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5  Abstract

6 The sharing economy disrupts the marketplace and brings both benefits and

7  disadvantages into service ecosystems. We discuss principles of the S-D logic and

8 transformative service research, and explore the processes of value co-creation ar)éi co-

9  destruction of well-being within the ecosystem of the accommodation sharing ecynomy.
10  Following a brief period of euphoria, the dark side of the sharing economy emerges,
11  defined as the socially, environmentally or economically undesirable ei?%troduced
12 by the sharing economy. Airbnb introduced new realities for visitors, ngfghbourhoods,
13  the accommodation industry, and city councils, whereby sometakeholders are
14 frequently found to maximise their own value at the expensqgf others. Value co-
15  destruction prevails often due to uncontrolled and rapid expan #6n. We seek to promote
16  a more balanced process, and the optimisation of value {ieation, while seeking to
17  prevent value co-destruction. Using a literature review, ography, and a case-study,
18  we investigate co-creation and co-destruction, as exﬁﬁ by different stakeholders,
19  and focus on the socio-psychological implications e use of sharing platforms that
20 affectthe well-being of individuals and communy .Koconceptual framework is proposed
21  to manage future research addressing well- 7 value co-creation and co-destruction
22 in complex ecosystem service networks. %
23 Keywords: sharing economy, peer—t?le'é( accommodation, collaborative consumption,
24 Airbnb, transformative service reg grth, well-being, imbalance of value, ecosystems,
25  dark side, Barcelona /{”
26 1. Introduction ’/./
27  Advances in informagio#and communication technology empower the “sharing
28  paradigm” (Ndubis‘?é:ret & Wirtz, 2016; Wirtz et al., 2019). Sharing platforms have
29  beguntoopen uphew markets and opportunities, providing new forms of income, peer-
30 to-peer intergtion, and facilitating relationships (Pera & Viglia, 2016; Stofberg &
31  Bridoux, 201@)). Yet these new forms of value co-creation also reveal dark sides we need
32 to dealﬁth realistically (Malhotra & Van Alstyne, 2014), as these platforms have the
33  po to affect the well-being of individuals and entire communities (Anderson et al.,
34  20%3; Breidbach & Brodie, 2017). In the context of the sharing economy challenging
35  existing market structures to provide new wealth, they have also begun to disrupt roles
36 and boundaries of community actors, affecting their citizenship and psychological
37 ownership (Lee, Yang, & Koo, 2019). To address the dark sides of the accommodation
38 sharing economy (Stanford, 2017; Hwang, 2019; Baumber, Scerri, & Schweinsberg, 2019;
39  Richards, Brown, & Dilettuso, 2019; Suess, Woosnam, & Erul, 2020), we need to build
40 knowledge, identify critical factors, and seek to understand what comprises the ‘dark
41  side’ of the sharing economy. The dark side is defined as the socially, environmentally
42  or economically undesirable effects the adoption of new practice (i.e. the introduction
43  of sharing platforms) produces.
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1  Engagement platforms facilitate the exchange of resources that help build and
2 strengthen bonds between new communities (Breidbach & Brodie, 2017). The sharing
3 economy has particularly disrupted the hospitality sector with Airbnb, and the
4  automobile sharing sector through Uber (Altinay & Taheri, 2019; Chasin et al., 2018; Ert
5 & Fleischer, 2019). Their platforms attract unconventional participants to the market
6 because the new opportunities are providing income whilst also permitting immediacy
7  and personal interactions with customers (Osman, D’Acunto, & Johns, 2019; Simon &
8 Roederer, 2019; Tussyadiah, 2015). Airbnb feeds into the visitor economy of villages,
9 towns and cities and creates new wealth for local people. For example, in Barcelona
10  Airbnb boasts that it generated USD175 million in economic activity in one year gone
11 and supported more than 4000 jobs alongside 4000 accommodation units.
12 After only 11 years in existence, Airbnb was recently valued at over US $25 bﬁﬁion, while
13 Uber has an estimated value of $62.5 billion (Andreu, Bigné, Amaro &.}zlomo, 2020;
14 Leung, Xue, & Wen, 2019; Telles, 2016). The awe-inspiring impact thisgomplex, dynamic
15  phenomenon is having (Li & Wen, 2019) challenges not onlg wider commercial
16  structures (Trenz, Frey & Veit, 2018), but also the socio-econongic context within which
17  this value is co-created (Geissinger et al., 2019; Leung et alf 019; Ryu, Basu & Saito,
18  2019; Takeuchi et al., 2017). It thereby appears to tﬂ en the sustainability of
19 communities and their resources, although its true j Qgs are still debated as they
20 continue to emerge (UNWTO, 2018; McKinsey & WFI'W2017).
21  While national and local governments have }be/ég.islative power to rebalance value
22 construction processes, both peer—to—pee%%)/traditional accommodation providers
23 need new directions to deal with stakeho@ers and sharing platforms (Oklevik et al.,
24 2019). This requires us to understan w the new service economy is embedded in
25  community life, in neighbourhood 6&4 mongst families (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Wirtz et
26  al.,, 2019). These platforms attrytjhw visitors in droves, and create new, positive social
27  dynamics, inspiration andmyment that come with collaborative engagement
28 between locals and touri JrBeIk, 2010; Pera & Viglia, 2016; Simon & Roederer, 2019;
29  Stofberg & Bridoux, 221 WThe social upheaval and displacement of locals that sharing
30 platforms create, I%dwever, should also be fully investigated (Wang, Xiang, Yang, & Ma,
31 2019), to improy# our knowledge on how individual service providers and locals can
32 manage the c@éllenges of this disruption (Eckhardt et al., 2019; Wirtz et al., 2019).
33  This pa?'gxplores the bright and dark sides of the sharing economy in its hitherto
34  largest Qomain, the visitor market. It investigates individual stakeholders’ needs in the
35 coﬂlex service ecosystem and identifies conflicts. It then analyses Barcelona as a best-
36 case scenario and explores sharing economy impacts, winners and losers this city
37  experienced. The paper explores how management and legislation can ameliorate the
38 dark side and optimise benefits whilst examining the effectiveness of governance
39  policies, enforcement, monitoring systems and management schemes. Finally, the study
40 elaborates on how to co-create value for the wider community, providers, and locals
41  living in the neighbourhoods where the sharing economy operates, and proposes a
42  framework to balance stakeholder interests by establishing community generated
43  thresholds.
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1  These thresholds need to be based on the community’s values which operate in these
2 neighbourhoods and reflect how social life is performed, and how individuals and
3 families perceive their quality of life (Swidler 2001; Sirgy et al., 2019; Diener, Tamir, &
4  Scollon, 2006). New psychological measures of crowding, suitable for urban
5 environments are needed (Butler, 2020), that include perceptions of safety and
6  trustworthiness (Ert & Fleischer, 2019), enjoyment of meeting tourists (Simon &
7 Roederer, 2019), and social distance measures to both tourists and other locals (Osman,
8 D’Acunto & lJohns, 2019). Our research questions are guided by the goals of
9  Transformative Service Research (Anderson et al., 2013). Our aim is to improve the
10  balance between stakeholders and optimise value co-creation. We suggest to engploy
11  basic regulatory measures, and carefully monitor and manage the effects of gharing
12 platform usage on locals and the social fabrics of neighbourhoods. Positive agd negative
13 effects are thereby expressed in levels of well-being (e.g., Ryan and Deci, %901) and their
14  continued development of practice (e.g., Swindler, 2001). These ?Vchological and
15  socio-psychological measures, which need to be developed or adaptéd to this complex
16  and dynamic phenomenon, are indicated and discussed throug}®ut. To address these
17  issues, we are guided by the following distinct, but overlappi% research questions:
18 RQ1l: How does value co-creation and co—destdk’n occur in the sharing
19 economy? Wog
20 RQ2: What are manifestations of the brigh'%)rf/ érk side of sharing economy?
21 RQ3: What are the needs of differen('gﬁkeholders in the sharing economy
22 ecosystem?
23 RQ4: What legislation and regula'f n measures are required to reduce conflicts?
24 RQ5: How can you facilita;e/gﬁ—creation and eliminate co-destruction of well-
25 being for all stakep8efrs?
26 Y4
27  2.Research approachjnﬁnethods
28  Three different res&:?rch methods used here triangulate and identify factors, themes and
29 dimensions t?;@ucidate stakeholder positions on impacts, benefits and downsides of
30 using sharing¥platforms. They uncover where research gaps can be found to monitor
31  needs, ?(fv\;vhere to develop threshold tools and measures. The methods involve a
32  systemadtic literature review, netnographic research and a case study. The theoretical
33 unﬁrpinnings of co-creation and well-being are discussed in the context of the sharing
34  economy and community. They sensitise the analyses of online discussions and the case
35  study of Barcelona, and stretch across the five domains affected by the sharing economy
36 (Li and Wen, 2019). We use service theory (Vargo & Lusch, 2016; Anderson & Ostrom,
37 2015) to uncover the relevance and needs for the study and development of
38  psychological constructs of crowding, quality of life, and of well-being in dynamic urban
39  environments, in which the opportunities of sharing economy platforms are growing.
40  2.1. Literature review on the Sharing Economy
41 A comprehensive literature review provided more than 150 publications indexed in
42  Scopus related to the sharing economy. Those focusing on our core-constructs of value

3
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1  co-creation and co-destruction and the sharing economy were selected. The search
2 produced 23 articles using the following terms in the ‘titles, abstract or keywords’ search
3 box: “value co-creation AND sharing economy”, “value co-creation AND collaborative
4  consumption”, “value co-creation AND peer-to-peer accommodation”, and “value co-
5  creation AND sharing economy”. Because the sharing economy is embedded in a wider
6 ecology of service providers and resources (Vargo & Lusch 2016), we also included a
7  brief review of Transformative Service Research (Anderson et al., 2013) and well-being
8 asits desired outcome for communities and citizens.
9  2.2. Sharing economy: A netnographic research
10  Netnography can be used for marketing research in online communities (KozinetyZOOZ).
11 A netnographic study of comments posted on 25 different Airbnb-related grgups (Table
12 1) defined the range of stakeholders and their interests. There are more #fian 100,000
13 members in these groups who, in one year, logged more than 4500 pog#s. Out of those,
14 650 substantial posts were purposefully selected for their commeés, and 352 were
15 analysed in depth. The on-line discussions on the sharing economfand Airbnb included
16  both hosts and guests, as well as other stakeholders who a?l ulated opinions on co-
17  creation. A systematic review of comments captured Jjor themes relating to
18 advantages, disadvantages, negative impacts and disappgmtments sharing platforms
19  bring. An iterative process of grouping attributes of “Whe égi;nht side’ and ‘the dark side’
20 by stakeholder group highlighted praises andﬁa‘/rpézlints and were matched with
21  appropriate literature. {o/
22 The disruptiveness the sharing economyﬂaﬂbrought to the market place is itself
23 evidence that we do not yet know e u%to confidently go forth with hypothesis
24  formation. Instead, and for the time}eifg, there is a need to rely on regulation to curb
25  material excesses that disenfrancﬁ,iséﬂocals, and research of how socio-psychological
26  measures can help balance sta rder interests as suggested by the UNWTO (2018), in
27  view of social change. Ho v% precisely this change and its downsides need to be
28  understood and monitor .{T?\sert Table 1 about here]
29  Table 1. Airbnb disgw@on groups researched on Facebook
We Love Our Air%b Guests! Airbnb Hosts UK
Airbnb's Fin S‘t/'I-|osts Airbnb Professional Hosts - USA
Airbnb guo!?s Host Airbnb Italia
Airbnb%st Network Airbnb Portugal
Airbmb Host Club Airbnb Host Los Angeles
nb Espaifia comunidad Airbnb Whole Home Hosts
Intercambio Airbnb Espaia Airbnb Hosts UK Chat Group
Anfitriones Airbnb Espafia Airbnb Host Community - Vent, Recommend,
Barcelona Experience Hosts and Discuss
Airbnb Barcelona Hosts Airbnb Hosts Blacklist
Airbnb Greece - Greek Hosts AirBnB Guests Blacklist
Airbnb - Booking | Greek Hosts Airbnb guests blacklist UK
Airbnb Greece - Greek Host Community Airbnb Humor
30

31
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1 2.3. Sharing economy: The Case of Barcelona
2 Barcelonais an example of leadership in the applied analysis of value co-destruction and
3 the exploration of how governments and planning authorities can deal with the dark
4  side of the sharing economy. Barcelona is a first-mover in managing the sharing
5 economy through a comprehensive strategy to resolve the problems of uncontrolled
6 growth of Airbnb, using regulations (Zerva et al., 2018). Understanding how Barcelona
7  is dealing with the sharing economy offers a benchmark for other regions to follow, and
8 provides a frame of reference for future, mid-level theory building to balance
9 stakeholder interests and optimise their well-being. A data triangulation strategy helps
10  gaina holistic perspective of the Barcelona case (Yin, 2015) using data from four sggftces,
11  namely: 1) secondary data provided by the Municipality of Barcelona, such &s open
12 access destination information, legislative acts, local development plans, béliness and
13 media reports; 2) a focus group discussion with 8 managers from the é%rcelona City
14 Urban Department and Tourism Department; 3) an in-depth interviey#vith the Director
15 of the Barcelona City Council Inspection Service of the Urgan Department; 4)
16  observations from one policy forum and 3 stakeholder wgrkshops. Triangulation
17  enabled the development of a comprehensive understandiﬁ of the context and the
18  strategic and tactical issues and needs involved. d
19 3. Literature Review: Underpinning Constructs &0’}/
20 3.1 The sharing economy ecosystem //
21  The concept of service ecosystems facilitat { h-level view on the sharing economy,
22  asit embeds value co-creation in the wide? Ology of society, its regulatory structures,
23 institutions and environments (Vargo usch, 2016). Within this complex ecology,
24 sharing actors exchange resources, wh ct, and create value and meaning, stability and
25  reliability through repeated ex f to each other (Vargo & Akaka, 2012). Habitual
26  activities thereby create fayz?ﬁty, trust (Ert & Fleischer, 2019), and community
27  (Swindler, 2001) at the mj ‘&zal of consumer and provider, while contributing to the
28  formation of service ecosigeéms at the macro-level of society and economy (Edvardsson,
29  Tronvoll, & Grubev,éOll; Quero & Ventura, 2019; Vargo & Akaka, 2012). The
30 accommodation;\’aring economy operates within this wider ecosystem, overlaps with
31 several socio‘ztonomic and psychological domains, relies on institutions, and takes
32 advantage of internet connectivity and engagement platforms (Breidbach & Brodie,
33 2017) t@hpport individuals to share underutilised resources that they own with people
34  whogre seeking those resources.
35 Toémmarise the relevant ecosystem, the collaborative consumption afforded by
36  sharing platforms affects resources in five heterogeneous domains (Li & Wen, 2019).
37  First, the economy is affected, as costs can be reduced, and resources better utilised
38 (Belk, 2014). Second, technology is challenged and advanced, and third, the ecology is
39 affected as, for example, shared consumption uses fewer resources (Amasawa et al.,
40  2018). Fourth, society is affected, because during interactions with visitors, social and
41  cultural resources are shared. Dispersed individuals can then profit or form new
42  communities when engaging with each other using sharing platforms (Belk, 2007; Viglia,
43  Pera, & Bigné, 2018). Fifth, local institutions are called upon to regulate and benefit from
44  the new influx of visitors.
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1  To participate in such a complex system of co-creation, accommodation providers need
2 tohelpinestablishing collaborative experience outcomes (Simon & Roederer, 2019) and
3 social benefits for all involved as they engage with sharing platforms (Stofberg & Bridoux,
4  2019). According to Stofberg and Bridoux (2019), sharing through a peer-to-peer sharing
5  platform can provide at least two forms of social benefits: benefits that come from
6 belonging to a community where altruism guides transactions (i.e., communal sharing)
7  and benefits that come from transacting with partners who are seen as equal on the
8  basis of balanced reciprocity. Lee, Yang and Koo (2019) further establish that providers’
9 relationship with the sharing platform influences psychological ownership and
10  organisational citizenship, here, the kinds of participation and responsibility indiviguals
11 develop. Yet, how do stakeholders perceive their own and the providers’ impacg®n the
12 wider community and its institutions? How far do they reach across, or hgy inclusive
13 are their trust, psychological ownership, citizenship, and care for weII—b@\g, and how
14  can it be extended? /I.
15 3.2 Co-creation and Co-destruction of Well-Being &
16  Providers and visitors engage in their activities to create well; éing for themselves and
17  others. Well-being is understood as optimal functioning%xperience (Ryan & Deci,
18  2001), as being in equilibrium (Parsons, 1951), or as a statef being in which locals and
19  visitors can be all that they are capable of. WeII—beiné"y/g:areby a general, subjective
20  evaluation of life in terms of meaningfulness,io igle emotions, engagement and
21  satisfaction, as well as relationships and s ?{S(Seligman, 2002). People always
22 perceive happiness subjectively, yet usual y co-create it socially, implicating not
23 only local hosts, but also their neighbourh s, communities and resources (Luhmann,
24 1995; Parsons, 1951; Zhang & Veenhow%, 2008).
25  Co-creation theory in the shariré, @ntext is still either case-specific or contextual
26 (Breidbach and Brodie, 2017 Ucf not yet generalisable. It is therefore narrow in
27  predictability but high in coﬁ'%(ity (Geiger, Horbel, & Germelmann, 2018; Camilleri &
28  Neuhofer, 2017). There isfc' oretical tension between substantive case knowledge and
29  context free theory,a%:h macro-level. It calls for an argued consensus on how best to
30 conceptualise valu# and value co-creation in accommodation sharing. Who is involved,
31 and how strongl/, who is affected, and who or what is most influential, to secure its
32 success fo??fnd how? Failure in modelling interactions correctly can end in value co-
33  destructjgil, such as: loss of social license for the platform and peer-to-peer providers,
34  loss of Meighbourhoods or sense of community for locals, loss of authenticity or income
35 fo%als and providers.
36  3.3. Experiencing Community and Transformative Service Research
37  Transformative Service Research (TSR) proposes a coherent approach to framing Airbnb
38 research. Itidentifies and models the determinants of well-being that services are meant
39  to achieve for communities and formalises service theory at the middle level of theory
40 development (Anderson, Ostrom, & Bitner, 2011; Blocker & Barrios, 2015; Finsterwalder
41 etal, 2017). TSR has conceptual parallels with the service-dominant logic (SDL) (Vargo
42 & Lusch, 2008). These include, the holistic approaches of TSR and SDL; systems thinking;
43  the method of addressing entities or actors within such system(s); the inclusion of the
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wider environment; and “their focus on the co-creative and interactive nature of well-
being generation and value co-creation” (Kuppelwieser & Finsterwalder, 2016, p.91).

1

2

3 TSR is defined as service research that strives to create uplifting improvements and
4  changes in the well-being of individuals (consumers and employees), families, social
5 networks, communities, cities, nations, collectives, and ecosystems (Anderson et al.,
6 2011). Instead of focusing only on profits, market share and consumer satisfaction, TSR
7 is also interested in other (not necessarily conflicting) outcomes such as access,
8  mitigating vulnerability, well-being, happiness, quality of life, equity, and decreasing
9 disparity (Uysal et al., 2016). TSR aims at improving consumer and societal welfare
10  through service and “builds on the notion of a transformative service econo hat
11  improves the relationships among social, economic, and environmental §ystems
12 through respectful, collaborative, and sustainable interactions” (Rosenbaun%t al., 2011:

13 3). o

14  Transformative experiences involve activity, change, learning and growth (Mezirow,
15  1991), and include the fragmentation and enhanced reconstructafh of knowledge, and
16  a change in behaviour (Pung, Gnoth & Del Chiappa, 2020). Fggllitating the visitation of
17  other places, interacting with visitors, and learning from 1y, creates enjoyment and
18  also contribute to well-being of locals and providers. Mezirgev (1991) lists ten processes
19  in transformative learning, namely: self-reflection, ?&f one’s own assumptions,
20 admitting to a shared dilemma, exploring rol d relationships, acquiring new
21 knowledge, developing skills, and synthesis integration of new perspectives.
22 Exploring and monitoring online postings Oyi ifOrs and locals alike, for the any or all of
23 these experiences online (Rahmani, Gnoth,@r Mather, 2018) and in surveys would help
24  contribute to TSR, monitor how expeﬁ. ces affect individuals and communities, and
25  addto the development of strategj ‘;h%alleviate the dark side. The following detailed
26 analysis of online discussions ay @mments, as well as the case study of Barcelona will
27  add further scope and depy‘?% the discussion of what is involved when seeking to
28  balance stakeholder inteVS;z'and the increasing numbers of locals as accommodation

29  providers. J V4
30 4. Research findin s

31 4.1.The brigl;tside of the sharing economy: value co-creation - euphoria

32 The onli efdiscussions confirm the existence of a complex service ecosystem.
33  Stakeh®ders are all those who help co-create the Airbnb experience of a place, by
34 pr%ﬂing, using and consuming public, private, and commercial resources. These
35 inllude, the physical environment, the people and their culture, but also
36 competitors/hoteliers, political and other interest groups (Table 2) located within the
37  society domain (Li & Wen, 2019).

38 The key motivation of local accommodation providers is to raise additional income
39  through Airbnb (Fang, Ye & Law, 2016; Horn & Merante, 2017). However, this might vary
40  across different types of hosts or providers, resulting in different weightings of benefits
41  sought. According to Stofberg and Bridoux (2019), in addition to economic benefits,
42  there are social benefits of sharing platforms (i.e., reinforcing emotional bonds with
43  others, of belonging to a community. This affects their levels of commitment invested in
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1 community and visitor welfare. Hosts/providers fall into three key categories, namely:
2 home hosts, dedicated hosts and professional hosts (Gunter, 2018).
3
4
5  Table 2. Value co-creation through sharing economy per type of stakeholder
Stakeholders Value co-creation and benefits introduced
Hosts/providers Income.
Home hosts | Meet financial obligations and afford to their own home.
offering available | Help to renovate degraded houses.
space Companionship, meeting people, battling their loneliness”
Take pride in providing hospitality and showing Ioc}ion and
culture. 2
Dedicated  hosts | Income, meet financial obligations and afford t “ccond home.
offer a spare flat or | Help to renovate degraded houses.
a second home Take pride in providing hospitality and san location.
Increase value of property.
Investments in the area and gentrifjetign of regions.
Professional hosts | Revenue from rent and maximising yf®Id of investment.
Increase value of properties.‘/
Maximizing return on inve 4and profit potential.
Investments in the area‘m,%g:ntriﬁcation of regions.
Guests/users Live like a local and iﬂﬁﬁﬁtic experiences.
Cheaper accomm daﬁ’on especially for groups.
Comfort faci@)‘ %or large families or groups with common
spaces.
FIexibiIityﬁyﬁ;rmality and self-catering.
VenugPopa gathering/party.
Priﬁd‘oy using private facilities rather than public hotels.
éaféfy and security.
," Review systems as quality control.
Local residents/” | Increase value of property.
Increase rent charged
J/ Investments in the area and gentrification of regions.
% Improved regions and quality of life of residents.
F al Benefit from increased demand.
accommodation As the attractiveness of the area improves there is more activity
industry and | happening locally.
hoteliers
6
7  Home hosts offer underutilised available space in their residence episodically, for
8 financial support and life-style reasons. These are often empty-nesters with a large
9 home or young professionals who buy a large house and need help with paying the

10 mortgage. They are opportunistic regarding the time they choose to host, often
11  targeting high demand periods, such as festivals, events, and conferences when hotels
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1 are fully booked. According to Simon and Roederer (2019), this home sharer group is a
2 central entity of the sharing ecosystem. Apart from income, companionship is a major
3 benefit as they take pride in providing hospitality, meeting people, battling their
4 loneliness, especially if they have lost a spouse or children have moved away.
5 Companionship, enjoyment, informational guidance and provided/received emotional
6 support represent essential dimensions of communal benefits for the home hosts
7  (Simon & Roederer, 2019). In a similar way that many Bed and Breakfasts used to
8 operate, empty nesters rent spare rooms to meet financial obligations. Often, they
9  simply cannot afford to stay in their own home, unless the can provide hosting services.
10  Dedicated hosts offer a spare flat or a second home that they own to gain extra ?ﬁme.
11  They normally operate 1-3 properties acquired through inheritance or investmefit. They
12 often live nearby and service the property themselves. They aim to maxidize profit,
13  dedicate considerable time and often treat hosting as their second «AZ, to pay the
14  mortgage and maintain their properties. These providers know wellghat sharing is far
15  more attractive financially than renting. Income from Airbnb Ras helped renovate
16  degraded housing and neighbourhoods in historical and old distgcts and helped develop
17  the appreciation of the area. Where the value of old hadllses was often minimal,
18 investments and renovations have increased property ‘4 considerably. Investors
19  also enable the gentrification of regions. <
20  Professional hosts build a portfolio of propertiesgf.%al the hotel industry. They may
21  own or operate from 3 to more than 150 rties, and develop organisational
22 structures that include reservation serviﬁsﬂ ront-of-house services, cleaners and
23 maintenance staff, effectively rendering th% as distributed hoteliers. They understand
24 guest needs and accommodate them nvf professional but often transactional way and
25  calculate yields carefully. Airbnb in g d in educating renters in order to publish better
26  descriptions and pictures, whicWQ‘burn resulted in doubling revenues for many.
27  Guests/users, particularly hd’iﬁﬁ—makers, reveal a variety of motivations, hence pursue
28  different types of value (¥ f& Pearce, 2013; Tussyadiah, 2015; Sthapit, Del Chiappa,
29  Coudounaris and ng:},é,«z 0). Like their accommodation providers, they show higher or
30 lower concern for #he community. Early research highlights that the primary extrinsic
31  motivation is thefr perception of lower costs compared to hotel prices (Guttentag, 2015;
32 Nowaketal ,2015; Tussyadiah, 2015; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016). In addition to price,
33 Iocatio%enience (Nowak et al., 2015), availability of more space/amenities
34 (Guttentag et al., 2018), and home-like facilities (So, Oh, & Min, 2018) are further
35 m%ations found for collaborative consumption.
36  Tussyadiah (2015) reports that sustainability (i.e., social and environmental
37  responsibility) and community (i.e., social interactions) have been listed as important
38 factors to motivate engagement in collaborative consumption. Guttentag (2015)
39  associated Airbnb accommodation’s scattered locations in residential areas with
40  MacCannell’s (1973) notion of “back regions”. It topicalizes tourists’ desire to see local
41  life as it is truly lived, including by Airbnb users who are found to be curious and
42  interested in visiting destination highlights (Volgger et al., 2018). Authenticity and
43  similar value-expressive benefits have been found to be only secondary motivators
44  (Guttentag et al., 2018; So et al., 2018). Paulauskaite et al. (2017) found that people are
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1  seeking authentic experiences and total flexibility as the two key value added by the
2 sharing economy. There is a complex and positive relationship between price,
3 authenticity of experience, and satisfaction (Liang, Choi, & Joppe, 2018a).
4 It is evident in the community posts that, contrary to common belief, visitors are not
5 always price/cost focused, but have diverse motivations (Guttentag et al., 2018). They
6  often seek flexible and comfortable facilities. Many families for example prefer to share
7 common spaces of a house, rather than several hotel rooms, for togetherness, safety,
8  privacy and comfort (Lutz & Newlands, 2018). The social distance in a sharing economy
9  model between consumers (guests) and providers is closer in comparison to traditional
10  hotels: “staying in someone’s home, helps reduces this distance” (Osman, D'AcyMo &
11 Johns, 2019, p. 1165). Others would like to rent a property as a party venue arfd invite
12 friends. The freedom that a whole property offers is a major motivator.
13 Local residents not directly involved in the sharing economy or otherQe/ments of the
14 visitor economy, gain some value indirectly through property valtgappreciation. In
15  several regions around the world, that have high demand for shadﬁg economy services,
16  property value has almost doubled in a short period of tim (ﬁurran, 2018). This has
17  increasedincome from rent and the gentrification of ofter?n‘—flown districts, improving
18  aspects of the quality of life for residents. In a study abgtit residents’ perception in
19 relation to residential tourism, Gonzalez, Gasco an ﬁzola p. 1106) argue that
20  “residents’ perceptions about tourism must be takgnjfto account because their opinion
21  is necessary to develop and maintain sustainal;;&e rism”.
22 The formal accommodation industry an«%af{eliers are by definition competitors in
23 sharing economy services. However, they r%y also benefit from increased demand, as
24 the attractiveness of the area improyséﬂd more activity happening locally. Sometimes
25  visitors also combine sharing econé/nﬁ’accommodation with an upmarket hotel, or they
26  visit catering outlets, spa and oﬂ?ef’facilities.
27  The motivational make-u {h{sts or providers is complex and diverse, yet it explains
28  how and why they enga heir growth in wealth, how sharing affects their life-style
29  and their ability to ress themselves, including in their interactions with visitors and
30 own communitiei&imon & Roederer, 2019; Stofberg & Bridoux, 2019). In other words,
31  while providegf motivations are shaped by the economic benefits, the sharing economy
32 affords alspfMife-style reasons. Providers’ needs for social interaction may differ as a
33 functiow why, how, and how much they invest, both in their properties, and in actually
34  meeking visitors. Social interaction with visitors can create enjoyment, diversion,
35 e%ure to new ideas, and community (Simon & Roederer, 2019). However, exposure
36  to visitors can also create conflicts and irritation (Doxey, 1975) as shown in a large
37  comparative study of ten stratified communities in New Zealand (Lawson, Williams,
38  Young, & Cossens, 1998), which is at the core of the dark side of the visitor economy.
39 Likewise, a better understanding of visitors’ motivations and differing needs, based on
40 detailed segmentation according to purposes of travel, psychographic profiles, cultural
41  backgrounds, provides a comprehensive basis for co-creation of value (Sthapit & Bjork,
42  2019a, 2019b). The motivational make-up and cultural background also affect the
43  commitment to and expression of community values and cultural acceptance (Gnoth &
44  Zins, 2011). Visitors differ in their care for public resources and neighbourhoods, as well

10
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1 asinthe ways they share social resources when co-creating local experiences. The level
2 of mutual tolerance and acceptance of the sharing economy in the community may
3 prove to be a cornerstone for its success.
4  4.2. The dark side of the sharing economy and value co-destruction: your value at my
5 cost
6 In collaborative consumption, shared resources involve entire ecosystems, which, if left
7  uncoordinated, can lead to “value co-destruction” (Plé & Chumpitaz, 2010). The analysis
8 of the postings on social media demonstrate that the rapid growth of the sharing
9 economy often brings major disruptions and value co-destruction. Both the sg&vice
10  industry and local communities experience disruption when more locals p!come
11  accommodation providers (UNWTO, 2018). Apart from services and technplogy, the
12 sharing economy relies also on local institutions to provide infrastruct%%ocial and
13 administrative services. Physical, social and cultural capital is therefose shared to co-
14  create experiences and value (Horn & Merante, 2017; Karlsson, Kemp®&rman, & Dolnicar,
15 2017; Liang et al., 2017; Hong & Lee, 2018).
16  The online comments in the netnographic analysis clearly g8monstrate that after an
17  initial euphoria, where hosts are delighted to welcome glﬂtzénd earn some (often tax
18  free) income, reality hit hard. As visitor activity expands gstside the natural boundaries
19  of regulated (tourism) areas into residential and ;nyual spaces, problems begin to
20 emerge. What starts as an activity that brings vam‘g'for all stakeholders, soon propels
21  into severe value co-destruction (loannides, I%'s}ﬂﬁaier, & van der Zee, 2018). The dark
22  side of the sharing economy harnesses theﬂsﬁ)pointment of what was supposed to be
23 an exchange activity of underutilised re OL%ES. The sharing economy appears to have
24 quickly become a very aggressi\% %egulated commercial marketplace, where
25 resources are regularly abused. (,’/’
26 Value co-destruction is evid / each stakeholder as illustrated in Table 3. Different
27  motivations to use the co {x service ecosystem leads to different levels of tolerance
28 and acceptance of new enges. This cuts across all domains of the ecosystem (i.e.,
29 the economy, techgtOlogy, ecology, society and local institutions), affecting the
30 relationships ar% collaboration among stakeholders. City planners are therefore
31 encouraged )i g “engage in transformational changes by soliciting feedback from
32 governmenitl and public service providers and citizens” (Rosenbaum, 2015, pp. 363-
33 364). A@ellaert (2019) points out, disruptive sharing-based entrepreneurship has
34  caught established regulatory systems off-guard. Their responses have demonstrated a
35 Iatgof conceptual and strategic preparedness as they had inadequate research,
36  foresight, and initiative to design planning-processes able to anticipate and prepare
37  appropriately for contingencies.
38
39
40
41
42
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Table 3. Value co-destruction in the sharing economy per type of stakeholder
Stakeholder Value destruction

Hosts/providers Pressure to achieve high scores

High level of service expectations

Rules are not respected

Guests Unreasonable Expectations

Damages and cleanliness of properties

Constant disruptions and requests

Cancelations and changes of plans

Sexual harassment £
Problems with neighbours VZ4
Guests/users Arrangements V4
Expectations not met 2
Overmarketing Vi
Overtourism

Safety/Security ’,‘//
Sexual harassment

Residents/locals Overtourism and usage of zero @L’esources
Noise pollution both in buildi g‘sé’nd outside
Traffic, parking, overcrowgy

Crime and antisocial bejfayour

Inflation in prices ofpfgducts and services

Increase of rent //

Accommodatign %nly used for sharing economy
Competitors/hoteliers | Unfair co g%on

Reductiq\') ¢*demand

Price%gqlﬁpsing

U to compete with new and flexible facilities
F e

Hosts/providers. Fow%/ing the initial euphoria (Doxey, 1975), many hosts/providers
expressed their}ustrations in online forums and many felt trapped by the sharing
economy. Of@ﬁ, having no training or experience meant that many issues escalated to
major prob‘l,ems that made providers question the value of their involvement (to quote
one cor@ent, “we thought that we’re becoming hoteliers but we ended up cleaners”).
Bothguests and hosts develop expectations and an entitlement to a semi — professional
hq#pitality approach. It is evident from the postings that a minimum of safety,
cleanliness, comfort, service and behaviour is always required. When the facility does
not meet expectations, guests are quick to criticise hosts, rate them low or ask for
compensation. Equally, when guests do not behave as expected or required by house
rules, the dark side emerges, including bullying and ‘fake news’ about properties or
neighbourhoods on social media.
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1 A range of disruptive customer behaviours affect hosts, neighbours and fellow guests
2 (Gursoy, Cai, & Anaya, 2017). Hosts complain that many guests initiate problems, by for
3 example losing property keys or being unable to operate equipment, resulting in
4  disruptions, requests and costs, often at unsociable hours (“Who wants to wake up at
5 04:00 to open a flat for a drunk tourist who lost the key?”). Disrespectful guests cause
6 damage and leave properties dirty and messy, raising maintenance and cleaning costs.
7  Hosts often complain that guest often do not respect house rules, using the property
8 inappropriately for parties or for more people than it was booked for. This can lead to a
9 sense of overcrowding and noise pollution in residential areas and to problems with
10  neighbours, especially in shared multi-storey buildings. Finally, comments galso
11  mentioned many occasions of various degrees of sexual harassment, often frgff male
12 guests to female hosts, especially when they shared their own home and Iiyd in their
13 property.
Y/
14  Hosts usually had no previous experience or professional training ;g;ﬁem with these
15  situations. This is demanding especially for Home and for Dedicgged Hosts, who often
16  host alongside another main economic activity in the area. osts complain of last-
17  minute cancelations and changes of plans, often because gu@s shop around. It means
18  significant revenue is lost, whilst costs mount up. As th mer base became more
19  diverse and guests more experienced, there emergeda»hi level of service expectations
20  that was often impossible to meet. The pressure to&gfeve high scores in Airbnb’s and
21 similar rating systems proves stressful for many 2. In various online comments hosts
22 explain that the classification and ratings é’ﬁitical for their competitiveness and
23 profitability. Malicious reviews can damé@he reputation of providers and hosts
24  (Cheng & Jin, 2019). Guests’ unreaso@le expectations were fuelled by the fact that
25 they often did not distinguish bm%n “amateur” hosts and trained hospitality
26 professionals (Mody, Suess, & L?»(o‘éaﬂ), although this might differ depending on the
27  neighbourhood (Liang, Choi, &90o#épe, 2018b). Hosts fear for their livelihood and often
28  formortgages that they to uild their properties and feel emotional pressure (Liang,
29  Choi, & Joppe, 2018b; G , 2018). It exerts pressure to invest more into their service
30 andover perform w';.t%u a fair return.
31  The thematic re%’w clearly indicates that providers’ well-being is contingent on their
32  managerial sWs, sense of self-efficacy to cope with pressures from guests, on Airbnb,
33  locals, the&%ighbourhoods they operate in and their host level. The findings implicate
34  major fﬂors impinging on the correlates of stakeholder well-being, namely: their sense
35  of aygonomy, competence and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2001). These correlates could
36  al$o be applied at the community level at an aggregate level. Online comments reveal
37  the degree to which citizens can go about their usual business and express themselves
38  within their community through practice (Swidler, 2001).
39  Guests/users also experience value co-destruction as they complain on forums that they
40 have been let down by false descriptions, fake photos, unfulfilled arrangements,
41  overbookings, cancelations and other disruptions. Many hosts over-exaggerate aspects
42  of their property or their location and raise expectations, which are then not met
43  (Brochado, Troilo, & Shah, 2017; Ert & Fleischer, 2019). Puffery by hosts creates
44  disappointment and dissatisfaction, as well as friction in communication with hosts,
45  when guests do not receive what was promised. Dishonesty in the sharing economy led
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1  toseveral cases of fraud and distrust as exposed in online forums (Priporas et al., 2017,
2 Sthapit & Bjork, 2019a, 2019b). The proliferation of properties on sharing platforms has
3 included uncertified properties that do not follow strict safety and security regulations,
4  often endangering guests. Sexual harassment from hosts to guests has also been
5 reported, especially from male hosts to female guests, particularly when they share the
6  same property.
7  Local residents often face the consequences of visitor economy and struggle to maintain
8 sufficient benefits from the economic activity (Buhalis, 1999; Lawson, Williams, Young,
9 & Cossens, 1998). They frequently face the dark side of the sharing economy; although
10 they often voice little benefit from this activity, other than the value of their prgBerty
11  increasing. The traditional boundaries between locals and tourists become pofous, as
12 local providers actively facilitate an increase in tourism, often in residenti@or second
13  home zones (Gutiérrez et al., 2017). The sharing economy forces t ixed use of
14  residential or second home and visitor areas, facilities, builnl/’mgs, and other
15 infrastructures (Ferreri & Sanyal, 2018). Residents’ needs and reguirements conflict or
16  compete with those of tourists using sharing properties. This rai§es several issues, often
17  magnified by the use of populist strategies on social and traffitional media (Johnson &
18  Neuhofer, 2017). Locals are forced to share zero-cost re r!’es with visitors attracted
19  to their region and even their buildings (Gurran, 20}8) ARloise pollution occurs when
20  guests arrive late, move luggage, and hold parties n‘a%g life unbearable for residents.
21 Traffic and parking problems are reported as wéll &% increases in crime and antisocial
22 behaviour. Traditional planning principles z’zfning techniques are not followed or
23 have been caught off-guard. %
24 The increase of demand for properto'ét& propels inflation in prices of products and
25  services and increases the cost of I'\/ ,rent and house prices (Oskam & Boswijik, 2016;
26  Newlands et al., 2017). Increas% ort-term accommodation often reduces affordable
27 housing for low income ang*e/‘s;ential workers, who need to rent, such as teachers,
28 medical professionals an ents. Their rent often increases dramatically, and forces
29  them to leave the arga.#s residential accommodation is gradually moved into the
30 sharing economy, sgclal structures change dramatically and the sense of neighbourhood
31 may become [|gt. This occurs particularly when the distribution of shared
32 accommodatig is not even across urban environments as some research indicates
33 (Guttentag./2015; Volgger et al., 2018), suggesting action for zoning and licensing. While
34  there eﬂts a solid research stream on place attachment (Altman and Low, 1992) and
35 placebonding (Hammitt, Backlund, & Bixler, 2004), the cross-cultural profile and value
36  stkdctures of international visitors (Gnoth & Zins, 2010) influences why and how visitors
37  bond with a place, and affecting the interaction with locals and neighbourhoods. While
38  visitor accommodation has been converging in city centres, near established hotels, and
39  main attractions (Arias-Sans & Quaglieri-Dominguez, 2016; Gutiérrez et al., 2017), the
40 pressure is directed towards residential areas. loannides et al. (2018) argue that Airbnb
41  contributes to gentrification and “touristification” and to the extension of the visitor
42  bubble, where users are mainly pushed by hedonic and utilitarian motives or experience
43  values, rather than by a search for authentic spaces. Understanding locals’ perceptions
44  vis-a-vis visitors’ experience value (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982) can help manage
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1  stakeholder wellbeing, by clustering visitor profiles, and locals’ willingness and ability to
cater for different demand profiles.

N

The formal accommodation industry and hoteliers feel that the sharing economy is
fuelling unfair competition. Hitherto, it was the formal service sector, which exploited
opportunities by renting commercial facilities for those who needed them. Although
hosts/providers benefit from the sharing economy, the organised accommodation
industry suffers and hoteliers face direct and unfair competition (Guttentag & Smith,
2017; Gyddi, 2017;). Charging lower prices, avoiding paying tax and employing no staff
enabled sharing economy hosts to “steal” hotel customers (Forgacs & Dimanchey,(Zé)lG;

O 00 N O U1 b W

10 Xie & Kwok, 2017; Dogru, Mody, & Suess, 2017). Since the regulations and legjglation
11  have been quite minimal in requirements, taxation, safety and documentation, many
12 hoteliers feel that the sharing economy distorted competitive forces reducing
13 demand and forcing prices to collapse (Gunter & Onder, 2018, Koh & King#2017; Forgacs
14 & Dimanche, 2016). Eradicating the dark side of the sharing econéfy and ensuring
15  ubiquitous value co-creation require balancing the desires and vautes of all stakeholders,
16  and the creation of harmony (Hadinejad et al., 2019). Yet harméhny is not merely a legal
17  issue any longer as boundaries between institutions (e,g# ,neighbourhoods/ resort
18  districts; neighbour/panderer) become fuzzy. Harmon‘{ddines a human state of
19  existence that both reflects and governs the interactjgh gfid well-being of stakeholders
20  within their communities who depend on value coifézﬁon for all and with all to achieve
21  sustainable balance. Fad

22  4.3. Barcelona, a case study of Ieadership//

23 Barcelona was selected as one of thgfnoéinnovative places worldwide, pioneering
24  techniques to manage urban reso%%for multiple users (Goodwin, 2018; Milano,
25  Cheer, & Novelli, 2018). It was tr. réi&?ned to a world city with the 1992 Olympic Games
26  andis the 4th most visited Eurgfeén city (Barcelona City Council, 2011). Due to the wide
27 range of economic endow %nd skill-sets, Barcelona attracts 30m overnight visitors,
28 compared to a resident lation of 1.6 million (Barcelona City Council, 2017, p. 34).

29 4.3.1.The dark sidg’o?the sharing economy in Barcelona

31 resentment % Barcelona residents as they experienced the dark side. The rapid growth
32  of visitorg,®d residents to engage in high-profile public acts of hostility against tourists
33  and pa%ularly against sharing economy users, as residents feel that they share their
34  resgirces but do not get benefits. The Housing Used for Tourism (HUTs) has increased
35 from 81 establishments in 2005, to 528 in 2007 and then due to the sharing platforms
36 9,606 in 2015 and 16,000 in 2017, of which 7,000 were unlicensed (Barcelona City
37 Council, 2018a). The neighbourhoods with the highest numbers of Airbnb
38 accommodation are all in the centre, including Ciutat Vella District, which are also
39 subject to the highest pressure from tourist activity, followed by the core of the
40  Eixample District, La Vila de Gracia and Barceloneta, all very pivotal tourist areas.
41  Appreciating local resources and respecting needs of hosts and guests can generate new,
42  interesting, and even fulfilling experiences through value co-creation. However, an
43  analysis of accommodation listings shows that marketing messages focus on proximity

30 The shariryﬁomy has grown dramatically since 2012, raising concerns and
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1  tothe main attractions and the maximisation of value for visitors rather that authentic
2 experiences or guest-host interactions to discover neighbourhoods.
3  Despite Barcelona’s strategic plan of adopting a transformative service strategy
4  promoting sustainability and well-being, the rapid development of the sharing economy
5 and the geographical concentration of this activity raised a great number of problems
6 and concerns affecting residents” well-being. The neighbourhoods with the highest
7 numbers of Airbnb units were losing more of their population and suffered
8 socioeconomic problems (Arias-Sans & Quaglieri-Dominguez, 2016) as they became
9 unaffordable, while quality of life deteriorated dramatically. Visitors caused serious
10  challenges to local infrastructure and society, destroyed city resources and cgdated
11 public order, health and safety problems for both locals and visitors. The “dafk side”
12 raised strong resentment towards visitors as residents perceived that visi o consume
13  their resources affecting their quality of life (Mead, 2019). Citizens éere not too
14 concerned about extreme visitor behaviour but were annoyed that thgf influenced their
15  quality of life and accelerated value co-destruction. The number of citizen complaints
16  received by the Council “shot up” up to 3,058 in 2017 forcing thg establishment of rules
17  for sharing economy platforms. Residents protested agair@ visitors, particularly in
18  terms of quality of life issues and housing affordability. 'I’dﬂilisance caused by visitor
19 use of residential buildings, the loss of permanent‘po lations, inflated prices, the
20  deterioration of everyday life and social fabric, and #gffpact on rental housing market
21 were found to be the main reasons for resident#fy8test against the practice of short-
22 term renting in residential buildings (Arias-S (ﬂQuaglieri—Dominguez, 2016).
23 4.3.2 Barcelona’s policy response to the dé( side of the sharing economy
24 To address the dark side local auth%ﬂ%took urgent and proactive measures through
25 legislation and regulation (Barcdgzé’ City Council, 2018a, 2018b). Balancing value
26  became a critical mission thrélgh a transformative service strategy that aimed to
27  enhance well-being and bahﬁ%g value in the complex ecosystem. Remedial actions
28 focused on addressing s{i.table accommodation provision that was untenable in
29 termsofthe quality.,;wre ecial Urban Plan for Tourist Accommodation (PEUAT) limited
30 the number of licemses and instigated illegal offerings (Barcelona City Council, 20183,
31 2018b; Blanc —{omero, Blazquez-Salom, & Canoves, 2018). PEUAT addressed
32 imbalancei}'ﬂgresource use and included the detection of illegal accommodation,
33  regulatogy®measures, administrative cooperation and sanctions. Flat owners must
34  inform The Barcelona City Council of their intention to rent and must provide tenants
35 ang/meighbours with phone numbers for any incidents related to their flats (Barcelona
36  City Council, 2018b). To regulate and police the sharing economy, a website was created
37  where both residents and visitors can verify whether a property has a license. The city
38 council also encourages residents who feel inconvenienced by sharing economy
39  activities to submit their complaints and combat nuisances. The complaints identified in
40 tourist homes include noise, lack of security, anti-social behaviour, dirt, incivility and are
41  anexample of the “responsibilization” concept to educate stakeholders (Anderson et al.,
42  2016; Anderson & Ostrom, 2015; Vargo & Lusch, 2008, 2011; Yngfalk & Yngfalk, 2015).
43  Following a hefty fine of €600,000 that the Barcelona City Council imposed on Airbnb
44  for advertising unlicensed tourist lodgings, the council established close collaboration
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1 anda permanent forum for dialogue between the city council and all platforms: Airbnb,
2  Homeaway, Booking, TripAdvisor, Rentalia and Apartur. The city council checked all
3 lodgings on the platforms and removed 5,157 illegal listings.
4  To reinforce the regulations, the inspection team was expanded from 18 to 80 with a
5 mission to inspect and fine illegal flats. They proactively locate unlicensed web ads,
6 initiated inspections, issued penalties and sanctions and increased disciplinary
7  proceedings. To dissuade citizens from engaging in unlicensed activity, the penalty for
8 publishing advertisements without a license went from €3,000 to €30,000. The fine for
9 license holders that do not incorporate their license number in advertising rose from
10 €300 to €3,000. The sanction on licensors who do not abide by the 24-hour assisgInce-
11  phone requirement also increased from €300 to €3,000; and for those provid€rs who
12 engage in tourist activity without having a license, from €30,000 to €60,0(% Between
13 2017 and 2019, more than 6,400 disciplinary proceedings were opened..éble 4 shows
14  the evolution of the initiated expedients, cessations and sanction prg#eedings. The city
15 government is also working with the Government of Cataloniggto explore ways of
16  strengthening existing legislation by increasing the fines fog repeat offenders and
17  increasing the €600,000 threshold for very serious violati?/
18 Table 4. Barcelona inspection service authority indicat/p— expedients, cessations,
19  sanctions
g
Initiated (Zfsgn/gns Sanctions
expedients [///
4
2014 446 o . 1265 265
2015 2,110 €. ¢ |398 736
24
2016 4,30%" 7 1,289 1,993
L
14
2017 AL 2,388 3,015
"0
December 201/ 3,668 1,226 1,441

20  Source: Bage®lona City Council (2018b)
21

22 Thincreased funding in human and technical resources made it possible to analyse
23 more than 17,000 listings on 140 web platforms and to impose 6,453 sanctions. lllegal
24 properties were reduced from 5,875 listings to just 272 (Barcelona City Council, 2019).
25 1,171 flats that formerly operated illegally have been recovered for residential housing,
26 eitherwith new long-term contracts or with the owners in residence. The transformative
27  service strategy of Barcelona reduced the number of illegal tourist flats dramatically.
28  The strategy neutralized the illegal activity, eliminated advertisements of unlicensed
29  properties, highlighting the effectiveness of the inspection and detection action.

30
31
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1 5. Towards a conceptual framework: Transformative service in a sharing ecosystem
2 Transformative Service Research provides a framework for questioning and developing
3 the accommodation sharing economy in order to improve the well-being of an entire
4  ecosystem. Although the accommodation sharing economy brought a range of benefits,
5 most places around the world proved unprepared to deal with its disruptive forces
6 (Eckhardt et al., 2019). Barcelona demonstrates that the sharing economy can be
7 managed, ‘dark sides’ illuminated if not eradicated, and value co-creation enabled and
8 allowed to develop. Authorities are therefore beholden to regulate the marketplace and
9 toensure that all stakeholders benefit through regulation and policing. Yet, rather than
10  operating with exclusively punitive and regulatory measures, city councils arg®also
11  beholden to help promote the benefits of the accommodation sharing econdfmy and
12 optimise them, while managing the dynamics involved.
13 Relying on the guidance of Transformative Service theory and servic ’dgminant logic,
14  Figure 1 lists the core themes and factors we found that enable boffi, the co-creation
15 and the co-destruction of well-being within the accommodatia"sharing ecosystem.
16  Wellbeing and psychological value for all stakeholders is therelgy’the key objective of the
17  entire system. The role of the local authorities emerges ??ggulator and guarantor of
18 the balance between the interests and responsibilities o takeholders, including the
19  markets they seek to attract. This embraces the &0 tification, consolidation and
20 maintenance of authentic attributes, commuryle and neighbourhoods, but also
21  opportunities and challenges illustrated as the }‘famd dark side. The need to identify
22 and manage each stakeholder interest (see @ e 1) arises due to the ways the sharing
23 economy impacts on individuals, neighfgourhoods, and (business) communities
24  differentially. A further reason lies wit dynamics involved as traditional boundaries
25  between citizen and community a as business types are changing, and new roles
26  emerge, as the example of the ’95 uted hotelier’ shows, who fractures the traditional
27  boundaries between resort am esidential zones. These changes evoke the concept of
28 role conflicts and the d 'g{sility to achieve a Nash Equilibrium (see also, Moriuchi,
29  2019). The framework (Figuire 1) points to the benefits and outcomes of stakeholder
30 involvement and e’Xperiences and implicates interactions with the five domains the
31  sharing economyfaffects, namely: economy, technology, ecology, society, and local
32 institutions. *
33  [Insert Iyﬁr/ta 1 about here]
34  Planging the visitor economy with the use of accommodation platforms must focus on
35 er%:ng that visitors are part of the co-creation and well-being for all stakeholders
36  within a transformative service logic. A range of strategic tools are available to develop
37 the sharing ecosystem and fight the dark side. Barcelona focused on the micro-level and
38 the meso-level and embraced the economic benefits to proactively and reactively deal
39  with issues that destroy value. Learning from transformative service theory, regions
40 needto develop comprehensive measures that assure balance, and ultimately harmony,
41 between stakeholders. Regulation need to be matched with law enforcement, to
42  establish constructive collaboration between all stakeholders.
43
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4
5 At the micro-level, we need to understand how local residents perceive themselves in
6 the cultural, socio-economic and spatial dimensions of the city and how they evaluate
7  visitors and resource consumption as affecting their quality of life, to determine their
8 overall happiness. This involves perceptions of crowding, displacement, enjoyment and
9 autonomy, as well as their sense of autonomy, trust and self-efficacy in local systems
10  and ability to change things.
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1  Appreciating sharing economy consumer perceptions of issues such as crowding, or of
2 locals’ responses to visitors are related to visitor satisfaction. While these are mediated
3 by motivations, values and expectations (Gnoth, 1997), they form important factors in
4  framing the entire community experience. Likewise, locals’ motivations to participate as
5  providers, or as a citizen, their life-styles, psychographic profiles and physiological being,
6  will all govern their activities, interactions, and perceptions.
7  The meso-level, where transportation systems and sharing platforms operate, affects
8 marketing activities both at the national and international, as well as the local levels.
9  The micro-level of the community here becomes a subsystem. Within this larger system,
10 it needs to manage its openness to maintain its functions, and be responsive to chhges
11  at the meso-level (Luhmann, 1995). The sharing platforms link up with transprtation
12 suppliers and visitors and together target the micro-level as the attraction, i%ally to co-
13 create value for all. Using technology platforms, ambient and smart,téghnology can
14  support value co-creation in real time (Buhalis & Sinarta, 2019). V4
15  Contextual big data management (Buhalis, 2020; Buhalis et al., 16‘19) can improve the
16  quality of forecasting and visitor management techniques.) king city planning and
17  service directly to the meso and macro levels can bring?a‘yegic advantages through
18  coordination of service providers, distribution chann€lg® and competitors in the
19  ecosystem (Costa, 2020). Although Barcelona now %’*fc.ts with Airbnb directly, to
20 control its own affairs more directly and susyl ly, it would be opportune to
21  participate in channel management of the mese-|&el, receive forecasts, and real-time
22 data onvisitor flows, to better manage su%ﬁ the micro-level.
23 Considerations that reinforce sustainabi 'ty%silience and co-creation of well-being are
24  critical and need to be managed at/I %/els. Li and Wen’s (2019) five domains frame
25  which domains need monitorin /,rﬁarch and/or management at each level of the
26 ecosystem. Barcelona illustrate&’agbroactive and reactive plan to support the well-being
27  of all stakeholders and pr{\ﬁd@s a blueprint for other destinations. Following the
28  Transformative Service I{Q/a.rch (TSR) recommendations (Anderson et al., 2011), an
29  explicit consideratiogﬁf ue co-creation can create better communication between all
30 sharing economy stakeholders. An integrative framework for the service ecosystem
31 should therefq€ consider: collaborative consumption domains (Li & Wen, 2019),
32  interest groyW®s of the sharing economy ecosystem (Leung, Xue & Wen, 2019), a TSR
33  focus ow—being, and (iv) value co-creation balance among interest groups.
34  Learping from Barcelona how it uses legislation and control mechanisms to balance the
35 v%s stakeholders and manage the implications of the rapid growth of sharing
36 economy helps the development of transferable solutions and concepts that can
37  support other regions. Local authorities can address the needs of visitors as well as
38 individual providers and local communities. Proactive “Responsibilization” of visitors
39 and locals should be facilitated by elaborating and exploring the needs and
40 requirements of all stakeholders (Anderson et al., 2016). Visitors should also be
41  educated about the consequences of their actions and choices and be engaged as part
42  of the solution. Individual providers and neighbourhoods, and especially those with an
43  extensive socio-cultural mix, should be encouraged to design their common future
44  through value co-creation processes. Ultimately, a resilient service ecosystem has the
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1  capacity to cope with serious conditions and endure external stress (Calgaro, Lloyd &
2 Dominey-Howes, 2014), by providing enough resources to the community (Xu, Marinova
3 & Guo, 2015).
4
5 6. Conclusions
6 The sharing economy has made major inroads into the consumption of places and into
7  theeconomicand social lives of places around the world. The rapid growth of the sharing
8 economy increasingly reflects the complexity of the ecosystem, by encouraging and
9 facilitating visitors to engage in activities in residential areas, often adopting behaviural
10  patterns that may not be suitable with the location and also using resources tiat they
11  are not entitled to. Sharing the benefits of the sharing economy needs to alsgg consider
12 disruptions to community lives and displacements. .
13 This paper uses service-dominant logic (SDL) and transformative servic%heory to explore
14  value co-creation and co-destruction of the accommodationgéharing economy to
15  investigate the role of individual stakeholders in the comple?x‘aring economy service
16  ecosystem. Exploring value co-creation and value destrygtign for each stakeholder
17 empowers a deep understanding of interests and li “)f!ns of each stakeholder
18  through their motivations and expectations. The pag®examines how resources are
19  consumed to co-create value, quality of life and ess across stakeholders as part
20  of the exchange process. The bright and the side of the sharing economy are
21  considered in depth by examining discussi h specialist online forums. Barcelona
22 provides a blueprint for proactively and r ively adopting innovative mechanisms to
23 address the opportunities and chaIIeraé of the sharing economy. The paper explores
24 how legislation can be used to addr%[géance and reduce the impacts of the dark side
25 and share the benefits of the sfp*fng economy.
26  The ‘balancing act’ of addrg?s;mg stakeholder interests, perceptions and behaviours
27  requires intervention, regﬂrszon and legislation by local authorities to ensure value co-
28  creation for all stakelyldé. The four key priorities identified in the framework should
29 include planning, rg’gulation/legislation, partnership and law enforcement/policing. To
30  further maintainZnd optimise the system at the local level, new interfaces need to be
31  introduced tlﬁft'monitor developments at the meso and macro-levels and affect supra-
32 regionalérvé‘rketing strategies, while socio-psychological measures that monitor the
33  dynami® and changes in values, behaviour and quality of life, are vital to maintain local
34  autp@nticity and well-being, both as goal for locals, as well as attraction for visitors. Time
35  will tell the extent to which Barcelona has fully managed its initial problems, and only
36  careful psychological measurements of displacement and the mood at locals’,
37  neighbourhood, and community levels will tell.
38
39
40
41
42
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