017) its
evolution has created not only opportunities but
also animosities on the part of many traditional
companies because they feel that this economy
operates in unfair competition (Bowen & Whalen,
2017).

2.2 The relationship between tourism, sustai-
nability and sharing economy

Tourism, a fundamental economic activity in
many regions (Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018; Az-
nar, Sayeras, Rocafort & Galiana, 2017), is a dyna-
mic and constantly changing sector (Costa, 2013),
which has in globalization and technological evolu-
tion the greatest contribution to its transformation
(Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018; Cunha & Abran-
tes, 2013; Diniz, 2013; Kim et al., 2017; Martin-

Fuentes, Fernandez, Mateu & Marine-Roig, 2017).
The sharing economy, associated with this globali-
zation and the advancement of the Internet, has in-
fluenced and transformed many aspects of the tou-
rism sector (Aleksandrov & Fedorova 2018; Cheng,
2016; Ert, Fleischer & Magen 2016; Forno & Gari-
baldi, 2015; Guttentag, 2015; Heo, 2016; Paulaus-
kaite, et al., 2017; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016).
It presents opportunities and challenges for the sec-
tor’s businesses as well as tourist destinations (Tus-
syadiah, 2015), as they can better meet the needs
of tourists by offering a range of alternative tourist
services (European Parliament, 2017). Similarly,
the tourist, the centrepiece in tourism, can ob-
tain significant benefits from this economy model
(Kim et al., 2017) such as: 1) renting a car (Zip-
car or Getaround); 2) find local food (Eatwith or
Meal Sharing); 3) accommodation (Airbnb, Cou-
chSurfing, HomeExchange, HomeAway or Roomo-
rama) (Ert et al., 2016; Hasegawa, et al., 2019;
Heo, 2016; Kim et al., 2017; Martin-Fuentes,et
al.,2018); or 4) use tourist guide services (Vaya-
ble) (Ert et al., 2016) The sharing economy also
plays a relevant role in response to new trends in
tourism consumer behaviour (Paulauskaite, et al.,
2017, Stors & Kagermeier, 2015). In fact, the
tourist is more dynamic, interventionist (Cunha,
2011; Cunha & Auriani, 2015), awake to the new
technologies (acquisition of products/services and
personalized choices) (Cunha & Abrantes, 2013),
requiring opportunities to co-create and experience
authentic and unique experiences (Cunha, 2011;
Cunha & Abrantes., 2013; Diniz, 2013; Forno &
Garibaldi, 2015; Moby, et al., 2017; Paulauskaite,
et al., 2017; Stors & Kagermeier, 2015). This
new form of behaviour is in line with the current
economy - the economy of experience - based on
quality, creativity, authenticity and the opportunity
to offer unique experiences (Aleksandrov & Fedo-
rova 2018; Cunha, 2011; Cunha & Abrantes, 2013,
Diniz, 2013). The sharing economy may help achi-
eve this experience making a trip more authentic
and unique (Aleksandrov & Fedorova, 2018). Con-
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sequently, this industry benefits significantly from
this sharing economy (European Parliament, 2017;
Stors & Kagermeier, 2015) and is considered one
of the pioneering sectors for its growth (Lyons &
Wearing, 2015; Sigala, 2015). However, this mo-

del has also obtained negative criticism because it
can also have significant negative impacts on tou-
rism (Table 2) create difficulties in tourism that
desire to achieve sustainability.

Table 2 | Main impacts of the sharing economy on tourism

Source: Own-elaboration

Despite these impacts, the sharing economy
may lighten the process of capitalizing on the na-
tural, cultural and social resources of any terri-
tory having an important role in the development
of sustainable tourism (Aleksandrov & Fedorova,
2018). Therefore, this economy can be in line
with what sustainable tourism is since sustainabi-
lity in tourism implies “takes full account of its cur-
rent and future economic, social and environmen-
tal impacts, addressing the needs of visitors, the
industry, the environment and host communities”
United Nation Environment Programme & Uni-
ted Nation World Tourism Organization (UNEP
& UNWTO, 2005, p.11). This requires a ba-
lance between the environmental (environmental
purity/ resource efficiency/ physical integrity/ bio-
logical diversity), socio-cultural (visitor fulfilment/
community wellbeing/ protect culture richness)
and economic dimensions (economic viability/ lo-
cal prosperity/ employment quality) (Korez-Vide,
2013).

Notwithstanding the importance of the theme
for tourism, this relationship between sharing eco-
nomy and tourism, as a result of being a recent
phenomenon, has great challenges and an uncer-
tain future in the context of tourism (Heo, 2016)
and sustainability (Zhao & Peng, 2019). Clearly,

there are several gaps in multiple fields of study
from various perspectives, and it is necessary to
better understand this phenomenon in the field of
tourism (Gutiérrez, et al., 2017; Heo, 2016; Moby,
Suess & Lehto, 2017; Steylaerts & Dubhghail,
2012).

3. Methodology

Systematically analysing the accumulated kno-
wledge of a given topic is an important step in any
discipline (Williams & Plouffe, 2007). Thus, to
consolidate the literature on this topic, a systema-
tic review of the literature was carried out, which
is a transparent scientific process that avoids bias
(Cook, Mulrow e Haynes, 1997; Denyer e Tran-
field, 2009; Tranfield, Denyer & Smart, 2003).
This type of revision was selected because it al-
lows a better systematization and organization of
the accumulated literature in a certain scientific
area (Grant & Booth, 2009; Mihalache & Mihala-
che 2015; Smith, Devane, Begley e Clarke, 2011;
Tranfield, et al., 2003; Wang & Chugh 2014) and
avoids bias (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009; Tranfield
et al., 2003). As it also allows for the description
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of instructions for future research (Baumeister &
Leary, 1997; Cooper, 2003) it is a type of review
that best fits the achievement of the objectives ou-
tlined. The article follows the proposal to appro-
ach the five stages of a systematic review described
by Khan, Kunz, Kleinenen, and Antes (2003) and
Denyer and Tranfield (2009). They can be sum-
marized as: 1. Framing the question (question
formulation); 2. Identifying relevant work (loca-
ting studies); 3. Assessing the quality of studies
(selecting and evaluating studies); 4. Summari-
zing the evidence (analysis and synthesis) and 5.
Interpreting the Findings (reporting and using the
results). These steps are detailed below:

Step 1 - Question formulation:
The literature review, to be of quality, needs well-
formulated questions (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009),
clear and precise (Khan et al., 2003) before begin-
ning the review work (Denyer & Tranfield, 2009;
Khan et al.2003). Thus, three key questions were
defined: 1) what is the current state of the art of
research? 2) Thus sharing economy interferes with
sustainability in tourism? and 3) what are the li-
mitations of the studies and the paths for future
research?

Step 2 and 3 - Locating, selecting and evaluating
studies:
To cover the full range of scientific articles, the da-
tabase was searched on Scopus. So as to identify
the relevant publications within the topic under
study in order to achieve the objectives outlined
in the introduction section, the following search
terms and combinations were examined: “sharing
economy”, “tourism”, “sustainable tourism” and
“tourism products” An advanced search was per-
formed using the Boolean operator "AND"since it
was intended to combine the two concepts that
should arise in the fields “title, abstract, keywords”.
The results of this research are presented in the
following table (Table 3).

Table 3 | Main results of database searches

Source: Self-elaboration

The main selection criteria were:

(i) The inclusion of journal articles with em-
pirical and peer-reviewed analyses, conside-
red to be the most valid for researchers
(Creswell, 2009; Podsakoff, 2005; Williams
& Plouffe, 2007). Thus, books, book chap-
ters, encyclopedias, book review, editorials,
errata, literary reviews and other publicati-
ons without arbitration, were excluded;

(ii) Afterward, the abstracts were read and
the articles that best fitted the selection were
chosen, namely based on their contribution
to answering the questions of the present
work, their relevance to the topic (Sarka &
Ipsen, 2017) and the quality of the scientific
journal, as suggested by Truong (2014);

(iii) Subsequently, from these articles a
further selection was made by the snowbal-
ling method of the main authors mentioned,
that is, the authors with relevant searches
for the subject in question referenced in the
articles analysed (using the Google Scholar
database for their research). The full texts
were thus chosen and read, as suggested by
Sarka and Ipsen (2017), of 45 articles.

Step 4 -Analysis and synthesis
This analysis was based on content analysis be-
cause it “provides verifiable and substantiated
conclusions about the evolution of the research”
(Xiao & Smith, 2006, p.491). Each article was
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examined with special attention to its theoreti-
cal foundations, data collection and processing
methods, discussion of results, its limitations and
suggestions for future research.

In the next section, the last step of the syste-
matic review - reporting the findings (step 5) will
be specified.

4. Results and discussion

4.1 Main areas of study and conclusions

The analysed articles follow several lines of re-
search that, after content analysis, were grouped,
in four main topics as it shows graphically figure1.

Figure 1 | Percentage of articles in each research area
Source: Self-elaboration

From figure 1 it can be seen that factors influ-
encing tourist behaviour in the sharing economy
(ii) are the more study area with 46% followed
by the impacts that this economy has on desti-

nations, accommodations and Residents/hosts (i)
with 38%. It is also clear that the areas of study
are not evenly divided and some areas are divided
into subtopics as shown in table 4.
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Table 4 | Main areas of research

Source: Self-elaboration

4.1.1 Impacts of the sharing economy in tourism (i)

a) Tourism destinations:
The results of Gutiérrez et al. (2017) show

that the sharing economy, specifically at an ac-
commodation level, can have a negative impact in
certain parts of the city given the increase in tou-
rism pressure related to the recent expansion of
Airbnb. Moreover, according to Horn & Merante
(2017), shared accommodation affects the rental
market in the city, increasing rents by an average
of 5% per year.

With a more positive view of the impact of
the sharing economy, Aznar et al. (2017) report
that the presence of Airbnb apartments is a va-
riable that measures the attractiveness of the lo-

cation for a tourist and that therefore can have
a positive impact on the profitability of a busi-
ness. With a study that seeks to project the fu-
ture impacts of this type of economy, Oskam and
Boswijk (2016) outlined four different scenarios
that illustrate the extreme results of the variables
under study. Destinations where vacation rentals
are banned, discourage innovation in their hospi-
tality sectors. They can see an unchanged market
if growth is limited ("status quo"), but also an
oligopolistic market and gentrification ("Exclusi-
vity") in more popular destinations. More permis-
sive regulations can have the effects Airbnb por-
trays positive economic and socio-cultural impact,
support for new businesses, small-scale tourism -
in moderate growth destinations ("Experimenta-
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tion"). But for high-demand destinations, the re-
sults can become catastrophic ("Commercializa-
tion”). This means that there is no future vision
of "one-size-fits-all"short-term rental and that hos-
pitality and tourism professionals, as well as policy-
makers, must consider the characteristics of their
destination.

b) Accommodation:
There are also two very different views on this

topic namely:
Zervas et al. (2015) estimate that there is a

significant causal impact on hotel revenue and that
this is in the range of 8 to 10%, not being uniform
in all hotels The pressure exerted by the sharing
accommodation on the hotel industry is still per-
ceived by Guttentag (2015). The author concludes
that traditional mid-range / high-end accommoda-
tion is likely to be replaced by the sharing economy
housing, primarily by wealthier guests or those who
travel with children, as they prefer to stay in the
comfort and privacy of homes. Guttentag and
Smith (2017) follow the same line of thought, re-
vealing the pressure that the sharing economy hou-
sing can have on traditional hospitality since there
are more and more users of this service (about two-
thirds of tourists used Airbnb as a substitute for
the hotel). Similarly, low-cost housing is more li-
kely to be replaced by peer-to-peer hosting network
offerings (Guttentag & Smith, 2017; Hajibaba &
Dolnicar, 2017).

Contrary to these data, Choi et al. (2015), Gi-
nindza and Tichaawa (2017) and Lu and Kandam-
pully (2016) mention that the presence of the sha-
ring accommodation in the region has no impact
on hotel profitability because the Airbnb platform
has a different market niche, not competing with
conventional hotels (Ginindza & Tichaawa, 2017).

c) Stakeholders (residents / hosts):
Concerning, the negative impacts, one of the

most mentioned is the loss of permanent neigh-

bours and overall sense of community due to con-
versions of residential properties to STVRs and the
influx of transient guests (Yeager, et al., 2019) due
to the increase in the price of the square metre of
the premises dedicated to the commerce of the sur-
roundings (Fierro & Salmón, 2018). This fact can
lead to a gentrification of the locality and a dis-
placement out of that place (imbalance) (Fierro
& Salmón, 2018; Yeager, et al., 2019). The resi-
dents are aware of the negative impacts that the
sharing economy may have, but that this is cau-
sed more by the lack of regulation and inefficient
management and planning than by the nature of
this economy (Jordan & Moore, 2017). Edelman
& Luca (2014) also report that there is evidence
of the impact of racial discrimination on the price
of sharing housing and these differences highlight
the risk of discrimination in online markets.

Regarding the positive impacts, Fang et al.
(2016) defend that the sharing economy benefits
the entire tourism industry by generating new jobs.

4.1.2 Behaviour/motivational factors and the sha-
ring economy (ii)

a) Host:
Summarily the preponderant factors that con-

tribute to shared housing hosts providing their ser-
vices are: the income (Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016),
the social interaction (desire to make friends)
(Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016; Kim et al., 2017),
the sharing of space and experiences (Karlsson &
Dolnicar, 2016; Kim et al., 2017), and reciprocity
(Kim et al., 2017).

Two articles analyse compare different behavi-
ours. Li et al. (2015) compare professional and
non-professional hosts and conclude that there are
significant differences in operational and finan-
cial performance between professional and non-
professional hosts, with the former having more
daily revenue and higher occupancy rates (the
importance of professionalization). Gutt and Her-
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rmann (2015) compare the host’s behaviour and
mentioned that when they obtained a higher rating
(star) in their lodgings, they showed a significant
increase in prices, on average € 2.69 more than
the others (increase motivation).

b) Tourists:
With regard to the preponderant factors that

contribute to the choice of services based on the
sharing economy, it can be referred that besides
practical reasons (location, utility, quality of servi-
ces, less bureaucracy, space for cooking, more flexi-
bility) (Bie et al., 2018; Stors & Kagermeier, 2015;
Tussyadiah & Zach, 2016) and financial benefits
(Decrop et al., 2017; Forno et al., 2015; Lampi-
nen & Cheshire, 2016; Möhlmann, 2015; Stors &
Kagermeier, 2015; Tussyadiah 2015; Tussyadiah
& Pesonen. 2016) there are other significant fac-
tors. Within these, the human factors (e.g.: direct
help to owners) (Bie et al., 2018), the hedonic and
symbolic motives (Decrop et al., 2017), reciprocity
(mutual benefit) (Forno et al., 2015; Geiger et al.,
2017; Hellwing et al., 2014), the sharing of experi-
ence (guest and host) (Geiger et al. 2017; Hellwing
et al., 2014), familiarity (Möhlmann, 2015; Pau-
lauskaite et al., 2017; Schuckert et al. 2017),
trust (Forno et al., 2015), capital experience (non-
material benefits) (Hellwing et al.,2014), unique
hospitality experience (Schuckert et al., 2017; Tus-
syadiah & Zach, 2016), the desire to know others
and fit into a different cultural context – social
interaction (Belarmino et al., 2017; Forno et al.,
2015; Hellwing et al., 2014; Paulauskaite et al.,
2017; Schuckert et al. 2017), authenticity (Pau-
lauskaite et al., 2017; Stors & Kagermeier, 2015;
Schuckert et al. 2017; Tussyadiah & Pesonen.
2016), the social aspects of sustainability (Tussya-
diah, 2015) and moral benefits (Molz, 2013), have
a lasting value for the individual (Hellwing et al.,
2014).

Ert et al. (2016), also reinforce the perceived
reliability of the host (host photo) and the qua-
lity of online reviews (Yeager et al., 2019) as a

relevant component to purchase decisions toward
sharing economy.

4.1.3 Experience of tourists in the sharing eco-
nomy (iii)

The results of these articles demonstrate that
there are sharing economy experiences that can
be felt with a certain uniformity in different cultu-
res (Brochado et al., 2017) and these experiences
compared with those in conventional accommoda-
tion do not differ significantly Mody et al (2017).
However, Steylaerts and Dubhghaill (2012) men-
tions that CouchSurfing has added value to the
experience related to the sharing economy due to
the authenticity factor perceived by the guests.

4.1.4 Price and categories determinants of the
sharing economy (iv)

Gibbs et al. (2017) and Wang and Nicolau
(2017) reveal that in many aspects the factors
that influence accommodation prices are similar to
those found in traditional hotels (eg: site, property
attributes, amenities, services, rental rules, custo-
mer reviews, uniqueness, and authenticity. Howe-
ver, Wang and Nicolau (2017) identified varia-
bles as unique in the context of sharing economy
based accommodation rentals, such as the prices
are lower if the property offers breakfast, which
is inconsistent with the findings in the hotel in-
dustry. While following the same topic, Zhang
et al. (2018) pursue a different line of thought
concerning price determinants. According to these
authors, functional and social values (pre-stage)
are stimulators to pay a premium price, emotional
value is important to clients (middle stage) and
social value is associated with willingness to pay a
premium price (post-stage). Regarding categories,
the results of Martin-Fuentes et al. (2018) sug-
gest that a hotel classification linked to the sha-
ring economy can usually be inferred by different
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criteria (number of evaluations, price, punctuation
and user wish lists) that have nothing to do with
the official criteria of conventional hotels.

4.2 Analysis of the methodology of articles

The figure 2 shows that of the 45 articles sur-
veyed, eight adopted the qualitative methodology
(18%), 28 quantitative methodologies (62%) and
9 used triangulation (20%).

Figure 2 | Percentage of articles regarding the methodology
Source: Own elaboration

The vast majority of quantitative surveys are
online self-administered questionnaires. It is ne-

cessary, however, to take into account the problem
of bias of this type of online data collection tool
(Hoek, Pearson, James, Lawrence, & Friel, 2017).
Finally, one last element to emphasize is the use of
several articles with documentary analysis in their
researches. Although it is a recurring and relevant
data collection method, it has the disadvantage of
a possible bias because the articles may not legi-
bly present the data. This situation may limit and
condition the interpretations and analysis of the
results by putting in question its findings (Soares,
Pereira, Suzuki & Emmendoerfer, 2011).

4.3. Identification of future research

Given that the topic analysed is a recent area
in tourism, there are some gaps delineated either
by the investigators analysed or by the conclusions
drawn from the readings of the articles. Through
the analysis of content, it was possible to syste-
matize these gaps and with that, to define new
research opportunities, as shown in table 5.
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Table 5 | Summary of key gaps and future research on the sharing economy in tourism

Source: Self-elaboration

5. Conclusion

The sharing economy stems from the technolo-
gical and behavioural evolution of the current era.
Economic activities must remain in constant evo-
lution and adaptation to avoid harmful effects on
their sectors. Tourism is one of the sectors where
the integration of the concept of the sharing eco-
nomy has been growing. Synthesizing the answers
to the questions of the research paper:

1) What is the current state of the art of re-
search? According to the articles analysed,

the impacts that this type of economy has
on tourism remain dubious and fragmented.
For example, in terms of destinations or tou-
rist activities, there is no consensus to allow
a definitive conclusion [see for example Gu-
tiérrez et al. (2017) or Horn and Merante
(2017) in contrast to Aznar et al. (2017)].
It can be concluded therefore that there is
still a lack of empirical evidence to consoli-
date or confirm the knowledge on this topic.
This lack of consolidation of knowledge can
come from empirical studies analysed, since
many of them do not allow generalisations
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and are dependent on the culture where the
research is inserted, the nature of the topic
or the limitation of the articles analysed, that
do not allow deeper conclusions.

2) The sharing economy has significant eco-
nomic and social impacts – both in a posi-
tive (ex: employment/authenticity – tourist
satisfaction) and negative way (eg: gentri-
fication; destination pressure). However, its
real role in contributing to a more sustaina-
ble tourism destination is not consensual and
needs further research.

3) What are the limitations of the studies
and the paths for future research? Several
gaps were found and systematized according
to the authors analysed. However, in terms
of sustainability, it should be noted that no
article mentioned the impacts that this type
of economy can have on the environmental
level. Another relevant shortcoming is the
need for longitudinal studies to investigate
the long-term impacts on tourism destinati-
ons of the sharing economy.

It is hoped that this article, in terms of practical
implications, through a rigorous systematization of
the most relevant data, promotes the academic de-
bate on this subject. Besides, it is intended to
contribute to a more summarised view of the pro-
blems associated with this economy that can re-
duce its competitive advantage, and interfere with
the sustainability of the territories. For example,
improving technological efficiency, encouraging the
sharing economy host’s more sustainable professi-
onalism and behaviour, and differentiating tourism
products and services from the conventional ones
related to this economy are fundamental elements
for the sustainable future growth of this economy
in the sector analysed. As regards theoretical im-
plications, it was sought to enrich and interrelate
the body of tourism knowledge about the sharing
economy. Through a clear and organised presen-

tation of the theoretical bases and main areas of
study (four) on the topic under analysis, it was
intended to open doors to explore other fields of
research that stood out as relevant for the future
of this relationship, because there is still a long
way to go.
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