AN INVITED INTRUSION: EXAMINING TERRITORIALITY IN P2P
ACCOMMODATIONS FROM THE GUEST PERSPECTIVE

A Dissertation
Submitted to
the Temple University Graduate Board

In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

by
Yuan Wang
December 2018

Examining Committee Members:
Xiang (Robert) Li, Ph.D., Advisory Chair, STHM, Temple University
Joris Drayer, Ph.D., STHM, Temple University
Laurie Wu, Ph.D., STHM, Temple University
Nathan Fong, Ph.D., External Member, Rutgers University

ABSTRACT

This dissertation aims to understand the role of territoriality in peer-to-peer (P2P)
accommodation guest experience by answering four questions: (1) How do P2P
accommodation guests feel about staying in P2P accommodation rentals as a territorial
complexity? (2) What factors influence P2P accommodation guests’ perceptions of being
in P2P accommodation rentals? (3) What kinds of territorial behaviors do guests
experience from hosts in P2P accommodation rentals? How does host territoriality affect
P2P accommodation guest experiences? (4) Do guests engage in territoriality in P2P
accommodation rentals? If so, what territorial behaviors do guests use? A convergent
mixed-methods design was used to answer these questions based on two studies: a
qualitative study intended to develop an overall understanding of territoriality in P2P
accommodation guest experiences (Study 1); and a scale development and validation
study intended to develop a scale of perceived host territoriality in P2P accommodation
settings (Study 2).
Study 1 followed the procedures of interpretative phenomenological analysis,
including semi-structured interviews with 13 P2P accommodation guests. Interview
transcripts were analyzed to identify themes related to territoriality in P2P
accommodation guest experiences. Results of Study 1 show that P2P accommodation
guests possessed two territorial senses while staying in a shared rental: a sense of being in
others’ territory and a sense of being in their own territory. Feelings associated with
staying in others’ territory vs. their own territory were identified. Eight sets of factors
were found to influence territorial senses, including home amenities and facilities,
II

personal items/décor items, length of stay/use, physical presence of the host, entire rental
vs. private rental, disturbance from others, hospitableness of the host, and travel
companionship. Multiple factors that enhanced P2P accommodation guests’ sense of
being in others’ territory were related to host territoriality.
A closer examination of host territoriality revealed six types of host territoriality:
personalization of the rental, house rules, accessibility, intrusion, hands-on hosting, and
service failure. Guests’ reactions toward host territoriality fell into four categories:
adaption, assertive defense, appeal, and avoidance. The impacts of host territoriality on
guests’ evaluations of hosts, evaluations of their P2P accommodation experiences, and
future use of P2P accommodations varied depending on guests’ reactions and attributions
of host territoriality. P2P accommodation guests were also found to need their own space
in P2P accommodation rentals. Influenced by this need and a sense of being in their own
territory, P2P accommodation guests sometimes also engaged in territoriality to
construct, communicate, and defend their territories. Guests’ territorial behaviors
included personalization of the rental, exploration of the rental, giving instructions to
others, and defending against territorial intrusions.
Following an eight-step scale development procedure, Study 2 developed and
validated a scale of perceived host territoriality in P2P accommodations. An initial list of
scale items was generated from an online survey with open-ended questions (N = 116),
independent coding of survey responses, and examples identified in Study 1. An expert
panel (N = 5) and a panel of P2P accommodation guests (N = 26) were hired to assess
the content validity of the original scale. A pilot study was conducted for initial scale
validation (N = 93), after which the wording of scale items was modified. An online
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survey for scale purification and refinement was then conducted (N = 911). The dataset
was split into a developmental sample and a validation sample to conduct exploratory
factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, respectively. After scale purification, a
second dataset was collected to validate the scale (N = 603). The final version of the
scale included 18 items and four dimensions: Accessibility, House Rules, Signs of
Ownership, and Intrusion. Known-group comparisons and criterion-related validity
assessment confirmed the validity of the scale. Specifically, P2P accommodation guests
who stayed in a private-room rental reported higher levels of host territoriality than those
staying in an entire rental. Experiences of host territoriality were negatively correlated
with perceived control, perceived self-efficacy, and personal sense of power among P2P
accommodation guests. The newly developed scale was used to examine the impact of
perceived host territoriality on perceived warmth and competence of P2P accommodation
hosts, guests’ experience satisfaction, and guests’ behavioral intentions via a secondorder structural equation model. Perceived host territoriality was negatively associated
with perceived warmth and competence of P2P accommodation hosts, satisfaction with
the P2P accommodation experience, and intention to reuse/recommend a P2P
accommodation rental. However, dimensions of host territoriality had varying impacts on
guest experience; host territoriality via signs of ownership and house rules positively
influenced P2P accommodation guest experiences.
A conceptual framework of territoriality in P2P accommodation guest experiences
was proposed based on the findings of this dissertation, describing relationships among
territorial senses, factors influencing territorial senses, host territoriality, guest reactions
to host territoriality, and guest territoriality. Theoretical implications of these results on
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P2P accommodation research, human territory and territoriality research, and tourism and
hospitality research were discussed, followed by implications regarding P2P
accommodation platforms, hosts, and guests as well as management of guest experiences
in other hospitality service encounters.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Justification for the Study
With P2P accommodations facilitated by websites and apps, everyday people (i.e.,
hosts) are offering hospitality by renting out spare space in their homes (unoccupied
bedrooms or entire properties) to peers (i.e., guests) (Tussyadiah, 2016). As the most
remarkable example of P2P accommodation platforms, Airbnb is booming with more
than 5 million listings worldwide and over 400 million guest arrivals since launching in
2008 (Airbnb, n.d.-a).
The growth of P2P accommodations has drawn increasing attention in the tourism
and hospitality literature. Scholars have argued that, thanks to the success of P2P
accommodations, tourism and hospitality comprise the frontier of the sharing economy
(Cheng, 2016). The sharing economy’s impact on destination and tourism services
(Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018; Williams & Horodnic, 2017; Xie & Kwok, 2017) along
with its effect on tourists (Wang, Wu, Xie, & Li, 2018) were two foci of recent sharing
economy studies in tourism and hospitality journals (Cheng, 2016). The topic has
continued to attract increasing attention among tourism and hospitality researchers.
Considering P2P accommodations as a form of commercial lodging, researchers
have examined the relationship between host attributes (e.g., response rate, acceptance
rate, number of listings owned, personal profile page disclosure, cultural background, and
gender) and property attributes (e.g., price, location, and amenities) on reservation
performance (Wu, Ma, & Xie, 2017; Xie & Mao, 2017), reservation price (Wang &
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Nicolau, 2017), tourists’ purchase intentions (Ert, Fleischer, & Magen, 2016; Liu &
Mattila, 2017; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018), and future purchase intention (Mao & Lyu,
2017; Tussyadiah, 2016). Social benefits (e.g., communication with local hosts) and
economic appeal (e.g., affordable prices) have been found to motivate tourists to select
P2P accommodations. Homelike feelings, presumably created by P2P accommodation
rentals’ physical environment (e.g., decoration, layout, and facilities), are considered
driving forces behind the popularity of P2P accommodations (Johnson & Neuhofer,
2017; Wiles & Crawford, 2017). The homey atmosphere associated with P2P
accommodations has been framed as a unique selling proposition rarely possessed by
hotels (Sigala, 2017), offering opportunities for authentic local experiences (Mody,
Suess, & Lehto, 2017; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018).
In terms of barriers to using P2P accommodations, scholars have paid great
attention on issues like personal safety, service quality, lack of trust between hosts and
guests, and lack of general knowledge about P2P accommodations (Cheng, 2016; Pappas,
2017; Sigala, 2017; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018). Among these, trust has been most
thoroughly examined by researchers (Ert et al., 2016; Pappas, 2017; Tussyadiah &
Pesonen, 2018; Wu, Zeng, & Xie, 2017). Yet even when staying in a trusted friend’s
home, devoid of safety concerns or perceived risk, people do not feel as comfortable as
they do in their own house or when staying in a hotel. Thus, much remains to be
discovered about P2P accommodation guests’ experiences.
A deductive approach has dominated existing studies on P2P accommodations in
the tourism and hospitality literature. Although research on P2P accommodations has
contributed to an overall understanding of the phenomenon, literature has largely focused
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on the application of well-accepted theories and models in the context of P2P
accommodations while overlooking such accommodations’ distinct features. An in-depth
understanding of P2P accommodations requires scholars to examine the nature of P2P
accommodation experience, which can hardly be achieved without developing an original
conceptual work that captures the uniqueness of these accommodations.
One key feature distinguishing P2P accommodations from commercial hotels or
other accommodation options is that the former involves commercial exchange in
individuals’ private territory (often in one’s home), which makes P2P accommodations a
hybrid of hospitality in the private and commercial domains. Lashley (2000) suggested
that hospitality activities occur in three independent and overlapping domains: private,
commercial, and social. The social domain of hospitality concerns “the social context in
which particular hospitality activities take place” (Lashley, 2000, p. 5); the private
domain includes the provision of hospitality in private domestic settings and the effects
of host and guest relationships (Lashley, 2000; Lynch, 2005); and the commercial domain
concerns the provision of hospitality as an economic activity that occurs in private and
public settings (Lashley, 2000; Lynch, 2005). Studies in tourism and hospitality,
including most research on P2P accommodations, have focused solely on the commercial
domain. As P2P accommodations span private and commercial hospitality domains, the
host–guest relationship in P2P accommodations carries new denotations, rendering it
integral to an understanding of P2P accommodation guest experiences and the nature of
hospitality. Presumably, the host–guest relationship in P2P accommodations differs from
economically driven service provider–consumer interactions in commercial hospitality
areas and host–guest interactions in exclusively private settings.
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The idea of providing accommodations in the private domain is not the invention
of P2P accommodation platforms. In olden times, before the large-scale development of
hospitality services as commercial exchange, travelers had to entrust themselves as guests
to seek hosts’ protection and shelter along their journey (Aramberri, 2001). Although
hosts in that era did not constantly or proactively provide guests accommodations, simply
opening their door and offering to share their space with an unknown traveler engendered
hospitality between ordinary people in private houses (Lynch, Molz, Mcintosh, Lugosi, &
Lashley, 2011). Contemporarily, non-commercial accommodations in the private domain
remain popular among travelers; facilitated by technology, Couchsurfing.com has gained
recognition as a non-commercial accommodation exchange platform. Notably, however,
economic reciprocities between hosts and guests have profoundly altered the host–guest
relationship, which previously distinguished P2P accommodations from hospitality
services in olden times and separates platforms like Airbnb from non-commercial
accommodation services like Couchsurfing. For instance, when guests pay for P2P
accommodations, they receive the legitimate right to use a given space, which can
provide them a sense of ownership over said space. This economic exchange also
requires hosts to offer guests space and to respect guests’ right to use it. Therefore, the
host–guest relationship in P2P accommodations, a hybrid of commercial and private
hospitality domains, is more complex than in non-commercial accommodation settings.
Moreover, the host–guest relationship is inherently territorial. Aramberri (2001)
identified three main features of the host–guest relationship in ancient times of noncommercial travel: (1) provision of protection by the host to the guest on the grounds of
common humanity; (2) reciprocity, such that the guest shall return the host’s protection in
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the future if the host were to travel to the guest’s location; and (3) duties for both sides,
such that the host had the duty to protect the guest and the guest had to abide by the
host’s rules without objection. These three features are well explained through the lens of
human territoriality. Hosts were individuals who occupied a territory and aimed to protect
it. Once the host agreed to have a guest stay in his/her territory, the host extended
protection of his/her territory to protection of the guest. The guest, who was staying in the
host’s territory, had to respect the host as the owner of the territory and follow the host’s
rules accordingly. In the future, if the host traveled to the guest’s territory, the territorial
relationship would be reversed.
Although the economic transactions involved in P2P accommodations may have
since altered the grounds on which hospitality occurs, the nature of host–guest
reciprocity, each party’s respective duties, and the territorial relationship between hosts
and guests still hold. P2P accommodation hosts are individuals who occupy or own a
territory of which they exchange a part to reap monetary rewards. P2P accommodation
guests are individuals who engage in an exchange of money for the right to use space in
others’ territory. The economic exchange between hosts and guests provides solid ground
for guests to claim their own territory in the host’s place and for hosts to respect guests’
right to space use. This economic exchange around the right of space use is the core of
transactions between hosts and guests in P2P accommodations; it helps to define the
relationships between hosts and their space, between guests and the space, and between
hosts and guests.
P2P accommodation settings differ from hospitality in the commercial domain
(e.g., commercial hotels), where hotel employees can hardly consider a hotel room their
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own territory. The context of P2P accommodations is also distinct from hospitality in the
private domain (e.g., couchsurfing), where economic exchange does not exist and thus
guests have no firm ground to claim their own territory. A P2P accommodation rental is a
territorial complexity consisting of the host’s territory, the guest’s territory, and the
territory shared by the host and the guest. The boundaries of these territories are blurred
and fluid. The triad of host, guest, and space makes P2P accommodations an ideal
context in which to examine human territoriality. Therefore, this dissertation proposes an
exploration of P2P accommodation guest experiences through the lens of territoriality,
which adds theoretical originality to the P2P accommodation literature and captures the
context’s uniqueness.
For a P2P accommodation host, the accommodation rental is first and foremost
private territory (Altman, 1975). Most P2P accommodations occur in hosts’ homes.
Home is not only a physical construct but also a temporal, social, cultural, personal, and
emotional one (Lynch, 2005). Home, as one’s primary territory (Altman, 1975), provides
individuals myriad benefits including security, self-determination, control, and identity
(Edney, 1973, 1974, 1976b). Unwarranted entrance into people’s homes can generate
negative emotions (e.g., distress and vulnerability) and feelings of insecurity in the long
term (Brown & Harris, 1989). Due to the central role that home plays in human life,
homeowners have a strong tendency to protect their homes from intrusion and to engage
in marking or defense behaviors to communicate their territorial boundaries (Altman,
1975). However, to P2P accommodation hosts, their accommodation rental is also a
business space they rent out to host guests. In other words, P2P accommodation hosts are
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voluntarily involved in an exchange of their territories for monetary rewards with their
guests.
The foundation of territory is not necessarily property ownership but rather a
sense of ownership itself (Brown, Lawrence, & Robinson, 2005). Therefore, hosts have a
sense of ownership toward a P2P accommodation rental, but guests can also develop a
sense of ownership toward the rental and perceive some of the space as their own. People
tend to develop a sense of ownership around the items or spaces to which they have
access (Altman, 1975; Edney, 1972b; Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004). Some have even
said “You are what you can access” (Belk, 2014), a statement that captures the
importance of access-based consumption in the formation of the self. Unlike
manufactured goods, services do not involve transfer of ownership (Lovelock &
Gummesson, 2004); however, psychological ownership is not irrelevant to service
consumers. Indeed, the rental/access paradigm suggests that consumers of services such
as space and place rentals can develop a sense of ownership toward the space during their
consumption period (Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004). In P2P accommodations, guests
legitimately gain access to hosts’ homes, during which time guests will likely develop a
sense of ownership toward the space.
Ownership and sharing are socially constructed (Price & Belk, 2016), such that
territorial ownership is often mutually accepted and respected in the modern world
(Edney, 1976b; Paasi, 2000). In P2P accommodation rentals, hosts and guests both
perceive part of the space as their respective territory, presumably acknowledging that
some of the space is shared and some belongs to the other person; each party may
therefore feel obligated to respect the other’s territorial ownership. However, ambiguity
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exists in the boundaries of different territory types (e.g., own, shared, and others’). Hosts
and guests may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate, maintain, and restore
their respective territories in P2P accommodation rentals (Brown et al., 2005), leading to
emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral consequences that may influence their experiences
with P2P accommodations overall.
However, in P2P accommodations, how hosts and guests consider and manage
their territories in a shared rental remains unclear. The types of territorial behaviors in
which hosts and guests may engage to communicate psychological ownership of the
space are similarly ambiguous. Furthermore, the consequences of host territoriality on
P2P accommodation guest experiences have yet to be examined.
Research Questions
As a preliminary analysis of territoriality in P2P accommodations, this
dissertation aims to understand the role of human territoriality in P2P accommodation
guest experiences. This work addresses the following questions from the perspectives of
guests using P2P accommodations.
(1) How do P2P accommodation guests feel about staying in P2P accommodation
rentals as a territorial complexity?
(2) What factors influence P2P accommodation guests’ perceptions of being in their
own vs. others’ territory in P2P accommodation rentals?
(3) What kinds of territorial behaviors do guests experience from hosts in P2P
accommodation rentals? How does host territoriality affect P2P accommodation
guest experiences?
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(4) Do guests engage in territoriality in P2P accommodation rentals? If so, what
territorial behaviors do guests use?
To address these questions, this dissertation employs a mixed-methods design
consisting of two studies. The first study attempts to gain an overall understanding of the
role of territoriality in P2P accommodations using a qualitative approach. The second
study speaks to the third set of research questions via a primarily quantitative approach.
Specifically, the second study aims to develop and validate a scale of perceived host
territoriality and assess the effects of perceived host territoriality on P2P accommodation
guest experiences.
Significance of the Study
This dissertation can contribute to studies on P2P accommodations in three
respects. First, the dissertation adds conceptual novelty to the scholarly examination of
P2P accommodations. This dissertation seeks to examine the P2P accommodation guest
experience via the lens of territoriality; it conceptualizes P2P accommodation rentals as a
territorial complexity, toward which hosts and guests possess a sense of ownership and
may engage in territoriality to manage their territories, which further influences hosts’
and guests’ respective P2P accommodation experiences. Second, this dissertation
proposes a framework about territoriality in P2P accommodations, which can be
expanded into a stream of studies. For instance, researchers can build upon the findings
of this dissertation to examine territoriality in cross-cultural settings (e.g., collectivistic
vs. individualistic), the impacts of individual characteristics on territoriality (e.g., age,
gender, social status, and personality), as well as the conditioning effects of contextual
factors (e.g., international travel vs. domestic travel and solo travel vs. group travel).
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Third, this dissertation develops a tool useful for measuring host territoriality perceived
by P2P accommodation guests. This scale can be employed in future quantitative
examinations on host territoriality in P2P accommodation settings.
The dissertation also contributes to tourism and hospitality research by providing
a new perspective for exploring interpersonal or inter-group relationships. Human
territoriality may exist in interactions between employees and customers in a hospitality
setting, between employees and supervisors and between coworkers in a tourism or
hospitality organization, and between residents and tourists in a tourism destination.
Understanding human territoriality involved in the abovementioned interpersonal and
inter-group relationships can facilitate knowledge development in the tourism and
hospitality fields. For instance, the host–guest relationship is relevant to P2P
accommodations and serves as a primary paradigm in the literature on resident attitude
(McNaughton, 2006; Zhang, Inbakaran, & Jackson, 2006), one of the most studied areas
in tourism (Li, Hsu, & Lawton, 2015; Sharpley, 2014). Understanding the roles of
residents and tourists through the lens of territoriality can help explain resident attitude
dynamics and contribute to local community spatial planning.
Moreover, this dissertation enriches human territory and territoriality research in
other social science fields. Focusing on P2P accommodations, this dissertation examines
a co-territory relationship defined by economic exchange, which has rarely been
investigated in the territoriality literature. Also, scales of human territoriality have largely
concentrated on territorial individuals’ self-reported assessments. The scale of perceived
host territoriality developed in this dissertation enhances the territoriality literature by
proposing a generalizable measure of human territoriality from an observer’s perspective.
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In addition, the findings of this dissertation can benefit P2P accommodation
platforms, hosts, and guests while informing consumer experience management in the
hospitality industry. Understanding hosts’ territorial behaviors can shape policymaking
and management of the host community on P2P accommodation platforms. The
dissertation provides suggestions for P2P accommodation platforms regarding the
development and implementation of hospitality rules, host recruitment procedures, and
host training programs. Also, the scale of perceived host territoriality developed in this
dissertation can be employed by P2P accommodation platforms to refine their review and
rating systems. By exploring the consequences of hosts’ territorial behaviors on guests,
this dissertation offers P2P accommodation hosts recommendations on how to manage
the guest experience, decorate and furnish spaces, and communicate their territorial
expectations to guests, which can benefit hosts through financial gain while benefitting
guests through high-quality social and aesthetic improvements. By exploring P2P
accommodation guests’ experiences through the lens of territoriality, this dissertation
offers suggestions to help P2P accommodation guests have an enjoyable and comfortable
experience. Moreover, the findings of this dissertation reveal the importance of human
territoriality in service encounters and interpersonal interactions, which can benefit the
hospitality industry in terms of employee training and management of customer
experience.
Delimitations
This dissertation is subject to the following delimitations:
(1) The dissertation is delimited to the role of human territoriality in P2P
accommodations from the guest perspective;
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(2) The study focuses on Airbnb as a representative of P2P accommodation
platforms;
(3) The dissertation focuses on observable territorial behaviors as proxies of
territoriality.
Limitations
The present work has four limitations. First, this dissertation proposes a
framework of territoriality in P2P accommodations based on qualitative research
findings, which tempers its generalizability to a diverse population. Second, subjectivity
is unavoidable when analyzing the results of Study 1; findings are subject to the
researcher’s interpretation of interview results and the social desirability bias raised in the
interviews. Third, the proposed scale of perceived host territoriality reflects P2P
accommodation guests’ understandings of host territoriality, which may not necessarily
cover all conceptual domains of hosts’ self-perceptions of territoriality. Fourth, this
dissertation mainly focuses on human territoriality between P2P accommodation guests
and their hosts, paying little attention to territoriality among guests and their companions.
Conceptual Definitions
TERRITORY: The space that people perceive as their own or at least partially
their own, which can be tangible (e.g., house) or intangible (e.g., research area) (Brown et
al., 2005).
TERRITORIALITY: The tendency to construct, communicate, maintain, and
restore one’s sense of ownership toward a space (Bakker & Bakker-Rabdau, 1973;
Brown et al., 2005).
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TERRITORIAL BEHAVIOR: “A set of behaviors that a person (or persons)
displays in relation to a physical environment that he terms ‘his’” (Edney, 1974, p. 959).
PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP: “The state in which individuals feel that the
target of ownership or a piece of the target is ‘theirs’” (Pierce, Kostova, & Dirks, 2003).
TERRITORIAL SENSES: P2P accommodation guests’ feelings about staying in
their own territory, being in others’ territory, or a combination of both.
P2P ACCOMMODATION: The accommodation service that occurs as an
economic exchange between everyday people in private settings, which is typically
facilitated by online websites (Lynch, Di Domenico, & Sweeney, 2007; Tussyadiah,
2016).
P2P ACCOMMODATION HOST: A P2P accommodation user who rents out
his/her spare space to others (Tussyadiah, 2016).
P2P ACCOMMODATION GUEST: A P2P accommodation user who pays to
stay in others’ space (Lynch et al., 2007; Tussyadiah, 2016).
Organization of the Dissertation
The dissertation is organized into the following chapters.
Chapter 1 provides an introduction to this dissertation, including the background
of the study, the state of P2P accommodation research, the significance of the study,
delimitations, limitations, and definitions of key concepts involved in this dissertation.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature on territory and human territoriality, namely
by explaining the relationship between territory and human territoriality, comparing three
streams of human territoriality conceptualization, and discussing the measurement of
human territoriality used in the literature. Chapter 3 discusses the fundamental
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mechanism underlying the concept of territory: psychological ownership. Drawing from
the idea of an ownership triad, the chapter proposes a territory triad, illustrating that a
P2P accommodation rentals denote a territorial complexity involving co-territory
between hosts and guests. Research questions are proposed to examine territoriality in the
P2P accommodation guest experience.
Chapter 4 presents the methodology of this dissertation. The chapter justifies the
use of a convergent mixed-methods design to examine human territoriality in P2P
accommodation guests’ experiences. Two studies are proposed, and corresponding
research methods are reported. Chapter 5 reports the findings of the interpretative
phenomenological analysis in Study 1 and discusses P2P accommodation guests’
territorial senses, categories of hosts’ territorial behaviors, the impacts of host
territoriality on guests’ experiences, and types of guest territoriality identified in
interviews. Chapter 6 details the process of developing and validating the scale of
perceived host territoriality. Finally, Chapter 7 presents the implications of findings from
Studies 1 and 2, limitations of this dissertation, and suggestions for future research. In
addition, a framework of territoriality in P2P accommodations is proposed and discussed.
The chapter closes with a summary of the research findings from this dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a brief overview of relevant literature on territoriality.
Because the concepts of territory and territoriality are intertwined, the chapter opens with
definitions of territory and then discusses human territoriality. Three major streams of
conceptualization of territoriality are reviewed and compared. This chapter also provides
an understanding of the consequences of territoriality as well as factors influencing
human territoriality. The following section presents different approaches to measuring
territoriality and highlights the importance of context in territoriality-related scale
development. The chapter ends with a summary of territoriality studies in the tourism and
hospitality literature.
Territory
The Concept
Territory, namely a tangible or intangible space that an individual or a group
perceives as their own, plays a critical role in human social life. Territoriality is the
tendency to communicate and claim a sense of ownership over territory, which can be
inferred from territorial behaviors, such as marking the boundary of one’s territory or
defending against an intruder to one’s territory. Territoriality links an organism’s
environment to its behavior and social interactions, encompassing the individual–
environment relationship as well as interpersonal relationships (Edney, 1974).
Territoriality lies at the intersection of research interests in many academic disciplines,
such as ethology, social psychology, environmental psychology, anthropology, sociology
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(Edney, 1974), and political geography (Sack, 1983). When discussing human
territoriality, it is necessary to first understand the concept of territory and its functions in
human life.
The study of human territory has roots in sociological research on the functioning
of social groups in urban life, which began in the 1920s (Altman, 1975). Early
sociologists constantly observed the presence of territories in urban life (Altman, 1975);
for instance, some neighborhoods were populated solely by certain groups and rarely
trespassed by others (Sommer & Becker, 1969). The body of research on human territory
has suggested that human beings behave around territories and engage in territorial
behaviors much like animals do, which raises the question of whether territoriality is
innate or learned (Altman, 1975).
To establish human territoriality’s unique features, Edney (1974) summarized
eight major differences between animal territories and human territories: (1) human use
of space is more variable than that of animals; (2) the association between territory and
aggression is not clear in humans but is fundamental in animals; (3) territories serve more
than biological needs for humans (e.g., recreation); (4) humans may maintain several
territories simultaneously (e.g., home, workplace, and locker), but animals use only one
territory for a continuous period of time; (5) time share of temporary territories (e.g.,
sharing tables at a restaurant) is rare among animals but common among humans; (6)
total invasion of territories occurs with humans but is rare among animals; (7) humans are
the only territorial organisms that can engage in territorial warfare without trespassing;
and (8) humans can routinely entertain other humans on their territories without
antagonism (e.g., hosting a friend). Accordingly, Edney (1974) concluded that animal
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territoriality could at best be analogous to human territoriality but had no explanatory
power. No matter which argument a researcher supports, human territoriality has been
recognized as a unique phenomenon in individuals’ social lives that warrants academic
attention (Altman, 1975; Brown et al., 2005).
Table 1 lists seven classic definitions of animal vs. human territory; the use and
defense of individuals’ or groups’ territories are recognized in all definitions. Parallels
can easily be drawn between the two groups of definitions, implying that human territory
research is grounded in animal territory studies. One distinction in definitions of animal
vs. human territory is that the former emphasizes the utilitarian functions of territories to
animals, whereas the latter stresses the psychological benefits of territories for humans.
Thus, any conceptualization of human territoriality would be remiss to neglect the
psychological meanings behind human territories.
Types of Territories
Focusing on the relationship between the self and territory, researchers have
proposed several territory typologies. Lyman and Scott (1967) distinguished four types of
territories—public, home, interactional, and body—based on opportunities for freedom of
access and territory-related actions. Public territories are areas where individuals have
freedom of access, although certain social and behavioral norms are expected. Home
territories are areas where occupants “have a relative freedom of behavior and a sense of
intimacy and control over the area” (Lyman & Scott, 1967, p. 238). Interactional
territories are where social gatherings may occur, the boundaries of which are normally
fragile and fluid. The last type of territory, body territory, refers to “the space
encompassed by the human body and the anatomical space of the body” (Lyman & Scott,
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1967, p. 241). The definition of body territory appears entangled with personal space:
“the space surrounding an individual where within which an entering other causes the
individual to feel encroached upon, leading him to show displeasure and sometimes to
withdraw” (Goffman, 1971, p. 30).
Table 1. Classic Definitions of Territory
Animal Territory
Burt (1943)
Hediger (1950, 1961)

McBride (1964)

Human Territory
Sommer (1966)

Pastalan (1970)

Sommer (1969), Sommer and
Beck (1969), Becker (1973),
and Becker and Mayo (1971)
Goffman (1963)

Territory is the protective part of the home range or area
around the home site over which the animal normally travels.
Territories are geographical areas where an animal lives and
from which it prevents others of the same species from
entering. Territorial areas are used for many functions, such
as feeding, mating, and rearing of the young. They are often
demarcated by optical, acoustical, and olfactory means. Thus,
they are areas that are rendered personally distinctive and
that are defended against encroachment.
Territories are fixed geographical areas that are maintained
and defended against intrusion by other members of the same
species and are important in mating, feeding, and nesting
behavior. They may be permanent or seasonal, and they may
change in size.
A territory is an area controlled by a person, family, or other
face-to-face collectivity. Control is reflected in actual or
potential possession rather than evidence of physical combat
or aggression—at least at the human level.
A territory is a delimited space that a person or group uses
and defends as an exclusive preserve. It involves
psychological identification with a place, symbolized by
attitudes of possessiveness and arrangements of objects in the
area.
Territories are geographical areas that are personalized or
marked in some way and that are defended from
encroachment.
Territories are areas controlled on the basis of ownership and
exclusiveness of use—for example, “This is mine,” and “You
keep off.”

Note: Adapted from Altman (1975, p. 106)
Another territory typology was proposed by Altman (1975) based on occupants’
degree of control, occupants’ use of territories, and the relative duration of users’ claim to
a space. This typology categorizes territories into three types: primary, secondary, and
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public (Altman, 1975). Primary territories are thought to play central roles for occupants
and “are usually under relatively total control of occupants for long periods of time”
(Altman, 1975, p. 120). Home is a typical primary territory to which people are strongly
attached and have a strong desire for control over access. Secondary territories are less
central, pervasive, and exclusive than primary territories; occupants have some control,
ownership, and regulatory power over secondary territories (Altman, 1975). A
neighborhood bar is one such example; regular customers consider it a secondary
territory, and their sense of ownership and possession can even extend to specific seats or
tables in the bar. Public territories are relatively temporary, where users have free access
and occupancy rights as long as they follow social norms and rules (Altman, 1975),
similar to public territories in Layman and Scott’s (1967) model. Public library, parks,
and highways are examples of public territories. Taylor, Gottfredson, and Brower (1981)
conducted an empirical study to examine the validity of Altman’s (1975) territory
typology. Specifically, they examined the effects of perceived similarity with neighbors,
types of territories (i.e., home, near-home, and off-block), and neighborhood income
levels on territorial cognitions. Results supported Altman’s (1975) proposed typology,
indicating that individuals, whether living in an urban or suburban environment,
distinguished between primary, secondary, and public territories.
A recent territory typology was proposed in the information technology literature,
focusing on privacy control mechanisms in different territories. Electronic sensors (e.g.,
GPS, WiFi, and Bluetooth) are thought to have created a ubiquitous environment of interconnectivity, which raises the question of how to protect users’ privacy and calls for a
context-based model of privacy control (Könings & Schaub, 2011). Thus, a territory
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typology was introduced to differentiate technological use contexts wherein territories are
distinguished into physical, private, and extended territories (Könings & Schaub, 2011).
Physical territory is a user’s environment that contains physical boundaries such as walls
or doors (e.g., a house or a room); extended territory is the virtual expansion of the user’s
physical territory, connected via communication technologies; and private territory is a
subset of the user’s extended territory, which does not include undesired participants
(Könings & Schaub, 2011). Although this dissertation does not address the convergence
of the virtual and physical environment, the typology proposed by Könings and Schaub
(2011) is relevant to this study, as the categorization indicates that territorial boundaries
can be intertwined with multiple territories in the same physical space.
Psychological Benefits Associated with Territories
Territories benefit human beings on at least three levels: the community level,
interpersonal level, and individual level (Edney, 1976). At the community level,
territories provide a geographic fixing effect, wherein resources are predictable and easy
to organize. Also, sharing a territory enhances perceived similarity between people,
which aids in community bonding and development of a group identity (Edney, 1976a).
At the interpersonal level, territories provide order and structure to human interaction, as
occupants’ and visitors’ roles are socially constructed and mutually recognized without
aggressive enforcement (Edney, 1976a). At the individual level, staying in one’s own
territory provides the occupant a sense of security, self-determination, control, continuity,
and identity (Edney, 1973, 1974, 1976b; Stodolska, Shinew, Acevedo, & Roman, 2013).
Empirical studies have supported the benefits of staying in one’s own territory
(Brown & Baer, 2011; Harris & McAndrew, 1986). For example, in the literature on
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persuasion, people have been found to often demonstrate territorial dominance over
visitors to their territories. A resident can exert influence over his/her visitors even if
visitors outnumber the resident and even if the resident is not typically a dominant person
(Taylor & Lanni, 1981). Specifically, when residents’ opinions differed from those of
visitors, residents were found to talk more and exhibit more simultaneous control in their
conversations compared with visitors; when residents and visitors held similar views,
residents tended to allow visitors to talk more and have more simultaneous control over
their conversations (Conroy & Sundstrom, 1977). Furthermore, staying in one’s primary
territory has been found to reduce compliance with counter-attitudinal requests (Harris &
McAndrew, 1986). Compared with non-territories (e.g., walking around campus) and
public territories (e.g., studying at a table in the library), college students showed the least
compliance when in their dormitory rooms (Harris & McAndrew, 1986). Moreover,
home field advantage occurs in distributive negotiations in which negotiating parties
compete over the distribution of items with fixed values. Residents of a territory have
been found to claim significantly more value than visitors in a two-party distributive
negotiation (Brown & Baer, 2011).
Residents and visitors also differ in their evaluations of a territory and spatial
behaviors associated with that territory. Residents of a territory perceive more control and
less crowding, claim less personal space, and evaluate the territory more positively
compared with visitors to the territory (Edney, 1973). Prior exposure to a place affects
perceptual judgement and evaluation of the environment. Experimental results have
shown that people in an unfamiliar room estimated the room to be larger compared to
those who had been exposed to the room before; the latter group also perceived the room
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as being warmer and more pleasant than the former (Edney, 1972a). Anticipation of
future experience with a place can interact with the presence/absence of a person to
influence feeling and spatial sensitivity; a sense of anticipated use of a place is sufficient
to turn an extraneous person into an intruder (Edney, 1972a). Residents and visitors also
demonstrate different behavioral attributions: residents tend to attribute their own
behaviors more to the territory they own, whereas visitors tend to attribute their and
residents’ behaviors to personality (Edney, 1975).
Territorial Encroachment
Violation, invasion, and contamination are three types of territorial encroachment
(Lyman & Scott, 1967). Violation of a territory refers to the unwarranted use of or
entrance into a territory. For example, entrance into siblings’ private rooms without
informing them may be considered a violation. Invasion of a territory can be temporary
or enduring, occurring when violators “cross the boundaries of a territory and interrupt,
halt, take over, or change the social meaning of the territory” (Lyman & Scott, 1967, p.
243). Contamination refers to rendering one’s territory an impure space; for instance, a
hotel guest who finds a stranger’s hair in a towel may consider his/her territory (i.e., the
hotel room) contaminated by others.
Given the psychological benefits that territories can provide occupants, territorial
encroachment may exert substantial negative effects on occupants. Consequences of
territorial encroachment can be either emotional or behavioral with emotional impacts
ranging from short-term effects (e.g., distress and vulnerability) to long-term
consequences such as reduced feelings of security (Brown & Harris, 1989). Andereck
(1997) examined territoriality in tourist groups and found that invasion of others led to
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feelings of annoyance and discomfort among territory holders. Behavioral responses to
territorial encroachment also vary from subtle reactions like insulation and linguistic
collusion to the ultimate response of defense (Lyman & Scott, 1967). Insulation is the
placement of a barrier between occupants and potential invaders. Linguistic collusion is
“a complex set of processes by which the territorial integrity of a group is reaffirmed and
the intruder is labelled as an outsider” (Lyman & Scott, 1967, p. 246). Defense is used
when occupants cannot tolerate intruders. Amid behavioral responses to territorial
encroachment, territoriality is remarkably important due to its close connection with the
concept of territory. The following section discusses three conceptualizations of human
territoriality and differentiates between territory and territoriality.
Human Territoriality
Human territoriality is an inclination toward ownership (Bakker & BakkerRabdau, 1973). While it is quite challenging to observe territoriality directly, it is possible
to make inferences about territoriality by noting people’s territorial behaviors (Bakker &
Bakker-Rabdau, 1973). Human territoriality has been characterized as “a set of behaviors
that a person (or persons) displays in relation to a physical environment that he terms
‘his’, and that he (or he with others) uses more or less exclusively over time” (Edney,
1974, p. 959). Conceptualizations of territoriality, although sharing important similarities,
can be categorized into three major areas.
Human Territoriality as a Privacy Regulation Mechanism
Following an environmental and social psychological approach, Altman (1975)
considered territoriality a privacy regulation mechanism used by an individual or group to
achieve an ideal level of privacy. Altman (1975) defined privacy as selective control over
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a self-boundary by an individual or group and suggested that privacy was a dynamic
interpersonal boundary process involving regulated interactions with others. Individuals
have been said to desire an ideal level of privacy at any given time and can alter the
degree of openness of the self to others to achieve desired privacy. Among a series of
privacy regulation mechanisms, territoriality concerns the regulation of social interactions
via accessibility to one’s territories (Figure 1). If the achieved level of privacy is greater
than desired, individuals may engage in self-exposure by allowing others to enter their
territories; conversely, if the desired level of privacy exceeds the actual privacy,
individuals can prevent others from accessing their territories by establishing a self–other
boundary (Altman, 1975). When the level of achieved privacy equals the level of desired
privacy, the optimum degree of privacy is reached.
Interpersonal in
control mechanisms
Desired Privacy
(ideal)

Personal space
Territory
Verbal behavior
Nonverbal behavior

Actual Privacy
(outcome)

Optimum
(achieved privacy=
desired privacy)

Note: Adapted from Altman (1975)
Figure 1. Relationship between Privacy and Territorial Behavior
Building upon the privacy regulation model, Altman (1975) proposed the
following definition of territorial behavior:
Territorial behavior is a self/other boundary-regulation mechanism that
involves personalization of or marking of a place or object and
communication that it is “owned” by a person or group. Personalization
and ownership are designed to regulate social interaction and to help
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satisfy various social and physical motives. Defense responses may
sometimes occur when territorial boundaries are violated. (p. 107)
This definition reflects six important characteristics of territoriality: (1)
territoriality includes consistent references to places or geographic areas; (2) territoriality
can serve various social and physical motives; (3) territoriality conveys the idea of
ownership of a place; (4) territoriality involves personalization of a place by marking; (5)
territoriality can come from individuals and groups; and (6) territoriality concerns
territorial violation and defense (Altman, 1975).
Using Altman’s (1975) privacy regulation model, Kaplan (1982) examined the
effect of the adolescent room-sharing experience on college students’ privacy-related
dormitory behaviors, including territoriality and self-disclosure. Students who had
positive room-sharing experiences as adolescents reported firmer territorial boundaries
than those with either no prior room-sharing experience or negative room-sharing
experience. Kaplan (1982) further suggested that successful sharers might have learned to
substitute territorial behaviors for the absence of physical boundaries in a dormitory
environment.
Altman (1975) originally conceptualized territoriality as a privacy regulation
mechanism, positing that territoriality and privacy are distinct; territoriality is associated
with achieving and exerting control over a particular segment of space, whereas privacy
involves freedom of choice (Proshansky & Ittelson, 1970). Close proximity of others to
oneself leads to loss of control rather than freedom, indicating that territory and privacy
do not always go hand-in-hand. Moreover, people have been found capable of
distinguishing between territory and privacy. To examine the co-occurrence of these
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factors, Edney (1976) designed an environment (territory/privacy, territory/no privacy,
privacy/no territory, no privacy/no territory) × behavior matrix and asked respondents to
indicate their preferred environment for 17 behaviors, including basic biological
functions (e.g., eating), personal pursuits (e.g., hobbies), work (e.g., studying), relaxation
(e.g., watching TV), and unconventional activities (e.g., singing). Differences were
identified in people’s preferred places to engage in various activities, although they
preferred a combination of territory and privacy for most. A follow-up experiment
(territory: yes vs. no × privacy: yes vs. no) revealed that people attributed their behaviors
differently under privacy conditions and territory conditions. Participants in privacy
conditions attributed their behaviors less frequently to the influence of others, whereas
participants staying in their own territory attributed their behaviors to personality.
Critics of Altman’s (1975) conceptualization of territoriality have argued that
privacy cannot fully capture the meaning of territoriality, as territoriality is not only
useful in interpersonal interaction but also provides self-identity (Edney & Buda, 1976).
However, in Altman’s (1975) conceptualization, privacy indeed has a much broader
scope than regulation of interpersonal interactions. The central function of privacy, as he
pointed out, concerns the notion of self, namely self-observation and self-identity in
addition to roles, plans, strategies, and assessment of the self in relation to others
(Altman, 1975).
Human Territoriality as a Strategy for Space Control
The desire to exert territorial control in a broader social and political context is
important for understanding geographic politics in the globalized world (Storey, 2012).
From a politico-geographic perspective, territoriality is seen as a strategy to gain access
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and control over administrative and spatial areas (Sack, 1983). Sack (1983) defined
territoriality as “the attempt by an individual or group to influence, affect, or control
objects, people, and relationships by delimiting and asserting control over a geographic
area” (p. 56). By definition, territoriality involves (1) a form of classification by area, and
contains (2) a form of communication and (3) an attempt at enforcing control over access
to the area or things associated with the area, which constitute the most essential
territoriality tendencies (Sack, 1986). Additionally, seven other tendencies are associated
with territoriality: (4) a means of reifying power; (5) displacing attention from the
controller and controlled to the territory; (6) rendering relationships impersonal; (7)
appearing as a general, neutral, essential means; (8) a container or mold for spatial
properties of events; (9) a socially empty space (things to place, place to things); and (10)
evoking more territoriality and more relationships to mold (Sack, 1983).
Building upon Sack’s (1983) conceptualization of territoriality, nationalism is
suggested as “a specific, territorial form of ideology” (Paasi, 2000, p. 4), highlighting the
crucial role territorial boundaries play in the construction and maintenance of spatial
identities (Paasi, 2000; Smith, 1981). Territoriality is used in the production and
reproduction of the nation-state system through education, politics, administration, and
governance, influencing how people understand the world and how people’s knowledge
of the world is produced, organized, and used (Paasi, 1998). For instance, territorial
policies, which can afford an area special status, are often used in ethnic regions to
encourage the maintenance of ethnic identity and resolve ethnic conflicts (Coakley, 1993;
Murphy, 1989).
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Although the conceptualization of territoriality by Sack (1983) largely focused on
territorial organizations (e.g., cities, states, nations, and firms), it is thought to be
applicable to individual-level territoriality as well. At an individual level, territoriality is
an efficient means of communication and classification. For instance, when parents do
not want their children to touch certain cooking equipment, they may simply tell their
children not to enter the kitchen rather than not to touch knives, bowls, pots, etc. Also,
individuals frequently use signs reading “Personal Space” to communicate their
ownership of a territory. In such cases, territoriality helps individuals classify and protect
themselves without disclosing what is being protected. The sense of self is further
thought to influence the use of territoriality, with people who have a strong sense of self
possessing a lower need for territoriality than those with a weak sense of self (Sack,
1983).
Human Territoriality as a Behavioral Expression of Psychological Ownership
Drawing from social psychological research, Brown and colleagues developed a
series of studies on territorial behaviors in the workplace and considered psychological
ownership the foundation of territorial behaviors (Brown, 2005, 2009; Brown & Baer,
2015; Brown, Crossley, & Robinson, 2014; Brown et al., 2005; Brown & Robinson,
2010, 2011; Brown & Zhu, 2016). Territoriality is defined as “an individual’s behavioral
expression of his or her feelings of ownership toward a physical or social object” (Brown
et al., 2005, p. 578).
Although the notion of psychological ownership is implicit in territoriality,
territoriality and psychological ownership are carefully delineated. Territoriality is a
social behavior construct related to other people; indeed, “territorial behaviors are not
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simply about expressing psychological ownership over an object … but are centrally
concerned with establishing, communicating, and maintaining one’s relationship with
that object relative to others in the social environment” (Brown & Zhu, 2016, p. 55). In
addition, psychological ownership is intrinsic to an individual and will become obvious
to others through territorial behaviors, whereas territorial behaviors can send explicit
social cues about interactions with others. To distinguish between psychological
ownership and territorial behaviors, Brown and Zhu (2016) hypothesized that
psychological ownership and territorial behavior are each positively related to affective
commitment to an organization and employees’ affect toward their territories. However,
only territorial behavior was found to be negatively related to others’ perceptions of
territorial employees’ power and performance; psychological ownership was not.
Summary
The three streams of territorial research mainly fall into two major disciplinary
approaches: a social-behavioral approach and a politico-geographic approach (Kärrholm,
2007). Table 2.2 summarizes these three conceptualizations in terms of disciplinary
background, the function of territoriality, the nature of territory, and the question that
territoriality concerns. However, three streams of territoriality research are not totally
separate; important overlaps can be identified across the three conceptualizations. First,
Altman (1975) recognized that definitions of territory “convey the idea of ownership of a
place” (p. 105), which became the main argument of the third stream of territoriality
research: territoriality is a behavioral manifestation of psychological ownership. Sack
(1983) also recognized that territoriality involves the classification of space (into
“mine/ours” or “not yours”), corresponding to the idea of ownership.
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Table 2. Three Conceptualizations of Territoriality
Altman’s
Conceptualization
Social psychology;
environmental
psychology

Sack’s
Conceptualization
Political geography

Brown’s
Conceptualization
Social psychology;
organizational behavior

Function

Regulate interpersonal
interaction

Control over spatial
areas

Nature of
Territory

Space and objects
within the space

Administrative and
spatial areas

Construct, communicate,
maintain, and restore
psychological ownership of
territory
Space and objects within
the space

Question

Do I have the ideal
level of privacy?

Am I able to control
access to my
territory?

Disciplinary
Background

What is mine, not others’?

Note: Drawn from Altman (1975); and Brown et al. (2005); Sack (1983)
Second, control plays a critical role in Sack’s (1983) conceptualization, where
territoriality is considered a strategy for space control. Similarly, the degree of control is
a key feature of the territory typology proposed by Altman (1975); for instance, primary
territories are considered the spaces over which occupants have relatively full control.
Third, the three conceptualizations indicate that the concept of territory involves not only
the territory’s occupants and the territory itself, but also others who may or may not have
territorial conflicts with the occupants. Regardless of whether territoriality is a
mechanism for privacy regulation, a strategy for space control, or a behavioral expression
of psychological ownership, territoriality pertains to the relationship between the self and
space as well as the relationship between the self and others (Altman, 1975; Brown et al.,
2005; Sack, 1983).
Important distinctions should be emphasized as well. For example, control of
territory in Sack’s (1983) conceptualization concerns delimiting and asserting control
over territorial boundaries. Comparatively, Altman (1975) discussed control over space,
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which included the space boundary and the space entity; occupants of a territory can
defend their territory against undesired intruders and personalize or mark the territory to
communicate ownership. In addition, Sack’s (1983) conceptualization of territoriality
emphasized space, whereas Altman (1975) focused on interpersonal relationships and
Brown et al. (2005) highlighted psychological ownership. Taking the dialogue between
parents and children as an example, if a mother wants her son to stop watching TV, she
may say, “Do not go to the living room before completing your homework” or “No more
TV until your homework is done.” According to Sack (1983), only the former involves
territoriality, as it deals with control over access to a space (i.e., the living room). Based
on Altman (1975), the mother may say, “Do not enter the living room before completing
your homework” if she wants to be alone in the living room for a while. According to
Brown et al. (2005), an example of territoriality in the same scenario would be the mother
saying to her son, “Do not go to my/our living room before you complete your
homework”, where the mother’s sense of ownership over the living room is essential.
Regarding the relationship between control and sense of ownership, this
dissertation views sense of ownership as more fundamental than control for two reasons.
First, the sense of control over one’s territory is rooted in one’s sense of ownership of the
territory. Second, sense of ownership over one’s territory is associated with many
concepts other than control, such as identification and self-expression; that is, compared
with control, sense of ownership is more comprehensive and salient to an understanding
of territory and territoriality.

Disentangling Territory and Territoriality
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The concepts of territory and territoriality are so closely related that one is often
used to define the other. For example, Pastalan (1970) defined territory as a space people
use and defend for exclusive use. Put simply, territory is the space over which people
show territoriality. Similarly, Sommer and his colleagues suggested that territories should
be spaces denoted by personalization and marking (Sommer & Becker, 1969). Goffman’s
(1963) definition focused on control of a space, which Sack would agree is territoriality
because control is the defining feature of territory. As the two concepts are
interconnected, people do not always distinguish them clearly. Consequently, the
relationship between territory and territoriality has not been well demonstrated in
previous studies.
This dissertation adopts a social psychological approach to examine territoriality.
Therefore, based on the conceptualization of Brown et al. (2005's), this dissertation
defines territory as the space that people perceive as their own or at least partially their
own, which can be tangible (e.g., a house) or intangible (e.g., a research area). This
dissertation defines territoriality as the tendency to construct, communicate, maintain,
and restore the sense of ownership toward a space (Bakker & Bakker-Rabdau, 1973;
Brown et al., 2005). People demonstrate territoriality consciously or unconsciously. As
territoriality is unobservable, people can infer territoriality from territorial behaviors
(Bakker & Bakker-Rabdau, 1973). What makes territoriality distinct is that it is specific
to a territory that people perceive as their own; that is, sense of ownership of a space is a
prerequisite for territoriality.
Understanding the embedded role of psychological ownership on the concept of
territory is also helpful for the development of a new territory typology. The three
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typologies reviewed in this chapter focus on the relationship between an individual/group
with a space, which overlooks an important component of the territory concept: others.
People have different perceptions and behaviors depending on whether they are in their
own territory or in others’ territories. Therefore, to understand human territoriality, it is
essential to consider whether the individual has a sense of ownership toward the space.
Territorial Behaviors: Marking and Defense
Territorial behaviors exist in response to and anticipation of encroachment.
Similar to animals, humans engage in two main territorial behaviors: marking and
defending (Brown et al., 2005). Marking consists of territorial behaviors used to construct
and communicate territory to others, whereas defending refers to territorial behaviors
used to maintain and restore territory (Brown et al., 2005). Markers can be physical
symbols (e.g., photos of one’s family on the wall) or social symbols (e.g., a public
announcement of one’s idea). Depending on the types of markers, marking can be further
categorized into identity-oriented marking or control-oriented marking (see Table 2.3).
Identity-oriented marking involves marking a territory with symbols that construct and
express one’s identities to him- or herself and to others; control-oriented marking
communicates territorial boundaries and one’s sense of ownership over the territory
(Brown et al., 2005). Apart from the different functions served by control-oriented
marking and identity-oriented marking, a key distinction between the two can be inferred
from their definitions (Brown et al., 2005): symbols used for control-oriented marking are
normally not personalized, but those for identity-oriented marking are related to one’s
identities.
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Table 3. Types of Territorial Behaviors
Categories

Territorial Behaviors

Examples

Marking

Identity-oriented marking

Photos of one’s family

Control-oriented marking

“Please do not disturb” sign
on the door of a hotel room
Locking one’s door to
prevent illegitimate entry
Glaring, yelling, and
slamming doors

Defense

Anticipatory defense
Reactionary defense

Note: Adapted from Brown et al. (2005).
Similarly, defending can be further categorized into anticipatory defense and
reactionary defense, depending on whether defenses are demonstrated before or after a
territorial infringement. Anticipatory defenses are non-communicative and are intended
to thwart territorial infringements. Reactionary defenses take place after territorial
infringements; they help the infringed find an outlet to express his/her feelings toward the
infringements, deter future infringements, and restore the territory. Examples of defenses
include locking one’s door to prevent undesired entry (anticipatory defense) or
complaining to others (reactionary defense). Researchers have found that people defend
not only their primary territories but also temporary territories, such as defending a
parking space from a waiting driver (Ruback & Juieng, 1997) or a public telephone that
one is using against other users (Ruback, Pape, & Doriot, 1989).
Factors Influencing Territoriality
Psychological ownership is a necessary but insufficient condition of territoriality
(Brown, 2009). The association between psychological ownership and territoriality is
subject to the influence of many factors, including individual characteristics,
defendability of the territory, and length of residential time.
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Individual Characteristics
Individuals exhibit differences in territoriality. Personal factors influencing
territoriality include gender (Kaya & Weber, 2003; Wells, 2000), adolescent spacesharing experience (Kaplan, 1982), cultural background (Kaya & Weber, 2003), and
personality traits (Sundstrom & Altman, 1974; Taylor & Lanni, 1981). An examination
of freshmen’s territorial behaviors in residence halls showed that male students exerted
more non-sharing behavior and were less likely to personalize space than female students
(Kaya & Weber, 2003). Female and male employees were found to personalize their
offices for different reasons with different items, with women personalizing more than
men (Wells, 2000).
Space-sharing experience can influence individuals’ perceptions and expectations
of an environment and thus affect territoriality in social interactions. As noted earlier,
college students with positive adolescent space-sharing experiences have been found to
be more territorial toward their roommates (e.g., institute firmer boundaries) than their
counterparts with no or negative space-sharing experience (Kaplan, 1982). Kaplan (1982)
further suggested that positive sharers had learned to use territorial rules to establish
boundaries between others based on previous experience, which supports the
development of territoriality as a result of social learning (Bakker & Bakker-Rabdau,
1973).
Because territoriality is socially constructed (Sack, 1986), culture plays an
important role in constructing social norms related to territory and territoriality, thereby
influencing individuals’ territorial behaviors. A comparison of Turkish and American
undergraduates’ territorial behaviors in residence halls showed that Turkish students
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perceived their rooms as less personal and expressive of themselves than American
students (Kaya & Weber, 2003). Personality traits also influence territorial behaviors. For
instance, employees with an external locus of control have been found to exhibit more
control-oriented marking and anticipatory defenses in an organization than those with an
internal locus of control (Brown, 2009). Also, dominance has been associated with
territorial behaviors in different contexts (Sundstrom & Altman, 1974; Taylor & Lanni,
1981). For example, highly dominant individuals were found to be more territorial and
used desirable space more frequently than less dominant individuals in a shared territory
(Sundstrom & Altman, 1974).
Defendability of Territories
Defense of territory has been argued to follow a calculation of benefits and costs
of controlling a territory (Dyson-Hudson & Smith, 1978), which contributes to the
diversity of human territoriality. For example, public territories are difficult to defend;
people thus exhibit less territoriality toward public territories compared to primary
territories. For primary territories like one’s home, the benefits gained from defending the
territory can easily outweigh the costs of defense; therefore, people tend to defend their
primary territories more frequently and intensively than other types of territories.
Length of Residence
Territorial behaviors have been found to be associated with the length of
residence. Depending on the type of territory under examination, the effect of the length
of residence varies. With regard to private territory, Edney (1972b) found that property
defense was positively associated with the historical length of residence and expected
future residence: people who used territorial markers (e.g., fences and signs) to
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communicate ownership had stayed longer on their property (and expected to stay longer)
than those who did not have territorial markers. In the context of shared territory, such as
dormitory rooms, Kastenbaum (1984) examined college students’ territorial behaviors at
the beginning and end of a semester. Students were expected to engage in fewer
territorial behaviors at the end of a semester after they had shared rooms with their
roommates for a period of time; however, no significant reduction in territorial behavior
was observed over time.
Consequences of Territoriality
The consequences of territoriality are twofold: consequences from the territorial
individual’s perspective and from the observer’s perspective. Consequences from the
territorial individual’s perspective include how individuals evaluate themselves, the
space, observers, and the organization or brand if either is involved. Consequences from
an observer’s perspective pertain to how observers evaluate themselves, their relationship
with the physical space, the territorial individual, and the organization or brand, if
applicable.
Regarding territorial individuals, territorial behaviors appear to have four
functions: constructing, communicating, maintaining, and restoring territories (Brown et
al., 2005). Consequences of territoriality are thus reflected by satisfaction with the four
functions. The organizational behavior literature has revealed that identity-oriented
marking positively influenced respondents’ attitudes toward their workplace, whereas
anticipatory defending negatively influenced territorial individuals’ perceived power and
performance (Brown & Zhu, 2016). Similarly, office personalization, as a form of
territorial behavior, has been found to be related to satisfaction with one’s work
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environment and job, which also informs employee well-being (Wells, 2000). On the
other hand, territoriality may lead to aggression (Scannell & Gifford, 2010). Focusing on
drivers’ territorial behaviors, Szlemko, Benfield, Bell, Deffenbacher, and Troup (2008)
found that people who engaged in more vehicle personalization and marking tended to
show more aggressive driving behaviors.
Consequences of territoriality from an observer’s perspective concern the
influences of territorial individuals’ behaviors (marking or defense) on observers’
attitudes and behaviors regarding themselves, the territorial individual, the space, and the
organization or brand, if involved. For example, in virtual teams, territorial marking from
feedback seekers has been found to reduce feedback givers’ intrinsic motivation and to
inhibit the creativity of invited feedback; particularly, marking diminishes creativity
among people with independent self-construal but enhances creativity among those with
interdependent self-construal (Brown & Baer, 2015). Also, engagement with territoriality
(i.e., claiming and anticipatory defending) has been revealed to negatively affect how
coworkers perceive a territorial individual as a team contributor (Brown et al., 2014). The
negative associations between territoriality and being perceived as a team contributor are
also stronger in high-trust environments than in low-trust environments (Brown et al.,
2014). Territorial cues used by front-line employees can increase consumers’ perceived
intrusion pressure, which further influences consumers’ perceptions and behaviors related
to organizations, including retaliation, abandonment, accession, negative word of mouth,
and temporary abandonment (Ashley & Noble, 2014).
The organizational governance literature has focused on the impact of supplier
encroachment on retailers’ operations and revenue, indicating that encroachment of
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wholesalers or franchisors is not necessarily harmful to a retailor or a franchisor’s gains
(Arya, Mittendorf, & Sappington, 2007; Kalnins, 2004). The territoriality literature that
has adopted a social psychological approach has examined the consequences of
collective, dynamic interpersonal interactions for organizations or brands. From an
organizational perspective, Brown et al. (2005) identified two positive impacts and two
negative impacts of organization members’ territoriality on organizations: on one hand,
engagement in territoriality enhances organizational commitment and reduces process
conflict with other organizational members; on the other hand, territorial behaviors
distract members from in-role performance and increase isolation from one another
(Brown et al., 2005).
Measurement of Territoriality
Territoriality has been measured via different approaches, including behavioral
indicators, observation of territorial markers, surveys, and experimental manipulation.
Yet territoriality measurement shows little uniformity due to the diversity in territoriality
studies’ research foci and contexts.
Observation
Observations have often been used to examine territorial displays and behaviors.
Based on identified territorial markers and behaviors, researchers can infer the focal
participant’s level of territoriality. For example, Edney and Jordan-Edney (1974)
recorded the markers people used to indicate their territory on a beach. Similarly, Edney
(1972b) counted the number of territorial signs (e.g., fences and signs reading “Private
Property”) around people’s property. Behavioral indicators used to measure territoriality
have varied across research settings. In an experimental setting, researchers asked
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respondents to use a string to mark their respective territory (Edney & Grundmann, 1979)
or to create a floorplan using researcher-provided materials (Edney, 1972a). In a field
study setting, Edney (1972b) knocked on participants’ front doors and recorded the
length of time before participants responded. Edney and Jordan-Edney (1974) walked
slowly away from participants and asked them to indicate the point at which the
researcher had stepped out of their space. Sundstrom and Altman (1974) observed
members’ use of space in a group cottage to measure human territoriality in a shared
territory.
Manipulation
Using an experimental approach, researchers have manipulated territoriality
directly and indirectly. Indirect manipulation can be achieved via manipulation of focal
participants’ territorial status, which is further examined in its relationship with
participants’ perceptions or use of the physical space. The second and newer approach
manipulates others’ territorial behaviors directly to assess focal participants’ feelings and
reactions. Manipulation of focal participants’ territorial status can help reveal individual
differences tied to various territorial statuses, which contributes to an understanding of
the psychological functions of territoriality. Edney (1972a) manipulated territorial status
via exposure to a space (yes vs. no) and anticipation of having a subsequent experience in
the space (yes vs. no). Participants were brought into a room and either asked to stay in
the room for certain activities (e.g., completing a survey, making a floor plan, and
decorating the room) or told they would return to the room where they were staying
(Edney, 1972a). Further, the estimated room size, evaluation of space, reaction toward a
stranger, and use of space were measured. Similarly, Edney and Buda (1976)
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manipulated territoriality by asking participants to call a lab room “his”, mark the room
extensively, take the key to the room, spend time in the room alone, and anticipate
returning to the room later. Researchers also manipulated territorial residency by
randomly assigning participants to a resident role or visitor role within the context of
university residence halls. For participants assigned a resident role, the interaction with
the visitor occurred in their own dormitory room, whereas participants with a visitor role
interacted with others in others’ dormitory rooms. This line of research corresponds to
studies on home territory advantages (Brown & Baer, 2011).
Manipulation of territoriality also informs examinations of the impact of
territoriality on others’ perceptions of the territorial individual. Brown and Baer (2015)
manipulated control-oriented territorial marking in workplaces. Participants were told
they were members of a virtual team working on a strategy proposal for a restaurant and
that they would receive a message from their coworker who had drafted an initial
proposal asking for feedback. To manipulate control-oriented marking, participants
received an email either with or without a message reading “Just to be clear, although I
am asking you for your input, I consider this to be my proposal, not yours.” The email
subject line was distinguished in the marking vs. no-marking conditions; in the marking
condition, the subject line read “My proposal”; in the no-marking condition, it read “The
proposal.” Manipulations were checked with items such as “The person who sent me the
proposal feels like this proposal is only theirs/indicated that the proposal is not
mine/claimed this proposal as their own.”
Interview
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Qualitative approaches used by researchers have mainly involved interviews,
serving to either gain a detailed understanding of territorial behaviors (Kastenbaum,
1984) or as the first step in developing context-specific scales of territoriality-related
concepts (Ashley & Noble, 2014). As an exception, Griffiths and Gilly (2012) used a
multi-method qualitative approach to examine customers’ territorial behaviors within the
context of a café, which shed light on servicescape design and experience co-creation in
hospitality contexts.
Kastenbaum (1984) conducted a study to understand college students’ territorial
behaviors in dormitories. First, participants were provided a map of their dormitory room
and asked to draw the locations of furniture and decorations on the map and mark which
they identified as their own. Next, interviews were conducted with the participants; they
were asked to point out their own space and shared space, whether they and their
roommate had decorated any part of the room together, whether they or their roommate
ever sat on each other’s bed or desk, whether they shared personal belongings, and
whether they allowed their roommate to go into their dresser or closet to find things. The
extent of territorial behavior was measured by the number of responses indicating a lack
of sharing and exclusive ownership, such as furnishings and decorations that participants
identified as their own and used exclusively, and an affirmative response to considering
one area as their own space.
To develop a scale of boundary-marking behavior, Ashley and Noble (2014)
interviewed consumers about boundary markers used by front-line employees during a
service encounter. Although the study focused on intrusion of consumers’ territories, the
claiming of boundaries by front-line employees can be considered employees’
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territoriality. The researchers asked customers to describe a negative experience they had
close to a store’s closing time. Forty-three cues used by front-line employees were
identified and coded into six categories based on a pile sort, including blocking (e.g.,
blocking areas so the customer could not access them), hostility (e.g., facial expressions
that conveyed dislike toward the customer), withdrawal (e.g., reluctance to help the
customer), audio-visual (e.g., making an announcement about the closing time over the
loudspeaker), personal (e.g., mentioning that friends or family were waiting for them for
after-work activities), and productive (e.g., turning off an “Open” sign before closing
time). The proposed scale of boundary cues from front-line employees was used to
examine customer reactions toward these cues along with the mediating roles of intrusion
pressure perceived by customers and identification with the retailer.
Griffiths and Gilly (2012) used observations, photographic documentation,
interviews, and narrative inquiry to investigate consumers’ territorial behaviors in cafés.
Participant observations were conducted over six months, and field notes and
photographs were used to document territorial behaviors in different café settings. In
addition, 38 in-depth interviews were conducted with either individuals or groups.
Participants were recruited for narrative elicitation, and photos from the observation
phase were used to construct stories. Participants recruited in the narrative inquiry phase
were shown the photos and stories and asked to assume a self-in-situation perspective to
express their own territorial experiences. The stimulus-based stories included others’
perceived thoughts about them, attitudes toward the situation, and reasons for the
situation. Participants were also asked to note additional experiences, experiences with
territoriality from others, beliefs about territorial behaviors, and personal territorial
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encounters. Thematic analysis was used to analyze the photographs and transcribe data,
stories, and field notes. Four categories of themes were identified: consumer territoriality
and café environment, consumer response to territorial intrusion, hegemonic beliefs in
territorial rights, and the impacts of conflicting beliefs on the organization. For each
thematic category, multiple salient concepts emerged (see Table 4).
Table 4. Territoriality-Related Concepts Identified in Griffiths and Gilly (2012)
Categories and Concepts
Consumer territoriality and café environment

Categories and Concepts
Hegemonic beliefs in territorial rights

•

Marking space

•

•
•
•

Cafés as home territories
Cafés as work territories
Undistracted privacy

•
•

Rights of first-come/first-served
priority
Rent in perpetuity
Rent until consumed

Impact of conflicting beliefs on organization

Response to territorial intrusion

•
•

Accommodation
Defense
Intentional deception
Intruder as territorial saboteur

Scale for Territoriality
Among different measurement types, scales have been employed most frequently,
particularly in recent territoriality studies. Early instruments measuring territoriality
focused on college students’ behaviors in dormitory rooms (Kaplan, 1982; Kastenbaum,
1984), presumably due to convenience sampling and investigators’ backgrounds (e.g.,
social and educational psychologists who worked with and/or studied college students).
Recently, Brown and his colleagues developed a workplace-based territoriality scale
(Brown, 2005, 2009; Brown et al., 2014; Brown & Robinson, 2010), contributing
substantially to scale adoption for measuring territoriality. However, few cross-item
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commonalities were identified among territoriality instruments developed in different
contexts.
Territorial behaviors are context-specific, which complicates the establishment of
a general territoriality scale for use across different situations. Although marking and
defense are two major types of territorial behaviors, discussions around the signs that
territorial individuals use to mark, as well as the way those individuals defend against
intruders, cannot provide meaningful insights without a close examination of the specific
environment in which territorial behaviors occur. For example, college students’
territorial behaviors are substantially different from those that organizational members
use to communicate, maintain, or restore their workplace territories. Moreover, existing
scales of territoriality or territorial behaviors are from the perspective of the focal
territorial individual. Observed territorial behaviors and others’ perceptions of the
individual’s territoriality are likely distinct from territorial behaviors and territoriality
perceived by the focal individual.
Kaplan (1982) used a 21-item scale to examine territorial behaviors in dormitory
rooms (see Table 5), among which 12 items measured the firmness of territorial
boundaries (e.g., the degree of exclusiveness of use of desks, chairs, and personal
belongings), and nine items were used to measure personalization and claim to the shared
room (e.g., the degree to which respondents considered the decorations, closet, and
drawers as personal and expressive of the self).
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Table 5. Instrument of Territorial Behaviors in Kaplan (1982)
Dimension
Firmness of
territorial
boundary

Personalization
and claiming of
the shared room

Item (7-point scale ranging from 1 = “disagree completely” to 7 = “agree
completely”)
I feel that there is an imaginary but clear line which divides the room into
my territory and into my roommate’s territory.
My roommate and I lie down on one another’s bed.
My roommate and I use one another’s desk.
My roommate and I use one another’s clothes.
My roommate and I use one another’s toiletries (e.g., toothpaste, soap,
deodorant).
My roommate and I use one another’s personal belongings (e.g., books,
radio, pens, typewriter).
My roommate and I each decorated our own side of the room.
My roommate and I take things out of one another’s closet and drawers
without first asking.
I have a strong need for a clear definition of what is mine and what is my
roommate’s
I feel “crowded” when my roommate uses my things.
My roommate and I try to coordinate our decorations.
In general, I prefer sharing a room with another person to living alone.
If a friend of mine who had never seen my dorm room saw it, he/she would
recognize it as mine.
Some of the articles I have in the room are things that I really care about.
I feel that my dorm room is truly a reflection of me.
I feel very much at home in my room; it is a haven from outside pressures.
When I am tired and need to get away from it all, I retreat to my dorm
room.
I feel, overall, that the room is more a reflection of my roommate’s taste
and style.
I don’t have anything here that I especially value.
I feel that my side of the room looks very different from my roommate’s.
In case of emergency, how many things and which ones in the room would
you most want to save. Please ignore financial consideration and things that
are connected to your course work. We would like you to list each item and
rate the degree of personal meaning this item has for you.
(Four blanks are provided, and for each listed item, respondents are asked
to indicate to what extent the item is personal from 1-impersonal to 7-very
personal).

Brown (2009) developed a scale of territoriality in workplaces, which has been
used in subsequent studies conducted by Brown and his colleagues. The first phase of
studies in Brown (2009) recruited 106 respondents at a public university to generate a
pool of territorial behaviors at work. Respondents were provided definitions of four types
of territorial behavior (i.e., identity-oriented marking, control-oriented marking,
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anticipatory defense, and reactionary defense) and asked to provide examples of each
type. Examples were categorized into 38 behavioral exemplars. In the second phase,
independent judges were hired to assess the wording of items and match items with
intended definitions of territorial behavior. In the third phase, an online survey was
conducted to assess the instrument’s validity and reliability. Items with low item-total
correlations and variance were deleted, resulting in a 23-item scale (see Table 6).
Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to determine whether the four-factor model
fit the data. Composite reliability and internal reliability were assessed as well. Moderate
correlations existed between psychological ownership and four types of territorial
behavior. As expected, territorial behavior appeared to be related to the need for power,
tolerance for ambiguity, and locus of control, but correlations between territoriality and
these concepts were low, reflecting the scale’s validity. The scale was later adopted by
Brown and Zhu (2016) to examine the impact of territoriality on employees’ affective
commitment and positive feelings toward their respective organizations.
Table 6. Scale for Territoriality in Brown (2009)
Item (7-point scale ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “as much as possible”)
Identity-oriented marking
Brought in personally meaningful photographs (e.g., friends, family, pets,
activities you enjoy)
Displayed artwork in my workspace
Brought in work-related items (coffee mug, books)
Decorated the space the way I wanted
Put things in the workspace that represent my personal hobbies and interests
Brought in items or changed the workspace to make me feel at home
Control-oriented marking
Created a border around my workspace
Told people about the boundaries of the workspace

Table 6 (continued)
Item (7-point scale ranging from 1 = “not at all” to 7 = “as much as possible”)
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Wrote my name all over the workspace
Used signs to communicate that the workspace has been claimed
Told people the workspace is mine
Anticipatory defending
Delayed allowing others to use my workspace until it is clear to everyone that it
is mine
Enlisted support of others to protect my space when I am not there
Developed formal rules to protect workspace
Avoided leaving my workspace unattended
Had authorities in the organization identify the workspace as mine
Used locks and passwords so others could not access my workspace
Reactionary defending
Used facial expressions to express disagreement or dislike towards the infringer
Avoided working with or interacting with the infringer in the future
Explained to the infringer that the workspace was already claimed
Devised a strategy to get back your workspace from the infringer
Displayed hostility towards the infringer
Complained to your supervisor about the infringement

Brown et al. (2014) proposed a general version of the original territoriality scale.
Scale items were selected from those suggested in Brown (2009) based on three criteria:
(1) whether a panel of judges considered the item a behavior; (2) whether the item could
measure territorial behaviors toward a variety of objects (tangible and intangible); and (3)
whether the item was sorted onto its intended dimension by judges (see Table 7). Six
items of the initial 23 were selected, measuring claiming behavior and anticipatory
defending in workplaces. Then, an online survey was conducted to examine relationships
between psychological ownership, territorial behavior, being perceived as a team
contributor, and trust environment. To measure territorial behavior, participants were
asked to think of an object critical to their work and evaluate their territoriality toward the
object. Respondents mentioned objects including physical items, spaces, work
products/projects/roles/job, ideas/knowledge, files/documents, relationships, and
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miscellaneous. Approximately 62% of respondents identified physical objects and spaces
as the objects toward which they showed territoriality.
Table 7. Territorial Behavior Scale in Brown et al. (2014)
Dimension
Claiming behavior

Items
Let others know the ‘____’ has been claimed.
Tell/show others than the ‘____’ belongs to me
Clarify the boundaries around the ‘____’ (to establish what is
and is not yours)

Anticipatory defending

Make the ‘____’ hard to use/access
Hide the ‘____’ so others don’t know about it until I want
Make the ‘____’ unattractive so others do not want to claim it

Wu, Mattila, and Han (2014) proposed a scale of territorial tendency (see Table 8)
based on interview findings from Griffiths and Gilly (2012). They applied the scale in a
coffee shop setting to examine the association between consumers’ observed territorial
tendencies and their negative emotions when witnessing other consumers being rejected.
Although the territorial tendency scale was not pre-tested or established through a formal
scale development procedure, the scale was found to be unidimensional and to have good
reliability (Cronbach’s α = 0.9) (Wu et al., 2014). In their experimental study,
participants (i.e., consumers observing others) were informed that they had witnessed a
territorial consumer declining to share a table with another consumer who was similar or
dissimilar to themselves in either a crowded or non-crowded setting. Then, participants
were asked to report their emotional reactions, perceived fairness of the observed
behavior, and satisfaction. The territorial tendency scale was not tailored toward
territorial tendencies of customers who were involved in territorial behaviors but rather
third-party consumers.
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Table 8. Scale of Territorial Tendency in Wu et al. (2014)
Items
I want to make as much space as I can for myself.
I like to keep some privacy.
I need personal space.
I do not like to be interrupted by strangers.
I tend to keep some space between myself and others by spreading personal belongings on
the furniture.
I tend to have my own table and avoid sharing with others.

Territoriality Studies in Tourism and Hospitality
Territoriality has scarcely been examined in the tourism and hospitality literature.
At first glance, territoriality seems irrelevant to these fields, where hospitableness is
valued (Lashley, 2000). However, tourism and hospitality activities do not occur in the
vacuum of human territoriality; indeed, the tourism and hospitality industry inherently
involves the host or host community’s sharing of territory and resources with strangers.
For instance, tourists travel to destinations that are foreign, and destination communities,
either voluntarily or compulsorily, open their territories to travelers. In P2P
accommodations, hosts share their home territory with guests. Additionally, tourism and
hospitality involve the sharing of territories among consumers. Restaurant customers
share the space of the restaurant and may share a dining table. Hotel guests, despite
having their own territories (i.e., hotel rooms), must share other hotel facilities (e.g., the
fitness center, conference center, and swimming pool).
Given the strong connection between territoriality and the tourism and hospitality
field, it is surprising that tourism and hospitality researchers have paid little attention to
the study of territoriality. Studies have been scattered across tourism and hospitality
settings, including consumption experiences in a café (Griffiths & Gilly, 2012; Wu et al.,
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2014), the experience of climbing Mount Everest (Tumbat & Belk, 2011), and the use of
tour boats in tourist attractions (Andereck, 1997). These studies have examined the effect
of territoriality via either focal consumers’ or other consumers’ perceptions on
consumers’ attitudes toward the experience (Andereck, 1997; Wu et al., 2014) and the
construction of territories in a specific setting (Griffiths & Gilly, 2012; Tumbat & Belk,
2011; Tussyadiah, 2012). Methodologically, qualitative approaches, including
observation (Griffiths & Gilly, 2012; Tumbat & Belk, 2011), in-depth interviews
(Griffiths & Gilly, 2012; Tumbat & Belk, 2011), narrative inquiry (Griffiths & Gilly,
2012), and focus groups (Tussyadiah, 2012), have been employed to examine the
construction of territories, whereas the impacts of territoriality on consumer experience
have been investigated via survey (Andereck, 1997) and experimental designs (Wu et al.,
2014). Except for a preliminary scale of territorial tendency proposed by Wu et al.
(2014), no instrument to measure territoriality has been developed in tourism and
hospitality settings.
Andereck (1997) investigated tourist groups’ use of boats and found that tourists
showed territoriality in public territories; even though they stayed in public territories
only briefly, tourists still held territories and had negative responses to territorial invasion
from other tourist groups. Invasion by others can lead to feelings of annoyance and
discomfort among territory holders. Tumbat and Belk (2011) found that in the paid
experience of climbing Mount Everest, guides and clients voiced concerns about their
territorial boundaries and tried to maintain their boundaries by using signs or verbal cues
and distancing themselves from others rather than socializing through sharing the place.
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Tussyadiah (2012) examined how location-based social network application users
defined and established personal and experiential territories via consumption in tourism
and hospitality venues as well as through personal territorial production in location-based
media. People were found to exhibit territorial behaviors in place consumption using
location-based media, which offers a sense of control over place-based resources.
Territorial tagging (e.g., digital check-ins) through location-based media allowed users to
claim and defend a territory via consumption.
Griffiths and Gilly (2012) found that customers lingering in cafés demonstrated
territoriality by marking the place and defending their space against other customers.
Some consumers considered the café to be a home or work territory; to protect their
undistracted privacy, customers would show defensive responses to intruders through
intentional deception. Intruders could act as territorial saboteurs as well. Customers
possess different hegemonic beliefs regarding territorial rights: some believe in rights of
first-come/first-served priority, others believe customers can use the space indefinitely,
and still others believe customers have a right to space only during the consumption
period. Conflicts in hegemonic beliefs surrounding territorial rights were found to create
territorial tension in cafés. Although territorial behaviors can foster territorial consumers’
loyalty, they can also lead to avoidance behavior from other customers.
Focusing on the coffee shop consumption experience, Wu et al. (2014)
investigated the impacts of other consumers’ territorial behaviors (i.e., refusal to share a
table) on observers’ affective and cognitive reactions. In a non-crowded setting, observed
customers with highly territorial tendencies expressed uniform levels of negative
emotions compared to less territorial customers after witnessing the rejection of table-
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sharing, regardless of the observer’s perceived similarity with the rejected intruder.
Highly territorial customers also perceived higher levels of fairness than less territorial
customers in non-crowded settings.
Chapter Summary
This chapter summarized relevant literature within territory and territoriality to
serve as the theoretical background of this dissertation. The concepts of territory and
territoriality were carefully examined and compared, factors influencing and influenced
by territoriality were reviewed briefly to provide a comprehensive understanding of
human territoriality, and approaches adopted in studies to measure territoriality were
summarized. Territoriality is complex and multi-dimensional, including behaviors
associated with marking and defense that can occur before and after territorial
encroachment. To examine territoriality, researchers have tended to develop contextspecific scales; this trend has facilitated an in-depth understanding of territorial behaviors
within certain contexts but has limited the generalizability of associated instruments in
other contexts. Few studies have been conducted to examine territoriality in tourism and
hospitality, let alone the development of an instrument to measure territorial behaviors
within this context. The next chapter will discuss the foundation of territoriality and
conceptualize the role of territoriality in the P2P accommodation guest experience.
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CHAPTER 3
CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

The previous chapter demonstrated that territoriality can influence territorial
occupants’ and observers’ evaluations, attitudes, and behavioral tendencies toward the
self, others, and territory. To examine territoriality in a P2P accommodation setting, it is
essential to understand the territorial occupants in the setting, their territories, their
territorial behaviors, and the emotional, attitudinal, or behavioral consequences of
territoriality.
Given different streams of territoriality conceptualization, Brown’s approach,
which considers psychological ownership the core of territory (Brown et al., 2005), is
most relevant to the present study. This dissertation examines territoriality in P2P
accommodations as a social psychological phenomenon resulting from the psychological
ownership that hosts and guests may develop toward shared rentals. To illustrate that
psychological ownership fits an examination of territoriality in P2P accommodations, this
chapter opens with the differences between ownership and psychological ownership
followed by a proposed territory triad model based on the nature of psychological
ownership. Then, this chapter proposes that P2P accommodations are a territorial
complexity by justifying the coexistence of one’s own and others’ territories within a P2P
accommodation rental. The dual use of space within P2P accommodations is posited to
induce potential conflicts between hosts and guests, which may result in host or guest
territoriality and thus influence either party’s P2P accommodation experiences.
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Ownership, Psychological Ownership, and Territory
This research adopts the conceptualization of Brown et al. (2005) and views
psychological ownership as the foundation of territoriality. The term psychological
ownership rather than ownership (i.e., legal or beneficiary ownership) is used in this
dissertation because the concept of psychological ownership appears better suited to P2P
accommodation business models and reflects the psychological nature of human territory.
Ownership and Psychological Ownership
Ownership and psychological ownership are related but distinct concepts.
Ownership represents a rightful claim to property, wherein rights associated with
ownership are legally enforceable and socially supported (Rousseau & Shperling, 2003).
Psychological ownership is defined as “the state in which individuals feel the target of
ownership or a piece of the target is ‘theirs’” (Pierce et al., 2003). Legal ownership can
facilitate the development of psychological ownership (Pierce et al., 2003); however,
legal ownership does not always lead to psychological ownership, nor is it a prerequisite
for psychological ownership.
Ownership can be disaggregated in many ways (e.g., firm ownership) (Rousseau
& Shperling, 2003). Variations in content (specific rights) and form (characteristics of
rights) of ownership produce a spectrum of ownership configurations (Watkins, DenegriKnott, & Molesworth, 2016). When ownership is divided into many shares, holding a
small number of shares may be insufficient to develop a sense of ownership toward the
property. For example, employees holding a share of firm ownership do not necessarily
feel that the company, or a part of the company, is theirs. Also, even though individuals
own an object, they may not develop a sense of ownership toward it, particularly when
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they have a tendency to discard the object (e.g., smelly trash) or if it has been owned too
long to be liked.
Psychological ownership is subjective, ambiguous, and tenuous, as it is shaped by
individual interpretations, perceptions, and motivations (Brown et al., 2014). In other
words, people with the same legal ownership may develop varying degrees of
psychological ownership. Moreover, people may develop a sense of ownership around
objects they do not legally own. For example, employees can develop psychological
ownership toward their workplace based on recognition of being a part of the
organization (Brown & Zhu, 2016). Therefore, psychological ownership applies to a wide
range of contexts.
Nowadays, people consume products they own and use products and services to
which they have access. Access-based consumption, defined as “transactions that can be
market mediated but where no transfer of ownership takes place” (Bardhi & Eckhardt,
2012, p. 881), has become prevalent in today’s society. The absence of transfer of
ownership has been suggested as a fundamental distinction between services and
manufactured goods, providing the basis for a rental/access paradigm in service
marketing (Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004). According to this paradigm, “marking
transactions that do not involve transfer of ownership are distinctively different from
those that do” (p. 34), and services exemplify this type of marketing transaction: they
involve a form of rental or access but no transfer of ownership (Lovelock & Gummesson,
2004). For instance, hotel guests can stay in a hotel room without having to own the
room; car rental users can drive a car without having to own it.
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Given the characteristic of non-ownership, access-based consumption highlights
the importance of psychological ownership. For instance, in place and space rentals, the
right to exclusive but temporary use of the space can cause customers to legitimately
describe the space as “my seat” or “my room” (Lovelock & Gummesson, 2004),
indicating the existence of psychological ownership. The sense of ownership developed
in access-based consumption can last for at least the duration of consumption. For
example, hotel guests can have psychological ownership over their paid hotel room
during their stay (they may even refer to the room as “my room”). Similarly, landlords
possess a sense of ownership toward their properties, and renters may perceive a rented
house as “theirs” for the duration of their lease. The perceived ownership developed
through access-based consumption can lead to territoriality just as legal ownership does.
Renters and owners of properties have been found to exhibit no significant differences in
their tendencies to use territorial markers (e.g., fences, hedges, and “Private Property”
signs) for property protection (Edney, 1972b).
The early territoriality literature acknowledged the idea of ownership in the
context of territory (Altman, 1975). Indeed, the word “ownership” may be a misnomer, as
the literature discussed private and public territories; for the latter, researchers were
clearly referring to psychological ownership rather than legal ownership. Notably, recent
studies on human territoriality have pointed out that psychological ownership is the
foundation of territoriality (Brown et al., 2005).
Territory Triad
Previous research on territory has focused on the relationship between individuals
and the environment (Altman, 1975; Brown, 2009; Brown et al., 2005). Drawing from the
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conceptualization of territoriality as a manifestation of perceived ownership, this
dissertation argues that the relationship between the self and others should be examined
in territoriality literature as well. A self–other dimension reveals the nature of ownership,
enriches topics that can be examined from a territoriality perspective, and supports the
examination of territoriality in P2P accommodation settings.
Ownership concerns material possessions along with interpersonal relationships
(Rudmin, 1991). When people say “A owns B”, they actually mean that “A owns B
against all the other individuals.” The minimal relationship involved in the concept of
ownership is a triad of the self, others, and the possession(s) (Rudmin, 1991). Similarly,
psychological ownership involves the notion that individuals believe they own an object
against others. Territory, a space over which individuals have a sense of ownership,
involves the belief that “the space is mine, not others.’” The concept of territory involves
the self, others, and space, in the simplest sense, comprising a territory triad; see Figure 2
(a). Ownership can be either private or collective, and territory can be either personal or
shared. The territory triad in Figure 2 (a) includes situations in which people share
territory with others. For territory shared by the self and others, the self has a sense of
ownership toward the space, as do others.

Figure 2. Territory Triad
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P2P Accommodations as a Territorial Complexity
A P2P accommodation rental is a territorial complexity. The concept of territorial
complexity acknowledges the possibility that different actors’ territories may intermingle
in the same space; this notion has been used in material design associated with public
space (Kärrholm, 2007). Within a P2P accommodation rental, the three nodes involved in
the territory triad are the host, the guest, and the rental; see Figure 2 (b). From the host’s
perspective, the P2P accommodation rental is his/her property and/or home. From the
guest’s perspective, the P2P accommodation rental is where he/she has paid to stay. The
host and guest can presumably each develop a sense of ownership toward the rental.
However, a home territory can be used as a public territory depending on how individuals
define and mark it (Lyman & Scott, 1967). The host and guest may each acknowledge
that the other can have his/her space in the rental and understand that each party should
respect the other’s rights to use the space. In other words, the host and guest both have
dual roles; from the host’s perspective, the guest is the “other” in the territory triad and
the host is the “self”, whereas from the guest’s perspective, the guest is the “self” and the
host becomes the “other”; that is, both hosts and guests are likely to recognize the
existence of their own territory as well as others’ territory in a P2P accommodation
rental. Thus, P2P accommodations serve an ideal context for examining human
territoriality.
In P2P accommodations, the sharing of territory between the host and guest is
defined by an economic exchange, which is distinct from the sharing of territories in a
non-commercial private setting; in the former case, the guest’s use of space is legitimated
by his/her payment rather than the host’s humanity. In addition, the sharing of territory in
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P2P accommodations is different from space use in commercial settings (e.g., a hotel or a
café); the former concerns P2P accommodation guests staying in others’ (hosts’) private
territories, whereas the latter involves consumers occupying public space as their own
territories. P2P accommodations thus become a hybrid of sharing territory in private and
commercial settings, which adds complexity to human territoriality in P2P
accommodations and renders P2P accommodations a unique setting in which to assess
human territoriality. Next, this dissertation attempts to conceptualize the dual meanings
of hosts’ and guests’ roles in P2P accommodations. Territorial relationships involved in
the territory triad will be discussed, including those between the host and the rental and
the guest and the rental.
Relationships between the Host and the Rental
P2P accommodation hosts’ relationships with their rentals vary. Two mindsets
may coexist for P2P accommodation hosts: (1) the rental is their home territory (e.g.,
“My home is my castle”); and (2) the rental is their property for commercial purposes (“It
is also a business”).
“My home is my castle”
A home is more than a house/apartment or a physical structure, as it provides a
sense of security, stimulation, and identity to the highest degree (Porteous, 1976). Altman
(1975) categorized home as an individual’s primary territory. Even though economic
exchange between hosts and guests can potentially alter the notion of home, to P2P
accommodation hosts, the rental is still their home, toward which they have a strong
sense of ownership. With this sense of ownership, P2P accommodation hosts presumably
have a strong tendency to protect and defend their home territory.
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Studies on commercial homes have shed light on the relationship between hosts
and their homes in P2P accommodations (Di Domenico & Lynch, 2007; Lynch et al.,
2007; Sweeney & Lynch, 2007, 2009). In commercial home settings, the concepts of
‘host’ and ‘guest’ have been found to evoke associations of invited friendliness and
hospitableness along with elements of intrusion and difference (Di Domenico & Lynch,
2007). Hosts use identity markers and place them in spaces accessible to guests to show
their identity in the space; hosts have also been found to be reluctant to change their
homes to please guests (Di Domenico & Lynch, 2007; McIntosh, Lynch, & Sweeney,
2011; Sweeney & Lynch, 2007). Moreover, hosts use social control and spatial
management strategies to define the boundaries between private and work domains in
commercial homes (Di Domenico & Lynch, 2007). For instance, hosts expect guests to
obey communicated and non-communicated house rules, and they limit guests’ access to
certain parts of the house.
McIntosh et al. (2010) interviewed hosts of commercial homes in New Zealand
and examined the relationship between hosts and their commercial homes. Host defiance
was found to emerge when hosts discussed managing their commercial homes. For
example, hosts would offer hospitality to guests on their own terms; decorate guest rooms
with items reflecting their own interests; aim to be authoritative, dominant, and
autocratic; protect their personal and private domains in the home; and emphasize the
notion of ‘home’ over hospitality. Because host–guest interactions in P2P
accommodations are more private and personal than in commercial homes, territorial
behaviors from the host may also be salient.
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“It is also a business”
Additional revenue (e.g., paying bills, covering basic necessities, and earning
money) is a major reason why most P2P accommodation hosts engage in the business
(Karlsson & Dolnicar, 2016). While hosts receive guests’ payment for staying in their
homes, hosts must acknowledge the guests’ right to use part of their space. Sharing space
with guests is defined by the transaction between hosts and guests; satisfying guests’
need for space use is integral to the provision of hospitality in P2P accommodation
settings. Providing hospitality can help P2P accommodation hosts obtain positive review
ratings and more reservations, which are both in hosts’ best interests. P2P
accommodation platforms (e.g., Airbnb) encourage hospitality between hosts and guests,
providing tips to hosts regarding availability, communication, commitment to
reservations, check-in, cleanliness, and other aspects of guests’ stays (Airbnb, n.d.-b).
Respecting the social and physical boundaries of guests can protect P2P
accommodation hosts from undue disruption (Wood, 1994). The provision of hospitality
on a commercial basis involves hosts’ and guests’ expectations that certain standards of
behavior are matters of decorum; the social and physical separation of guests from hosts
can help establish such mutual expectations (Wood, 1994). In commercial hospitality
settings such as hotels, bedrooms are guests’ private areas, entry to which is constrained
by conventions of privacy; similarly, hosts have their own regions that guests are not
expected to enter. Therefore, P2P accommodation hosts may be motivated to
acknowledge the legitimacy of guests’ use of space in their homes.
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Relationships between the Guest and the Rental
“I am staying in others’ place”
Territories have role-structuring properties (Taylor, Gottfredson, & Brower,
1978). When a guest acknowledges the space is the host’s territory, he/she may develop a
sense of staying in another’s territory. When individuals are conscious of staying in
others’ territories, they may strive to behave as good guests, following proper etiquette
and respecting the host’s property (Aramberri, 2001). Staying in others’ territories has
been associated with a perceived reduction in personal control over the environment, less
dominant behaviors, and agreement with territory occupants (Edney, 1975; Taylor &
Lanni, 1981). Guests staying in others’ homes, despite having paid for the stay, may feel
insecure and concerned about expressing feelings the host may find unacceptable (Di
Domenico & Lynch, 2007).
Emphasizing the host’s role may be undesirable from the guest’s perspective. For
example, an expression of understanding and compassion from the host (e.g., treating
guests in a friendly manner and providing individualized attention) has been found to
negatively influence guests’ evaluations of service quality (Priporas, Stylos, Rahimi, &
Vedanthachari, 2017). Although the authors did not provide an explanation for this
counterintuitive finding, it can be explained through the lens of territoriality: P2P
accommodation guests likely do not want additional attention from hosts, as it reminds
them they are staying in others’ territories.
Similarly, interaction with P2P accommodation hosts has been found to have no
effect on visitors’ satisfaction and behavioral intentions in some studies. Tussyadiah
(2016) found that for guests staying in private rooms, social benefits (e.g., interaction
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with the host) were positively correlated with experience satisfaction and had no impact
on behavioral intention; for guests staying in an entire home/apartment without hosts’
physical presence, social benefits did not influence experience satisfaction and were
negatively associated with future intention to use home-sharing rentals. It is likely that, in
some cases, guests enjoyed being disconnected from their hosts when staying in a house
or apartment. In terms of territoriality, the cue of territorial ownership becomes less
salient when hosts are absent, affording guests more freedom compared to when hosts are
present.
“I have paid for having my own space”
P2P accommodation guests pay for their stay, a form of access-based
consumption. In the classic piece “Possessions and the Extended Self,” Belk (1988)
recognized the role of possessions in defining an individual sense of self and suggested
that “we are what we own.” Possessions are defined as “things that we call ours” (Belk,
1988, p. 139), which implies that psychological ownership underpins possessions.
Individuals extend their sense of self to tangible objects (e.g., property) and digital
objects (e.g., a blog) (Belk, 2013). In the context of the shared economy and collaborative
consumption, this notion has been revised as “You are what you can access” (Belk,
2014), suggesting that consumers can incorporate products into their sense of self and
develop a sense of perceived ownership toward the product without actual ownership. For
example, merely touching an object can lead to increased psychological ownership of that
object (Peck & Shu, 2009). Consumers can even form psychological ownership toward
restaurants (Asatryan & Oh, 2008). Studies on territory have also indicated that public
telephone users believe they have the right to defend against other users while using the
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phone (Taylor & Brooks, 1980). Using an item bearing a café’s logo is thought to justify
consumers’ perceived territory in that café (Griffiths & Gilly, 2012).
While staying in a rental, P2P accommodation guests will likely develop a sense
of ownership toward at least part of the property. For instance, guests who stay in a
private room may develop a sense of ownership toward the room during the stay; guests
who stay in an entire apartment or house may develop psychological ownership of the
entire unit. If guests cannot retain a sense of anonymity in the space, they may perceive
privacy invasion (Di Domenico & Lynch, 2007) and engage in territoriality to protect
their territory. In P2P accommodation settings, even though guests are short-term renters
of the space, they can still develop psychological ownership of part of the rental, consider
some rental territory their own, and engage in territorial behaviors.
Conflicts in Territorial Relationships
In the territory triad related to P2P accommodation rentals, the relationship
between the host and the space, as well as that between the guest and the space, has
multiple meanings. The host and guest can each perceive at least part of the rental as
his/her own territory, which may lead to potential conflicts between hosts and guests in
managing their territories.
Conflicts may follow from the dual roles of hosts and guests for multiple reasons:
(1) territorial boundaries in P2P accommodations can be ambiguous, potentially leading
to territorial disputes between hosts and guests; (2) hosts’ and guests’ perceptions of
territory can differ, resulting in disparate territory-related expectations; and (3) hosts and
guests may experience conflict over the allocation of relationships, responsibilities, and
resources in relation to territory (Brown et al., 2005).
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The host and guest may not agree with one another on the boundaries of space
deemed their own, others’, and shared. Boundary ambiguity may create potential
conflicts in host–guest interactions; that is, a shared-space rivalry (Lamberton & Rose,
2012) can exist between a host and a guest in P2P accommodations. Competition
between the host and guest in space use may lead to territoriality. For instance, if the host
considers certain part of the space solely his/hers (e.g., living room) while the guest
claims his/her right to use the space, each person may compete for use of the space,
resulting in territorial tension between both parties. When the guest considers a room
his/her own while staying at a rental, the host may still have a strong sense of ownership
toward the room and expect the guest to respect his/her ownership of the space; these
differential perceptions may also elicit territorial tension. Such tension between hosts and
guests may lead to respective territorial behaviors that influence their individual P2P
accommodation experiences.
Even when the host and guest agree upon the boundaries delineating own and
others’ territories in a P2P accommodation rental, tension may nevertheless develop. The
host and guest may have different expectations regarding space-related behaviors and
responsibilities. For example, although the host and guest may agree upon each other’s
right to space use, ambiguity in responsibility may create abusive behavior or
misbehavior. Potential conflicts between hosts and guests can color the experience in
each role, further influencing both parties’ evaluations of each other, the rental, and the
selected P2P accommodation platform overall.
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Research Questions
As this dissertation is arguably the first to examine territoriality in P2P
accommodations, it focuses on establishing the relevance of territoriality from the guest
perspective. This dissertation does not intend to examine the role of territoriality from the
host perspective for three reasons. First, investigating territoriality from a guest
perspective adds to the theoretical novelty of the dissertation. P2P accommodation guests
pay to stay in hosts’ territories, which assigns guests dual roles in territoriality within P2P
accommodations: (1) they stay in others’ territories and thus are intruders of those
territories; and (2) they have their own territories in the P2P accommodation that may be
subject to intrusion from others. Studies on commercial homes have examined hosts’
perceptions of their homes and their strategies for managing interactions with guests
(McIntosh et al., 2011; Sweeney & Lynch, 2007, 2009), revealing that hosts indeed
engage in territorial behaviors. However, scant research has explored whether guests also
perceive the space as theirs and engage in territorial behaviors during their stay.
Understanding territoriality from the guest perspective seems to be more theoretically
interesting and novel than investigating the host’s point of view, at least at this stage of
scientific inquiry.
Second, the guest perspective can provide more practical relevance to this
dissertation, as P2P accommodation platforms’ (e.g., Airbnb) marketing initiatives have
focused largely on guests’ experiences (Johnson & Neuhofer, 2017). Third, the guest
perspective is more feasible than the host perspective to investigate territoriality in P2P
accommodations. Hosts will presumably show territoriality more often than guests due to
their strong relationship with their property. Therefore, given time and budgetary

67

constraints, the author preferred to explore hosts’ territorial behaviors from guests’
perspectives and how such behaviors influence P2P accommodation guest experiences.
This dissertation’s mixed-methods design therefore focuses on territoriality from the
perspective of guests using P2P accommodations.
This dissertation examines how P2P accommodation guests feel about their stay
in P2P accommodations, hosts’ territorial behaviors and related consequences on P2P
accommodation guest experiences, and guests’ territorial behaviors. The research
questions of this dissertation are as follows:
(1) How do P2P accommodation guests feel about staying in P2P accommodation
rentals as a territorial complexity?
(2) What factors influence P2P accommodation guests’ perceptions of being in their
own vs. others’ territory in P2P accommodation rentals?
(3) What kinds of hosts’ territorial behaviors do guests experience in P2P
accommodation rentals? How does host territoriality affect guests’ P2P
accommodation experiences?
(4) Do guests engage in territoriality in P2P accommodation rentals? If so, what
territorial behaviors do they use?
Chapter Summary
At the beginning of this chapter, a territory triad model was proposed based on the
notion of ownership, which includes the host, the guest, and the rental in the context of
P2P accommodations. To conceptualize territorial relationships in this context, a shared
rental is considered a territorial complexity, where the host and guest may each possess
the sense of being in their own territory and being in another’s territory. The dual
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territorial meanings of space in P2P accommodation rentals is assumed to induce
conflicts in host–guest interactions and thus lead to territoriality from either the host or
guest, which may influence guests’ emotions, attitudes, and behaviors during their
accommodation experiences. The chapter closed by presenting the research questions this
dissertation attempts to answer. The methodology used to answer these research
questions is discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY

The main purpose of this dissertation is to examine the role of territoriality in P2P
accommodation guest experiences. Specifically, the dissertation aims to understand (1)
how guests feel about staying in different types of territories in P2P accommodations; (2)
factors affecting guests’ feelings about staying in a P2P accommodation as a territorial
complexity; (3) how P2P accommodation guests understand host territoriality and their
emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral responses toward host territoriality; and (4) guests’
territorial behaviors. To achieve these research objectives, this dissertation adopts a
mixed-methods approach. This chapter provides a detailed discussion of the research
methodology in this dissertation and is organized as follows: the first section highlights
the rationale for using a convergent mixed-methods design and the assessment of validity
in this research; the second section focuses on the research design of Study 1, which
employed interpretative phenomenological analysis and interviews with P2P
accommodation guests to develop a global understanding of territoriality in P2P
accommodation settings; and the third section outlines the design of Study 2, a scale
development study to develop and validate a scale of host territoriality perceived by P2P
accommodation guests.
Research Design: A Mixed-Methods Approach
This dissertation adopts a mixed-methods design, which integrates qualitative and
quantitative data and makes interpretations based on the combined strengths of the two
datasets (Creswell, 2015). Mixed-methods research uses multiple methods and involves
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more than one perspective in evaluating a research inquiry (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003).
Mixed-methods studies have been criticized for their methodological incompatibility and
paradigmatic incommensurability (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003; Venkatesh, Brown, &
Bala, 2013), with the argument that the philosophical stances underlying different
research methods (particularly methods across qualitative and quantitative studies) are
not necessarily compatible (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003). However, the value of mixedmethods designs has been increasingly acknowledged (Creswell, 2015), and some
researchers have called for an end to paradigmatic debates (Patton, 2002; Weber, 2004).
The author endorses the notion that researchers should go beyond the alleged differences
underlying philosophical stances (Heath, 1992; Weber, 2004) to focus on how to improve
knowledge of social phenomena using different research methods (Walle, 1997; Weber,
2004) and a multi-paradigm approach (Gioia & Pitre, 1990). If one paradigm must be
chosen for this dissertation, the author would like to follow a pragmatic approach.
Pragmatism has been suggested as the foundation of mixed-methods research
(Tashakkori, Teddlie, & Teddlie, 1998) and is considered suitable for conducting mixedmethods designs in the social sciences (Maxcy, 2003). Pragmatism emphasizes the
importance of research questions in guiding the selection of research methods and
paradigms, supports the combined use of quantitative and qualitative methods, and rejects
forced choice among existing philosophical stances (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003).
Pragmatist researchers are allowed to select research methods most appropriate for
answering the proposed research questions (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003), which endows
studies using a pragmatic approach with flexibility and practical relevance.
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Mixed-methods designs fall into three major categories, namely convergent
designs, explanatory sequential designs, and exploratory sequential designs (Creswell,
2015). A convergent design merges the results of qualitative and quantitative data for
comparison or verification; an explanatory sequential design begins with a quantitative
study followed by a qualitative study to examine quantitative results to obtain an in-depth
understanding; and an exploratory sequential design starts with a qualitative analysis due
to a lack of knowledge or the unexplored nature of a research problem, after which a
quantitative study is conducted based on insights drawn from the first-phase qualitative
examination (Creswell, 2015).
This dissertation uses a convergent design consisting of two separate studies (see
Figure 3). Study 1 is a qualitative interview study, which aims to examine guests’
perceptions of P2P accommodations as a territorial complexity, host and guest
engagement in territoriality, and consequences of host territoriality on P2P
accommodation guest experiences. In other words, Study 1 seeks to provide an
overarching view of human territoriality in P2P accommodation guests’ experiences.
Study 2 is a quantitative study concerning the development of a perceived host
territoriality scale in P2P accommodation settings. To establish scale validity and
reliability, P2P accommodation guests were surveyed and the relationship between host
territoriality and its consequences on guests’ P2P accommodation experiences was
examined. Inferences were drawn from these two studies as well as from the overall
mixed-methods design. Findings from the studies were compared and integrated to
provide a comprehensive understanding of territoriality in P2P accommodation guest
experiences.
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Note: Adapted from Creswell (2015).
Figure 3. Convergent Design
A convergent design was chosen for two reasons. First, both qualitative and
quantitative data are necessary for understanding human territoriality in the context of
P2P accommodations. On one hand, human territoriality remains largely underinvestigated, particularly in the unique context of P2P accommodations, which
underscores the necessity of developing an in-depth understanding of the phenomenon
using qualitative data. A qualitative study is therefore needed to provide conceptual
grounds for further examination of P2P accommodation guests’ experiences. On the other
hand, developing a scale of perceived host territoriality that is applicable in various P2P
accommodation settings can make essential contributions to future empirical research.
Quantitative data collection and analysis are required for the development of the
perceived host territoriality scale and the assessment of scale validity and reliability.
Therefore, qualitative and quantitative datasets provide insights to this dissertation from
different angles.
Second, the scopes and objectives of the qualitative and quantitative studies in
this dissertation are different. The qualitative study aims to provide a comprehensive
understanding of the role of territoriality in P2P accommodation guest experiences, which
directly addresses all research questions proposed in Chapter 3. The quantitative study
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focuses on the development of a perceived host territoriality scale, which can facilitate
empirical examinations of host territoriality and the consequences of host territoriality on
P2P accommodation guest experiences. Therefore, Study 1 has a much broader scope
than Study 2; the two studies are more independent than connected.
In a convergent mixed-methods design, qualitative and quantitative datasets
should be collected from the same population (Creswell, 2015). The target population of
this dissertation is P2P accommodation guests. Sampling strategies varied across the two
studies: Study 1 used purposive sampling, intending to develop a basic understanding of
the phenomenon through interviews; Study 2 employed convenience sampling and online
panels for scale development and assessment.
Validation of this dissertation is based on recommendations from Venkatesh et al.
(2013), including assessment of qualitative studies’ credibility and quantitative studies’
validity, evaluation of the overall quality of findings from the entire mixed-methods
design, validation from a research design perspective, and discussion of potential threats
to validity. Table 9 summarizes the validation methods used in this dissertation. Specific
measures taken to ensure qualitative studies’ credibility and quantitative studies’ validity
will be discussed within subsequent sections on each study design.
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Table 9. Validation of Mixed-Methods Research
Guideline
Discuss validation
within quantitative
and qualitative
research.

Recommendations
Discuss validation for quantitative
and qualitative studies.

Practice of this dissertation
Credibility of Study 1;
validity of Study 2

Use mixed-methods
research
nomenclature when
discussing
validation.
Discuss validation of
mixed-methods
findings and/or metainference(s).

When discussing mixed-methods
validation, use mixed-methods
research nomenclature.

Inference quality concerns
the nomenclature of this
mixed-methods design.

Mixed-methods research validation
should be assessed on the overall
findings from mixed-methods
research, not from the individual
studies.

Conceptual consistency

Discuss validation
from a research
design perspective.

Discuss validation from the
standpoint of the overall mixedmethods design chosen for a study or
research inquiry.

Within-design consistency

Discuss potential
threats and remedies.

Discuss potential threats to validity
that may arise during data collection
and analysis.

Interpretive consistency and
distinctiveness

Note: Adapted from Venkatesh et al. (2013) and Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003).
In validating mixed-methods findings, Venkatesh et al. (2013) pointed out the
importance of using mixed-methods research nomenclature. The present dissertation uses
inference quality as the nomenclature; the term has been argued to encompass internal
validity and credibility, transcending terminological differences in qualitative and
quantitative studies to better describe the quality of mixed-methods findings (Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2003). Inference quality includes four evaluation dimensions: (1) withindesign consistency, which concerns inference consistency within a mixed-methods design
(e.g., consistency of procedures/design with the research questions/purpose); (2)
conceptual consistency, which looks at the consistency of inferences drawn from
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different studies as well as global inferences’ consistency with existing knowledge and
theories; (3) interpretive consistency, which evaluates whether the interpretations of
results are consistent across people; and (4) interpretive distinctiveness, which is related
to the distinctiveness of interpretations (e.g., whether inferences are superior to other
interpretations of the same findings; whether alternative explanations exist for the
findings) (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2003). These four dimensions of inference quality
correspond to the validation of mixed-methods design recommended by Venkatesh et al.
(2013). Thus, in addition to evaluating the credibility of Study 1 and the validity of Study
2, this dissertation uses the dimensions suggested by Teddlie and Tashakkori (2003) to
assess the overall quality of the proposed mixed-methods design.
Study 1: A Qualitative Study Design
Objectives
The objectives of Study 1 are threefold: (1) to understand how guests understand
the P2P accommodation space; (2) to understand hosts’ territorial behaviors and the
consequences (i.e., emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral) of host territoriality on guests;
and (3) to explore how guests engage in territoriality. The findings of this study shed light
on a basic understanding of human territoriality in P2P accommodation guest
experiences.
Data Collection and Procedures
To accomplish these objectives, the author conducted interpretative
phenomenological analysis (IPA) with P2P accommodation guests. IPA studies aim to
understand what participants think and feel based on what they are discussing (Smith &
Osborn, 2015). In an IPA approach, respondents are considered cognitive, linguistic,
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affective, and physical beings whose mental and emotional states are assumed to be
connected with their speech (Smith & Osborn, 2008). IPA recognizes differences in
people’s perceptions and attempts to make sense of the subjective meanings of
experiences from the perspectives of those involved (Smith & Osborn, 2008, 2015).
Purposive sampling was used to select information-rich cases that could fulfill the
research objectives (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006; Patton, 2002). Participants in Study
1 met three basic criteria: (1) be at least 18 years of age; (2) had stayed in a P2P
accommodation rental within the past 12 months (from April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018);
and (3) had experienced host territoriality during their stay in a P2P accommodation
rental. A 12-month period was used as a filter because these participants were
presumably active users of P2P accommodations and likely to have valid memories of
their P2P accommodation experiences.
Interviews were conducted from March 8, 2018 to April 12, 2018. Nine
interviewees were recruited through a recruitment ad posted on Craigslist (see Appendix
A). A screening survey was used to select valid participants for interviews (see Appendix
B). There were 73 complete responses to the screening survey, among whom 26
participants had used Airbnb in the past 12 months, reported having experienced host
territoriality (i.e., Did the host say or do anything that made you feel you were staying at
his or her home rather than your own home?), and provided their contact information.
The author reached out to 14 participants to schedule an interview; eventually, nine
interviews were successfully conducted. Four additional interviewees were recruited
through the author’s social network, all of whom were graduate students majoring in
business or communication at Temple University; two (i.e., Participants #5 and #6) did
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not report having experienced host territoriality and were recruited as negative cases for
assessment of study credibility. Study 1 included 13 interviews; participant profiles are
presented in Table 10.
Table 10. Interviewee Profile
Case Interview Gender Age

Race

1
F2F
F
29
2
Skype
M
33
3
Skype
F
39
4
F2F
F
24
5
F2F
F
27
6
F2F
M
24
7
Skype
F
34
8
Skype
M
31
9
Skype
M
41
10
Skype
F
57
11
Skype
F
58
12
F2F
M
39
13
Skype
M
45
Note: F2F = face-to-face interview.

Asian
White
White
Asian
Asian
White
African American
White
African American
White
White
White
White

Airbnb Rental
Experience
Entire & Private
Entire
Entire
Entire & Private
Entire & Private
Entire
Entire & Private
Entire & Private
Entire & Private
Entire & Private
Private
Entire & Private
Entire & Private

Negative
Cases
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with each participants. The interviews
were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. Each interview lasted an average of 51
minutes and 11 seconds and consisted of five sections (see Appendix C for interview
questions): (1) participants’ previous P2P accommodation experiences; (2) similarities
and differences between an Airbnb experience and a hotel experience or staying in one’s
own home; (3) participants’ perceptions of space in an Airbnb rental; (4) participants’
experiences of host territoriality; and (5) participants’ own territorial behaviors in Airbnb
experiences.
Data Analysis
Interview transcripts were used as raw data for further analysis. Analysis of
qualitative interview data was implemented using the qualitative data analysis software
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Dedoose. Coding procedures followed the recommendations in Smith and Osborn (2015).
The author began by coding the first transcript and conducted a systematic search for
themes in the transcript before forging connections between themes and establishing
superordinate themes. After coding the first case, the author moved to the second case
and followed the same coding process. Then, the author moved to the third case and
continued to work through all participants. Essentially, for each case, the author
proceeded through the following steps: initial individual commentsà determining
themesà listing themesà clustering into superordinate themes. After all transcripts were
coded, the author began to look for patterns between cases to establish master themes for
the entire group; master themes are listed in Chapter 5 with examples provided to support
each theme. Master themes and superordinate themes (Smith & Osborn, 2015) are
discussed in detail in Chapter 5, and verbatim quotes from the interviewees are used to
support the discussion.
Credibility
The credibility of Study 1 was ensured by using negative cases and providing rich
descriptions. Two participants who reported no experiences with host territoriality were
recruited. Interviews with these participants did not reveal contradictory findings
regarding territorial senses, observations of host territoriality, and reactions toward host
territoriality, confirming the credibility of Study 1. The author has provided sufficient
details about the research procedures to facilitate readers’ credibility assessment of this
qualitative study.
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Study 2: Scale Development
Objectives
The objectives of Study 2 were twofold: (1) to develop a scale of perceived host
territoriality that can be used to examine the impact of host territoriality on guests’
experiences in P2P accommodations and (2) to establish the validity and reliability of the
proposed scale.
Procedures
This dissertation followed the scale development procedure recommended by
MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff (2011), which includes the following 10 steps (see
Table 11): (1) develop a conceptual definition of the construct; (2) generate items to
represent the construct; (3) assess items’ content validity; (4) formally specify the
measurement model; (5) collect data to conduct a pretest; (6) purify and refine the scale;
(7) gather data from a new sample and re-examining scale properties; (8) assess scale
validity; (9) cross-validate the scale; and (10) develop norms for the scale. The front-end
steps are relatively more important than cross-validating the scale (Step 9) and
developing norms (Step 10) (MacKenzie et al., 2011), and the last two steps can be
omitted due to time or resources constraints. In following these recommendations
(MacKenzie et al., 2011), this dissertation focused on the first eight steps of the scale
development procedure, namely conceptualization (Step 1), development of measures
(Steps 2–3), model specification (Step 4), scale evaluation and refinement (Steps 5–6),
and validation (Steps 7–8).
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Table 11. Scale Development Procedures Recommended by MacKenzie et al. (2011)
Aspect
Conceptualization
Development of
measures

Step Recommended
Procedure
1
Develop a conceptual
definition of the construct
2

Generate items to
represent the construct

3

Assess items’ content
validity
Formally specify the
measurement model

Model specification

4

Scale development
and refinement

5
6

Validation

Norm development

7

Collect data to conduct
pretest
Scale purification and
refinement
Gather data from new
sample and re-examine
scale properties

8

Assess scale validity

9
10

Cross-validate the scale
Develop norms for the
scale

Technique Implemented
Literature review on territoriality;
conceptual development in the
context of P2P accommodations
Literature review; qualitative
interview in Study 1; online survey
in Study 2
Expert panel; a panel of P2P
accommodation guests
Reflective first-order measurement
model; formative second-order
construct
Online survey
EFA; CFA; significance and
strength of factor loadings
Online survey
EFA; CFA; Cronbach’s α;
significance and strength of factor
loadings
Known-groups comparisons;
criterion-related validity
Future research
Future research

1) Construct Conceptualization. MacKenzie et al. (2011) recommended that the
first step of scale development include examining how the focal construct is defined in
the literature and interviewing experts to identify previous uses of the concept and the
construct domain. Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation served these functions. Then,
researchers should formally specify the nature of the construct, including the conceptual
domain to which the construct refers (e.g., a thought, feeling, perception, action, or
outcome) and the entity to which it applies (e.g., a person, task, process, or relationship)
(MacKenzie et al., 2011). The focal construct in this dissertation is host territoriality,
referring to hosts’ tendencies to express feelings of ownership toward the P2P
accommodation. The conceptual domain of this construct is a perception, specifically that
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of P2P accommodation guests toward hosts’ territoriality. The entity to which this
construct applies is a person (i.e., individual P2P accommodation guests). Thus, the
construct in this dissertation concerns perceived host territoriality from P2P
accommodation guests’ perspectives.
Next, MacKenzie et al. (2011) recommended that researchers specify the
attributes/characteristics of an exemplar of the construct. In this dissertation, perceived
host territoriality can be defined as P2P accommodation hosts’ inclinations that (1)
fundamentally result from hosts’ psychological ownership of the space; (2) aim to
construct, communicate, maintain, or restore their territory; and (3) are inferred by P2P
accommodation guests from hosts’ territorial behaviors. Perceived host territoriality is a
multi-dimensional concept, with categories of host territoriality taken as sub-dimensions
of the focal concept. Hosts’ territorial behaviors may vary over time, across situations,
and across cases, depending on relationships between the host and guest, between the
host and the space, and between the guest and the space, as well as guests’ characteristics.
3) Assess Validity of Scale Items. The validity of scale items was assessed by an
expert panel, who assessed the adequacy of scale items and the representativeness of each
item. A panel of P2P accommodation guests was recruited to provide complementary
evidence for the validity of scale items.
4) Formally Specify the Measurement Model. Relationships between indicators
and dimensions of perceived host territoriality are reflective. Indicators are considered
manifestations of different dimesons of perceived host territoriality. Perceived host
territoriality is a composite factor of its dimensions; thus, the relationship between
perceived host territoriality and its dimensions is formative.
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5) Collect Data to Conduct Pretest. To refine the initial set of items, respondents
were recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turk via an online survey. Screening questions
were added in the survey to ensure that respondents had previously used P2P
accommodation rentals.
6) Scale Purification and Refinement. The data were randomly split into two
subsamples. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted on one subsample to
verify the dimensionality of the overall scale. Items with communalities lower than 0.40,
factor loadings lower than 0.32, or two or more factor loadings of 0.32 or higher were
deleted (Costello & Osborne, 2005). A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted on the remaining half of the sample to test scale reliability and compare
alternative models to assess scale dimensionality (one-factor model and multiple-factor
models). Goodness of fit of the measurement model was assessed using indices such as
the chi-square statistic, RMSEA, SRMR, CFI, and TLI. Cut-off values close to 0.95 for
CFI and TLI, 0.06 for RMSEA, and 0.08 for SRMR were used to assess the fit of the
specified model; such indices are expected to generate lower Type II error rates with
acceptable Type I error rates (Hu & Bentler, 1999). For RMSEA, the 90% confidence
interval was assessed as well; its lower limit should be close to 0, and its upper limit
should be less than 0.08 (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008). Then, the study evaluated
individual indicators’ validity and reliability. Validity of each indicator was assessed
based on the significance of the item’s estimated coefficient to its corresponding
construct and the unique proportion of variance in the indicator captured by the latent
construct. Indicators with nonsignificant loadings on the expected construct, squared
standardized loadings of less than 0.50, or large and significant measurement error
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covariance with other measures were eliminated during scale refinement (MacKenzie et
al., 2011).
7) Re-examine Scale Properties. The measurement model generated in Step 6 was
re-estimated with a new sample. The instrument’s internal consistency was evaluated
using Cronbach’s alpha with a cut-off of 0.70, an acceptable value for newly developed
scales (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). Online panelists were used to collect data
via an online survey. In addition to scale refinement, the online survey was used to
conduct known-group comparisons and assess convergent validity, discriminant validity,
and nomological validity of the scale.
8) Assess Scale Validity. Scale validity was assessed via known-groups
comparisons and criterion-related validity (MacKenzie et al., 2011). To conduct knowngroup comparisons, perceived host territoriality was compared against two variables: (1)
the type of rental used by respondents (i.e., whether respondents stayed in a private room
or an entire house/apartment during their stay in P2P accommodations) and (2) awareness
of host territoriality (i.e., whether respondents indicated “yes”, “maybe”, or “no” when
asked if they had experienced host territoriality in their last P2P accommodation
experience). Respondents who stayed in a private room were expected to report
significantly higher levels of perceived host territoriality than those who stayed in an
entire house/apartment; similarly, respondents who were aware of host territoriality were
expected to report significantly higher levels of perceived host territoriality than those
who were unaware. Criterion-related validity was assessed using discriminant validity,
convergent validity, and nomological validity. An alternative construct measure from
Brown et al. (2014) was included in the survey to assess the construct’s convergent
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validity; if the scale had good convergent validity, then positive correlations should
emerge between host territoriality measured using the developed scale and that measured
using the scale proposed by Brown et al. (2014). To evaluate nomological validity,
satisfaction of the P2P accommodation experience (Yang & Mattila, 2017) and
behavioral intentions toward using the P2P accommodation rental were included in the
survey. A higher level of perceived host territoriality was expected to be negatively
associated with respondents’ satisfaction with their P2P accommodation experience and
intention to reuse the rental. To assess discriminant validity, perceived control (Armitage
& Conner, 1999), perceived self-efficacy (Armitage & Conner, 1999), and personal sense
of power (Anderson, John, & Keltner, 2012)—all concepts conceptually related to but
distinct from perceived host territoriality—were included as well.
Chapter Summary
This chapter discussed the methodology used to answer the research questions
proposed in this dissertation. A convergent mixed-methods design was employed to
examine human territoriality in P2P accommodation guest experiences. The mixedmethods design included two studies. Study 1 utilized IPA and interviews with P2P
accommodation guests to understand guests’ perceptions of P2P accommodations as a
territorial complexity, hosts’ territorial behaviors, guest territoriality, and the
consequences of host territoriality on guests’ experiences. Study 2 attempted to develop a
scale of perceived host territoriality in P2P accommodation settings. The dissertation
followed an 8-step scale development procedure to create a scale of perceived host
territoriality and evaluate the scale’s validity. Findings of the two studies are discussed
separately (i.e., Chapters 5 and 6) and together (i.e., Chapter 7).
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CHAPTER 5
TERRITORIALITY IN P2P ACCOMMODATION RENTALS

Interviews in Study 1 revealed rich descriptions regarding the role of territoriality
in P2P accommodation guest experiences. This chapter reports the results of 13
interviews in Study 1 from four aspects: territorial senses involved in P2P
accommodation experience, factors affecting territorial senses, host territoriality, and
guest territoriality. The first section focuses on P2P accommodation guests’ feelings
about staying in a shared rental. Feelings associated with two territorial senses are
discussed: the sense of being in others’ territory and that of being in one’s own territory.
The second section addresses factors that can influence P2P accommodation
guests’ territorial senses based on themes that emerged during interviews. Descriptions
are presented about how each factor affected guests’ sense of being in others’ territory
and that of being in their own territory, supplemented by quotations from interviewees.
Themes related to host territoriality are discussed in the third section, including hosts’
territorial behaviors, guests’ reactions toward host territoriality, and the impacts of host
territoriality on guests’ experiences. This section opens with six categories of hosts’
territorial behaviors followed by four types of guests’ reactions to host territoriality (i.e.,
adaption, assertive defense, appeal, and avoidance). Then, the effects of host territoriality
on P2P accommodation guests’ emotions, evaluations of the host, evaluations of their
P2P accommodation experience, and behavioral intentions are discussed. The fourth
section of the chapter concerns guest territoriality, illustrating guests’ need for their own
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space in a P2P accommodation rental and guests’ territorial behaviors revealed in the
interviews.
Feelings of Staying in a Territorial Complexity
This section concerns research question #1: How do P2P accommodation guests
feel about staying in P2P accommodation rentals as a territorial complexity? To P2P
accommodation guests, a rental is a territorial complexity, toward which guests can
simultaneously possess a sense of being in their own territory and that of being in others’
territory. The sense of being in others’ territory and that of being in one’s own territory
each comprises part of the sense of being in a shared territory. The sense of being in a
shared territory may emerge from three sources: (1) P2P accommodation guests
temporally occupy the rental and thus ‘share’ it with hosts during separate periods of time
(i.e., temporally sharing territories); (2) P2P accommodation guests staying in a private
room physically share the rental with the host (i.e., physically sharing territories); and (3)
some sections of the rental are perceived as a space (e.g., living room) shared between
hosts and guests (i.e., public areas in a shared territory). To P2P accommodation guests,
staying in a shared rental simultaneously induced feelings of being in others’ territory and
feelings of being in one’s own territory. In P2P accommodation rentals, guests were
aware of staying in others’ territories while claiming their right to use the space and thus
possessing feelings of staying in their own territory. Table 12 lists themes related to the
sense of being in P2P accommodation rentals as a territorial complexity.
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Table 12. Feelings about Staying in a Shared Rental
Master Themes
Sense of being in others’ territory

Sense of being in one’s own territory

Themes
Respectful/Careful
Constrained
Uncertain
Curious
Fearful of Contamination
Free
Relaxed

Sense of Staying in Others’ Territory
The sense of being in others’ territory is an important component of guests’
feelings about staying in a P2P accommodation rental. In this study, participants were
aware of being in the host’s space. The sense of being in others’ territory compelled
participants to behave respectfully and carefully during their stay and to feel constrained,
fearful of contamination, and uncertain about their behaviors. However, staying in others’
territory was not a solely negative experience; participants reported becoming curious
when staying in others’ territory, which enhanced their overall P2P accommodation
experiences.
Respectful/Careful
Participants reported behaving carefully and cautiously while staying in a P2P
accommodation rental. By being mindful of their behaviors, participants intended to
show respect to the host because they were staying in his/her space. Participants believed
that the host would expect them to behave politely and treat the host’s home like their
own. Participants also reported they tended to be more cautious and careful in the host’s
home than in their own.
You know, you have to be respectful of someone else’s stuff. You tend to be a
little more careful in other people’s places than you are in your own house. You
want to make sure that everything is put back in its place. You don’t damage
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anything. I did feel a sense of having to be a little more careful and respectful
than I would living my normal life. (Participant #2)
You definitely treat the place like it's your home. I'm definitely more careful with
everything. I don't want to break it. If I use a cup, you definitely treat it the way
you want someone to treat your home, if they were to stay in your home versus in
a hotel. It's bad to say, but I'm definitely messier when I'm in a hotel. Whether I'm
staying in a private room or if you have the whole house, I always feel like I need
to make sure my section is clean. My clothes [are] not everywhere before I leave
the house just in case the host accidentally comes in and is like, "What is going
on?" I'm definitely more cautious in my habits, I guess. (Participant #5)

Being respectful of another’s home was considered a social norm and common
courtesy. Some participants believed P2P accommodation guests were responsible for
showing respect to their hosts. Many guests mentioned cleaning up after themselves and
keeping the rental well-organized, although they were aware of being charged a cleaning
fee in some rentals.
I think that's a big part of being a user of Airbnb, you have to be respectful of
places you're renting from and the people that are being nice to you to allow you
to rent these places. I think that's—that's just decency. Human decency in a way.
(Participant #9)
I think it's just maybe common courtesy since you're living in someone else's
home. (Participant #5)

Participants reported expressing respect toward hosts and their homes for
utilitarian reasons as well. For example, guests could be charged a deposit fee in some
rentals; if there is any damage to the rental, guests must pay for the costs. Participants
strove to behave in a respectful and careful manner because they did not want to forfeit
their deposit.
I think for me personally, I would be respectful no matter what, 'cause I think if
something goes wrong, I'm gonna be responsible financially for it. (Participant
#9)
Last time, I had to pay [a] deposit. So if something happens, then they get it from
my own money. So I tried to be really polite and be a good guest. (Participant #1)

Guests also showed respect in others’ territory so the host would leave a positive
review. P2P accommodation platforms such as Airbnb have a two-way review system;
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guests can review hosts, and hosts can review guests. A good review from hosts can
provide guests extra credits toward future reservations. Participant #5 mentioned her
motivations for being careful and mindful in the host’s rental:
The only Airbnb available had a good price and a good location. It was cheap,
but [the host] had a $500 security deposit. If anything was to happen, if anything
was to break, then she would charge you $500. I kept going back. I was, "I can't
do this because I don't have $500." I'm, "Wait, no. I'm not going to break
anything. I'm going to leave it the way it was." I think that's why I've tried to be
careful about it. Yes. I think it's because, too, it's a two-way street. In the end,
you review the place. They also review you as a guest. The two of you want to
treat each other the same way as you want to be treated. (Participant #5)

Constrained
Participants reported feeling constrained while staying in Airbnb rentals. Being
constrained is different from being respectful or careful; a sense of being constrained is
characterized by a lack of autonomy or freedom of behaving or being forced to behave in
a certain way (i.e., acting against one’s will). However, P2P accommodation guests could
decide on their own to behave cautiously and carefully without relinquishing control over
their own behaviors or actions. Participants reported that they could not behave as freely
in a rental as they did at home.
At home, I can pretty [much] be as loud as I want and do whatever I want. Look
around how I like. But, you know, either Airbnb or a hotel is pretty much—
[you’ve] got to behave to a certain extent. (Participant #13)
The host was in the other room, so you are not completely free. (Participant #4)

In addition, being respectful toward others could make focal individuals feel good
about themselves, whereas being constrained was unpleasant.
I could be having a conversation at 2 o'clock in the morning. And to me that's
normal, but everyone else around me has to sleep and now I have to get
uncomfortable because I have to lower my voice but that's not comfortable for
me just to make others comfortable. But if I was at a hotel room, it would be
better. I could sit here and be as loud and extraverted as I want because it’s a
hotel room. (Participant #7)
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Uncertain
Staying in others’ territory could also make guests experience a sense of
uncertainty. Some participants mentioned that because each P2P accommodation rental
was different, they only had limited information about the rental before entering the
space. During their stay in a rental, participants reported they were unsure about what
they could do, and they could not easily find what they were looking for.
I don’t know where … certain stuff [is] located at the [Airbnb host’s] house. So it
takes me more time to look for stuff. And when I am looking, I’m not sure if this is
allowed. And I become curious when I’m at [the host’s house], why is this here
[or] there? So my behavior changes. And sometimes, I’m looking for [a] camera,
if there is any hidden camera. (Participant #1)

Online descriptions of rentals, reviews from previous guests, and house
rules/instructions from the host were reportedly helpful in decreasing uncertainties
associated with a P2P accommodation experience.
Curious
Staying in a foreign territory could engender a sense of uncertainty and make P2P
accommodation guests curious about the environment and the host. Many participants
mentioned how curious they were when staying in Airbnb rentals.
I would be curious and inquisitive [about what] they have in there, why this
place is [a] certain way. (Participant #6)
When I’m at home, I’m not really touching that much stuff. I’m just sitting
around, hanging around. When I’m at [an] Airbnb, I’m like the most curious
person you’ll ever meet. (Participant #9)
I was more curious when I stayed in [an] Airbnb than in hotels. I would observe
items in the rental carefully or [open] the drawers to observe things. I looked at
the host’s magazines and CDs and touched the curtain in the bathroom, because
its patterns were very special. (Participant #4)

Although guests were anxious due to the uncertainty of staying in others’
territory, they also experienced a pleasant feeling of curiosity. Many P2P accommodation
guests indicated that staying in an Airbnb rental was adventurous each time (e.g.,
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Participants #8 and #9). Unlike hotels that were highly standardized, Airbnb rentals were
always different; the curiosity associated with an Airbnb experience was reportedly a
driving factor behind using Airbnb (Participant #10).
Fearful of Contamination
Fear of contamination is another theme related to a sense of being in others’
territory. On one hand, participants were concerned about contaminating others’ territory;
on the other, some participants were concerned about their territories being contaminated
by others. Lyman and Scott (1967) named contamination of one’s territory as a type of
territorial encroachment. Participants’ concerns over contaminating the host’s territory
revealed that participants were aware of staying in others’ space and might consider their
stay an encroachment of the hosts’ territory. Fear of contamination often manifested as
participants cleaning up the rental during their stay.
My hair just falls [out] all the time. I felt like I had to clean, like pick up my hair
and stuff like that. (Participant #5)

Some participants mentioned avoiding touching hosts’ personal items in the
rental, not out of respect but because of negative feelings toward the hosts’ items; those
participants were afraid of being contaminated when staying in others’ territory.
[At] some Airbnb [rentals], they use bed sheets [with a] flower pattern. And I
hate [a] flower pattern, ‘cause like it seems… even it’s messy, you cannot see the
stain on it, ‘cause there are a lot of patterns. (Participant #1)
Showers always have that, like … residue behind and you can clean it so much
but [it’s] always gonna look somewhat dirty. … Someone can say it's very clean,
someone can say it's really dirty. It's still like—bathrooms—making them clean
so much but you still find hair … it really doesn't feel like you're at home.
(Participant #6)

Some P2P accommodation guests cleaned the rental before use to avoid
contamination, which assured them of the rental’s cleanliness.
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I have gone in to clean their bathroom for them. [Laughs] I'm very picky about
that. So like, I will like when we get there, after everything is done and everybody
is comfortable. I’ll go to [the] bathroom and [brush] … and bleach everything,
and do the bathroom. I'm very picky about using people’s toilets. (Participant #9)

When asked why he cleaned the rental’s bathroom before use, Participant #9 explained,
Maybe a self-assurance-type thing, I am reassuring myself that this is clean.

Participants also addressed their fear of contamination by focusing on the travel
experience rather than the Airbnb experience itself. Participants #1 and #6 mentioned not
looking for flaws during the stay because they wanted to enjoy the experience.
The thing is that I don’t try to look for flaws in the Airbnb. [Laugh] ‘Cause I still
want to have [the] Airbnb experience. (Participant #1)
I don't want to obsess over [other people’s hair in a bathroom] because I want to
have a good time, enjoy myself. (Participant #6)

Sense of Being in Own Territory
P2P accommodation guests felt as though they had their own space in a rental;
they reported feeling free and relaxed when staying in their own space.
Free
Participants said they felt they could do whatever they wanted in their own space.
Participants reported a stronger sense of freedom when using an entire rental instead of a
private room. When comparing staying at a friend’s house to staying in an Airbnb rental,
Participant #2 explained,
They’re different. If you visit a friend's house, a friend is there, right? I'm staying
with—with a friend. The similarity is you want to still be respectful and make the
bed, make sure you don't damage anything … and be nice. But I'm not on my own
at a friend's house, whereas at an Airbnb, you're on your own, right? [The] host
isn't there and you have the freedom to run around naked if you want, or
whatever, do whatever you want. [Laughter] And you almost feel a little more—
in that comparison, you feel a little more free and in somebody else's place as
compared to a friend's when they're there, because again, it feels—it is like your
own space. You don't have to answer [to] anybody, but when you're at your
friend's place, you have to answer to them. (Participant #2)
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Participants staying in a private room claimed the room as their own territory and
developed a stronger sense of freedom when staying in a private room. For example,
Participant #12 described behaving differently in his space and other areas of the rental:
The private room is my own. … I can spread my things there. I don't have to
worry about taking up too much space, because the entire room is my space—my
own room. I'll clean it up when I leave. But I'm more likely to just spread all of
my stuff out everywhere, but I'm not going to do that in someone's living room or
someone's kitchen. (Participant #12)

Relaxed
Staying in one’s own territory is associated with feeling relaxed and comfortable.
Participants mentioned feeling most relaxed, safest, and most comfortable when they
stayed in their own room at a P2P accommodation rental. Many female participants and
one male participant (Participant #13) also reported a sense of safety and security when in
their private room:
I only stayed in my room, because I felt most safe there. (Participant #1)
I was most relaxed when I was in my room. (Participant #4)
In the bedroom, I’ve always felt comfortable. (Participant #10)
I felt just as secure as if I was at my house. (Participant #11)
Fine, yeah. I mean, I’ve never had any problems of—just fine. Safe, yeah.
(Participant #13)

Participants using a private-room rental reported spending most of their time in
their own room during the stay. Some participants only went to shared areas when
necessary, such as to take a shower (Participant #11) or cook (Participant #12).
Participants were more likely to enter shared areas when the host was not in the rental.
Factors Affecting Territorial Senses
This section answers research question #2: What factors influence P2P
accommodation guests’ perceptions of their own vs. others’ territory in P2P
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accommodation rentals? The physical environment of P2P accommodation rentals, the
host’s hospitality, and many situational factors can reinforce guests’ sense of being in
others’ territory and being in their own territory. For example, homelike amenities and
facilities in the rental, décor and personal items, presence of the host or unknown others
in the rental, the type of rental, the host’s hospitableness, whether the host provides
sufficient space and privacy for the guest, the length of time spent in the space, and
companionship from family members and friends can all influence guests’ territorial
senses (see Figure 4). These factors are not mutually exclusive, and multiple factors can
simultaneously affect guests’ sense of being in own vs. others’ territory.
Being in a Shared Territory
Sense of Being in Others’ Territory

Sense of Being in Own Territory

Home Amenities and Facilities

Entire Rental vs. Private Room

Personal Items/Décor

Disturbance from Others

Length of Stay/Use

Hospitableness of the Host

Physical Presence of the Host

Companionship

Figure 4. Factors Influencing Territorial Senses
Home Amenities and Facilities
Staying in a P2P accommodation rental affords guests easy access to home
amenities and facilities (e.g., the kitchen and living room) and allows them to engage in
similar activities as in their own home (e.g., cooking and doing laundry). Congruence
between one’s own home and a rental environment can enhance the sense of being in
one’s own territory. Participant #2 pointed out, “Airbnb feels like it’s your own space.
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You have a run-of-the-mill, like you run the space. So you have the kitchen; you can just
cook if you want. You have a fridge; you can live there like you would in your own
place.” Similarly, Participant #5 explained, “My mom likes to do laundry every day. She
can! So I think [staying in an Airbnb] can be like being at home and you can have
laundry service or, like, you can do your own laundry and cooking, it’s a big thing, too.”
The similarities between one’s own home and a P2P accommodation rental likely
provided P2P accommodation guests a sense of continuity, reinforcing guests’ feelings of
being in their own territory.
However, home amenities and facilities at an Airbnb rental could also create a
sense of being in others’ territory. When P2P accommodation guests recognized the
differences between their own amenities and those in a rental, guests could be reminded
that they were staying in others’ territory. Participant #6 mentioned how unfamiliarity
with TV channels in a rental made him aware of being in others’ territory:
If you watch TV and you're used to the TV channels being a certain way, and
they give you the TV guide. Now you need go to Channel 4 to watch Nickelodeon
[laughs] and then it's like, something that will make you be like, "OK, I'm not at
home." It’s alarming. (Participant #6)

Personal Items/Décor
P2P accommodation guests could develop a sense of being in others’ space when
they realize that the surrounding personal items are not theirs. Participants were well
aware that they were not using their own towels and sheets at Airbnb rentals, which
inhibited the sense of being in their own territory. Participant #3, who had only used
entire rentals, mentioned how the awareness of not using her own items prevented her
from being completely comfortable.
It's just, it's not my stuff. It's not anything they’ve done wrong. It's just like, if I
am gauging it as my home, I’d say it’s 90%. Like, I’m never gonna be completely
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comfortable. It’s really what I—I’m never just gonna be like, “This is the
greatest. I live here now." [Laughs] (Participant #3)

Participants also developed a sense of being in others’ territory when they realized
that they did not have items they needed during their stay. When asked about the
similarities and differences between staying at her own home and an Airbnb, Participant
#10 explained that the decorations in her home were more functional than in some Airbnb
rentals (i.e., home amenities and facilities), and some of her items (e.g., needlework or
sewing supplies) were unavailable during a P2P accommodation experience.
The presence of hosts’ personal items prevented guests from considering the
rental their own territory. Such items included hosts’ family photos, décor, or food in the
refrigerator. Hosts’ personal items could create a sense of being in the hosts’ territory
instead of one’s own. Compared with staying in a rental without personal items,
participants had a stronger sense of being in others’ territory when they were surrounded
by hosts’ personal items.
It's pretty bare-bones when it's a business. Like, there's a couch and there's
tables and there's a bed and whatever. But if it's their home, like, I just look
around my own home and I go like, "Okay. There's, like, knick-knacks and
pictures on the wall,” and, you know, like—I don't know. Like, I'm a runner. … I
have medals hanging on the wall and just different stuff like that, picture frames
with family. It feels much more personal, but it also makes me, like, nervous. I
don't wanna wreck anything. (Participant #3)

Similarly, items left behind by previous guests could also remind participants that
they were staying in others’ territories.
I guess just, like, knowing other people are staying there, so maybe, like, if
someone leaves something behind, and if it's not yours. You found a shirt
someone left, then it's like, "Oh well, even I don't live here." And it's just
disturbing—the things that are left behind. (Participant #6)
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Length of Stay/Use
P2P accommodation guests were aware of their temporary stay in the rental. The
limited length of time that guests stay in a rental prevents them from perceiving the space
as their own. Many participants analogized their use of the rental to ‘borrowing’ the
rental and then having to return the space to the host. The temporary nature of a P2P
accommodation experience likely reinforced the sense of being in other’s territory,
evoking similarities between staying in a P2P accommodation rental and borrowing the
host’s place.
It's just too short of a time spent to think that [it was my own place], though.…
It's just [a] short stay doesn't accomplish nothing [anything] so I don't really feel
that it's mine. The stay is so short. (Participant #8)
You're borrowing and you need to give it back. And you need to give it back in
the same shape that it was given to you. (Participant #9)

When guests stayed in a rental for multiple days, the sense of being in one’s own
territory changed over the course of their stay. For example, Participant #10 mentioned
being most nervous at the beginning of an Airbnb experience. P2P accommodation guests
also developed different degrees of a sense of being in their own territories in various
areas of a rental, depending on the length of time they spent in each. The more frequently
guests used an area or the longer time guests spent there, the stronger their sense of being
in their own territory. Many participants staying in a private room reported a sense of
being in their own territory in the room they used. Regarding shared space in the rental,
participants reported a greater sense of ownership toward the bathroom, kitchen, and
living room if they used those areas. When asked about the extent to which she felt the
space was hers, Participant #5 reported a higher sense of ownership toward the bathroom
than the kitchen and dining areas in the rental, although she categorized those areas as
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space shared with the host, because she used the bathroom more frequently and spent
more time there than in the kitchen and dining areas.
Physical Presence of the Host
P2P accommodation guests reported a stronger sense of being in their own space
when the host was absent (vs. present) from the rental. The host’s presence served as a
cue that guests were staying in others’ territory rather than their own, hence why some
interviewees preferred staying in an entire house/apartment rather than a private room.
Participants also reported finding a rental to be more like their own space if the host was
not home.
I definitely feel more comfortable when we rent the entire house. In Nashville, we
rented a private room but [the host] was working all the time. We probably only
saw him twice where it was only late at night. We never really saw him. That, we
felt right at home. If the person's constantly there, I always feel like I'm staying at
someone else's place. (Participant #5)
If [the rental is] detached or an apartment, then I feel like it's my own. But if I'm
in the house with someone else, then I feel 50% shared. [Chuckles] No, I'd say—I
would say 75% them, 25% me. (Participant #13)

In some cases, the host was not present even when guests used a private-room
Airbnb rental; however, other guests or roommates could be staying in the rental, and the
presence of unknown others reminded the focal guest that he/she was staying in others’
territory instead of his/her own. Participant #5 described her experience when she found
out that, unbeknownst to her, another person was in the rental; the participant
experienced feelings of being in others’ territory (i.e., uncertainty, constrained, insecure)
and demonstrated corresponding behaviors (e.g., avoided using shared space and chose to
stay in her bedroom).
Sometimes it’s weird [when you stay in a private room] because you don’t know
how the other people, the host is going to be. If they’re great, then that’s perfect.
If they’re not, like the one in Boston, it was just weird. We walked in and it was
dark. We didn't know where our room really was. Then there was a lady in the
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living room, she knew we were coming in, but she never said hi to us or anything.
It was really weird. We were whispering the whole time. I'm, "Why are we
whispering?" We [didn’t] want to go the living room, because we weren't sure if
we could go in there. She didn't come in, come out, or be, "Hi," or introduce
herself. I was like, "This [is] just very weird." The location was great. That was
the only good thing. It was just weird. That was the only place we locked the
door, our room door before we slept. We were almost scared and you go, "I don't
know who's in the house." You didn't get to see her, she didn't get to see us, even
though she heard us. It was really weird. (Participant #5)

Entire Rental vs. Private Room
The magnitude of psychological ownership of the space varied across types of
rentals. When staying in an entire house/apartment, participants reported a stronger sense
of being in their own territory compared with staying in a private room. When asked to
rate the extent to which she felt the rental was hers from 0% to 100%, Participant #5
noted differences between staying in an entire rental and a private room. To her, a private
room in an Airbnb rental was 70% her own space; if she stayed in an entire house, she
rated the house 90% hers.
The entire house would be up there. This is a weird thing, but I would definitely
feel comfortable walking around in a towel in an entire home versus a private
[room]. For an entire home, you can just act as if it's your home. It would be like
in the 90s. (Participant #5)

Participants reported that they could have full access to the rental and freedom of
behavior when staying in an entire house/apartment, contributing to a sense of having
their own space. However, when staying in a private room, they were in the physical and
emotional environment of the host, which reinforced the sense of being in others’
territory.
The entire home is a lot freer. It's almost like being in my own home or in a
friend's home, and a room is like being in a room within someone else's
environment. … Both the physical environment and sort of the emotional
environment of sharing space with a person or a family. (Participant #12)
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Disturbance from Others
If P2P accommodation guests were left undisturbed in the rental, regardless of the
host’s physical presence, the sense of being in one’s own space increased. When left
undisturbed, guests were likely to develop a stronger sense of freedom and control over
their activities. Participant #11 described being left alone in the living room one night
during her stay with a host family and reported a strong sense of ownership toward the
living room, which was supposed to be a shared space.
Interviewer: Do you feel the kitchen and the living room are public space, shared
space, or your own space?
Participant #11: Well, there were some nights where I couldn’t sleep and [the
hosting couple] left a little night light by a nice, cozy chair. They had a fireplace.
And they said if I woke up at night, I’m welcome to come in there and read. …
There was one night where I couldn't sleep, and I took their advice and they
[had] a very comfortable couch. I read myself to sleep, and it was a public space
but they didn't bother me. I guess they saw me when I came out, you know. So,
they encouraged that.
Interviewer: If you rate the extent to which you feel the space is yours, how
would you rate it from 0 to 100?
Participant #11: The public space. Okay, I would say 80%, because it was at
night and there really wasn’t anyone there. And I was able to fall asleep with no
problem. I was left undisturbed.

Comparing an Airbnb experience with a hotel experience, many participants
reported having a stronger sense of being in their own territory when staying in an entire
Airbnb rental, where they were undisturbed by other guests or hotel employees.
Being in a house, some people like me, I feel more like at home. I can trot and
make myself comfortable and I don't have to deal with anyone on top of me, up
above me and below me, so [I can] just enjoy myself with my friends and family.
(Participant #6)
I don't have to worry about, like, the maid service walking in in the middle of the
night, you know, asking if I need something or something like that. (Participant
#8)

Hospitableness of the Host
P2P accommodation hosts were expected to be friendly, welcoming, responsive,
communicative, and accommodating. The level of host hospitableness influenced guests’
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feeling about being in the rental, even though hosts were not necessarily physically
present. Participant #11 described the importance of the host: “Depending on the host,
they can either make or break your experience.” Many participants reported that hosts
made them feel more comfortable about staying in the rental.
I think it also depends on how the host makes me feel comfortable. If they keep
saying, "Feel free to help yourself to anything", and this and that, you feel more
inclined to [feel at home]. (Participant #5)

Similarly, unfriendly or unresponsive hosts could enhance the sense of being in
others’ territory among P2P accommodation guests. For example, hosts who looked over
guests’ shoulders made them feel uncomfortable and constrained during their stay; hosts
who did not respond to guests’ requests could reinforce guests’ sense of being in others’
territory. Participant #11 mentioned how the host was not respectful of her and failed to
tell her what she should know.
I was told, when I stayed at one place, that it was pet-free and smoke-free. And
that was not the case when I got there. Somebody else had their pet in the
backyard. And I could tell it was someone who was there. I guess they might have
been renting it long-term. I don't know if [the host] kicked them out or what. But
I could smell that dog all up in the little place that I had. I'm like, "Oh no. No, no,
no, no." And I could smell smoke. So, it was like, "Did they forget I was
coming?" [Laughs] So, I stayed there for a couple of nights. But I just couldn't
stay on the, you know, the dog was barking. And it'd be different if he tried to be
my friend. You know, maybe. But it wasn't at all what I thought it would be.
(Participant #11)

Interestingly, when hosts were perceived as overly hospitable, guests also
developed a sense of being in others’ territory. Hosts who are too hands-on may inhibit
guests’ sense of autonomy and freedom of behavior. Participant #9 described his first
Airbnb host.
When I think of Airbnb, I think of it as being a home away from home. Like,
you're renting someone's space but you're able to do what you would do in your
own house. You're able to have to do things yourself. But the problem with her
was that she was very hands-on. Like, she wanted to cook for us. It was like she
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missed her own kids at home, like, she was treating us like we were her family,
instead of actually being paid guests. (Participant #9)

Companionship
Having friends or family in an Airbnb rental can help P2P accommodation guests
develop a sense of being in their own space; social connections with one’s companions
likely create a sense of continuity with one’s daily life and blur the boundaries of being at
home and traveling.
[When I am] with my family or friends and I have certain things that make me
feel at home, then I'll feel at home in that regard. (Participant #6)
With family, [staying in an Airbnb is] like feeling at home and knowing you’re so
far away. (Participant #5)

Host Territoriality and Its Impacts on Guest Experience
Section 5.3 answers the third set of research questions in this dissertation: What
kinds of hosts’ territorial behaviors do guests experience in P2P accommodation rentals?
How does host territoriality affect P2P accommodation guest experiences? Hosts play an
important role in creating a sense of being in others’ territory and in one’s own territory
among P2P accommodation guests. As participants mentioned, hosts could make or break
an experience. Many factors enhancing territorial senses were related to the host’s
actions. For example, personal items and décor reflect a host’s life; when hosts are
physically present in a rental, their interactions with guests may be perceived as
constructing, communicating, maintaining, or restoring their ownership of the rental.
Given the important role of host territoriality, this section discusses different types of
hosts’ territorial behaviors, guests’ reactions toward host territoriality, and the impact of
host territoriality on guests’ experiences (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Host Territoriality and Its Consequences
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Types of Hosts’ Territorial Behaviors
Personalization of the Rental
P2P accommodation hosts can construct their sense of ownership via
personalization of their rental. From a guest perspective, personal items and décor in a
rental reflected the identity of the host. These items served as cues that remind guests that
they were staying in the host’s territory. P2P accommodation hosts could use verbal cues
to communicate their ownership of the place to guests. Some participants mentioned
hosts telling them to take care of the host’s property before leaving the guests alone.
House Rules
House rules are common in P2P accommodation settings. By setting house rules,
hosts define appropriate guest behaviors and communicate how guests should take care of
the host’s property; thus, house rules are reflections of host territoriality in P2P
accommodation settings. Most often, house rules are communicated before guests make a
reservation or upon guests’ arrival at the rental. On the Airbnb website, house rules are
mentioned in the online descriptions of rentals that guests are expected to read prior to
making a reservation. Some hosts mentioned their house rules and expectations regarding
guests’ behaviors when showing guests around the rental; if hosts did not meet guests,
house rules could be communicated via printed instructions in the rental or virtually (e.g.,
via email or text message).
Participants considered house rules part of the agreement between guests and
hosts; by booking a rental, guests agreed to follow the house rules. Guests believed the
host should have rules to prevent accidents in the rental and to protect the host’s property.
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Participants were understanding of hosts instituting house rules in P2P accommodation
rentals and believed that if they were a host, they would also set house rules for guests.
Some participants mentioned that house rules were helpful because rules reduced
uncertainty about the scope of offerings and helped determine how guests should behave
during their stay. In that sense, house rules can facilitate guests’ decision making, as P2P
accommodation guests can compare house rules with their needs to determine whether to
book a particular rental. Participant #12 explained why he thought house rules were
helpful.
I want to know before I go into someone's space, especially if I'm paying money
for it. What is okay for me to do and what it is okay for them to expect.
(Participant #12)

However, participants mentioned they would not book a P2P accommodation
rental with excessive or oppressive rules.
A lot of [rules are] generic, but if the host did have a few too many rules then I
feel like it might just affect the stay. Even if it's really like—because it would just
be really awkward. You [wouldn’t] feel comfortable at all. (Participant #5)
People have crazy rules about things. That means usually, that's an indicator that
something else is going on and maybe something's wrong. (Participant #13)

P2P accommodation guests reported following house rules during their stay,
considered part of the contract between themselves and the host. However, rule-breaking
behaviors were identified from the interviews. For instance, the host may have mentioned
an occupancy limit in the rental, but guests with a larger group decided to stay in the
rental anyway. Some participants seemed to follow rules in a self-serving manner, such
as by following the house rules in general and respecting the other’s space but
overlooking certain rules or interpreting the rules as they saw fit.
I read the rules. I follow them. But, like, when we were in the Airbnb, it only slept
six, but we ended up one night with nine people in the house because we bumped
into a friend and two people there for Airbnb stuff, so they [could] stay at ours.
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But, we figured it out and everything was fine and we weren't like—it wasn't an
animal house, it was nine adults figuring it out. But I think, sometimes the rules
are just kind of to cover themselves. Like when they say, you know, ‘We sleep six
and no more than six can be here.’ It's like, okay, they just don't want 20 people
renting a house for six people [laughs] obviously. (Participant #3)

Accessibility
P2P accommodation hosts may engage in territoriality by affecting the
accessibility of their rentals. For example, P2P accommodation hosts could reject a
reservation request if they did not want a guest to stay in their rental or limit guests’
access to some part of the rental. Boundary restrictions tend to be communicated via
verbal communication, signs, or rules, indicating the host’s ownership of the space.
Participants reported experiencing restrictions on access to certain areas or items in the
rental such as locked closets, cabinets, or rooms; signs reading “Please do not enter”; or
hosts’ use of notes and labels to mark items, forbidding guests from touching or using
them. Participant #1 had stayed in a private-room rental where refrigerator shelves were
assigned to each guest, and guests were not allowed access to a certain bathroom. She
described her feelings about limited accessibility.
The one that I shared with a host, the host used one room. Me and my husband
used another room. Because the host, he had his own family members, he wanted
to use his own bathroom. So, although we had two bathrooms, we were only
allowed to use one bathroom with other guests. And he used another bathroom.
So, I guess I felt like… what do you call it… I was invited to another person’s
house, but paying money for that [was disappointing]. It wasn’t… I mean, I don’t
think it was that pleasant [of an] experience compared to [my] other Airbnb
experience, ‘cause we couldn’t … we had to wait for the line to get in to the
restroom. In the morning, it was [a] headache. A lot of tourists came to Rome,
so— not a good experience. (Participant #1)

P2P accommodation guests seemed were understanding of limited access while
staying in a rental, although limited access enhanced their sense of being in others’
territory. Some participants complained about hosts using signs to communicate spatial
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restrictions; P2P accommodation guests seemed to prefer boundaries and spatial
restrictions being communicated more implicitly.
My family owns a shore-house in New Jersey and we used to rent it. We don't
rent it anymore. When we did, we had one door that [was] locked, that you
couldn't open. But it didn't matter because where it was, it was hidden in the
back. No one could get through it or touch it; it was behind a curtain. No one
even [knew] it was there. And it was where we kept all of our family stuff. That
said, the rest of the house, you could do whatever you wanted 'cause it was your
home for the week. But when people are like, "Don't touch, you know, the towels
under [the] sink," or "Don't touch this." It's just like, "Then don't leave it there."
You don't want people to touch—like, if it's a locked door, that's what it is. If your
cabinets are locked, that's kind of weird. But if it's behind a locked door,
essentially, it's fine. But if you're like, "Here, I'm leaving this out in the open.
Don't touch it." [Laughs] That's a little—that makes me uncomfortable.
(Participant #3)

Intrusion
Intentionally or not, hosts can intrude on guests’ territories in P2P accommodation
settings. As the owner of the rental, some P2P accommodation hosts do not recognize
that guests may also possess a sense of territory toward the rental and tend to intervene in
guests’ existence and freedom to use the space. Some participants reported that hosts
violated guests’ space, consistent with prior studies (Lyman & Scott, 1967). Participants
mentioned that some hosts entered their room without permission or dropped by
randomly during their stay. Occasionally, hosts intruded into guests’ territories with
excuses such as offering a breakfast, vacuuming, or checking on guests to see if
everything was fine. These behaviors, although not greatly affecting guests’ experiences,
could make some guests feel uncomfortable. As suggested previously, some P2P
accommodation guests preferred that hosts had notified them before entering a space
guests considered their own.
The host did come over to mow the lawn in the middle of the day. It made me—I
didn't expect it. And we were home, and I was actually trying to get work done. It
was just a little loud. So I didn't get a heads up on that. So, that made me feel a
little uneasy. Um, it wasn't a big deal. (Participant #2)
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In some circumstances, hosts intruded on guests’ freedom and privacy more
seriously. Some participants mentioned that their host paid close attention to their
behavior, which made them feel invaded upon and affected their travel plans. Participant
#9 reported his experience with a controlling host and decided to check out three days
earlier than intended. Participant #12 described a host who watched him and his wife
cooking in the kitchen; to avoid such intrusion, he dined out more frequently than he had
planned.
The person who ran it was always, like, over your shoulder making sure you
didn't sit on certain furniture or—You couldn't touch certain things without
permission. (Participant #9)
We were told we could use the kitchen, but it was the second that we stepped into
the kitchen, the host was there, sort of, [looking] over our shoulders saying,
"Oh,” like, “don't use that pan” or, like, “Make sure to clean that” or whatever
it was. And I think that he had had a bad experience with previous guests but it
very much felt like, "Well, you told us that we could do this but now you're, you
know…" It made it difficult for us to cook breakfast, which we were expecting to
be able to do, just because it felt uncomfortable to be there. (Participant #12)

Intrusion upon guests’ space could make them feel insecure. Participant #7
described her Airbnb experience, which might be an extreme but exemplifies how guests
could be affected by host intrusion.
Last time I stayed in Denver and Mount Hopes. It was an apartment, a twobedroom apartment. I had one apartment and out of nowhere the host decided to
spend the night. And I was supposed to have [the whole apartment]—he stayed
that night in the other room next door. But I was walking around naked because I
thought I was by myself. But he popped up, and I was like “Hey!” I was, like,
screaming. And then he’s like, “Oh, I just decided to stay the night.” Then I just
thought that was creepy because you could have told me that ahead of time
because the listing said that I would be by myself, I'm not really by myself. So I
didn't really like that experience. … After this last experience I don't know if I'm
safe and I don't know if I’m gonna continue [to] use Airbnb as much. …. I just
felt that was an invasion of privacy. So I don't know [moving] forward if I can
continue. But I have had some good experiences with it. (Participant #7)
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Hands-on Hosting
Infringing upon P2P accommodation guests’ freedom and independence can
manifest as a hands-on hosting style, such as when P2P accommodation hosts strive to
take care of guests and serve them beyond guests’ expectations. Other hosts may be
hands-on because they are territorial and want to maintain control over the rental. For
example, Participant #11 stayed in a private-room rental and reported that the host took
care of her as if the host were her parent or sister. The host even did laundry and folded
her clothing for her, including her underwear, which might also be considered a territorial
invasion as noted in Lyman and Scott (1967). The participant was so embarrassed about
that experience that she covered her face with her hands when describing it to the author.
Participant #9 also reported an experience with a controlling host, similar to a residential
assistant at college in asking guests to return to the rental before a certain time. The host
also cooked breakfast for the guests instead of letting them make breakfast themselves.
The hands-on host made Participant #9 feel as though he had little freedom while staying
in the rental.
Service failure
Many participants mentioned that their hosts did not clean the rental properly, did
not provide accurate information about the rental, or failed to accommodate reasonable
requests in a timely manner. For example, Participant #12 stayed in a rental that was
advertised as having a bath but only had a shower. Participant #1 stayed in a rental with
her family, but there was unexpectedly no hot water. She contacted the host but was told
to wait eight hours to have the problem fixed. Similarly, Participant #6 was locked out of
a rental but could not get in touch with the host until the next day.

110

I had an experience at the Radnor when I stayed there. Where actually my key
stopped working, so I was locked out and tried to talk to the owner, the host and
they would not answer my call. So then I had to stay at a hotel for one night
because I got locked out.

These incidents in P2P accommodations, had they occurred in a hotel, might be
considered service failures. However, in P2P accommodation settings, guests may
attribute these incidents to host territoriality; P2P accommodation hosts, as owners of the
space, were unresponsive to guests’ stay in the rental and thus neglected to accommodate
guests, clean the property properly, or provide accurate information on the website.
Guests’ Reactions toward Host Territoriality
Attribution of Host Territoriality
Participants attributed hosts’ territorial behaviors to several reasons. Many
participants explained that “[the rental] was their home”, attributing territorial behaviors
to the host’s ownership. Additionally, some participants postulated that P2P
accommodation hosts might have had bad experiences with previous guests and would
like to prevent adverse experiences. Interviewees noted that setting expectations might be
a reason behind hosts defining house rules for guests’ stays. Guests often attributed some
territorial host behaviors (e.g., service failure) to hosts’ lack of professionalism or
unexpected circumstances (e.g., natural disaster). Some participants ascribed hands-on
hosting to hosts’ desire to make guests feel welcome. Two African American participants
attributed hosts’ intrusive behaviors to racism. Participant #9 described a female white
host’s controlling behavior:
I'm a very upfront person and direct. I thought it was 'cause we were black
people. I thought she was very uncomfortable with us being there alone with her
valuables. [Laughs] In her nice house. That's what I thought it was. Of course, I
cannot prove that but that's how I felt. It was very uncomfortable. (Participant
#9)
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Participant #7, who experienced severe territorial encroachment from a white
host, described the incident as follows:
It was just really, really uncomfortable and I felt as though it was because I was
black. I was staying in Denver that was predominately white. It was a well-to-do
area so I felt in doubt he was kind of checking in on his property, more so than
being a pervert toward me. Does that make sense? This was the first time that
I've had one of those experiences that's like #Airbnbwhileblack that I've read
about. This last experience was the first time I've felt uncomfortable, and I felt
like—it was weird. I don't want to sit here and be like, “Oh, that's racism. That's
racism.” Point the finger at everything racism. But sometimes people don't have
to say it, you just know it. (Participant #7)

P2P accommodation guests exhibited varied reactions toward hosts’ territorial
behaviors. Four types of reactions were identified in the interviews: adaption, assertive
defense, appeal, and avoidance. These four reactions are related to types of host
territoriality experienced by guests as well as attribution of hosts’ territorial behaviors.
Adaption
Participants frequently reported adaptive behaviors toward hosts’ territorial
behaviors. Adaptive responses refer to a guest’s acceptance of and accommodation to
host territoriality. P2P accommodation guests’ adaption toward hosts’ territorial
behaviors was similar to previous studies in which individuals were found to express
compliance with territorial occupants (Harris & McAndrew, 1986) and studies in which
café customers were reported to accommodate other guests’ requests for sharing tables
(Griffiths & Gilly, 2012). In this study, participants accepted being in the host’s territory
and demonstrated an understanding of host territoriality. Certain types of host
territoriality (e.g., house rules, limited access to the rental, and hosts’ personal items) are
likely common in P2P accommodation experiences, such that guests become used to
these territorial behaviors and choose to accept them as part of the experience.
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I feel a little weird, but I guess it's just like that whole feeling where it's not your
direct home. It's like you made it your home but you can't cover up everything.
(Participant #6)
I understand why people have rules and why someone might not feel, you know,
they might rent their space out and then have a bad experience or only [have
done] it a couple of times and then feel a little bit uncomfortable about [renting
out their home] because it's not for everybody. (Participant #12)
I don’t remember the first time being told not to touch the kitchen, but the first
time was the hardest, because I paid for it, but I was not allowed to use it. I was
like, “What was this?” So, I didn’t like [that] Airbnb experience. After that, I just
stopped looking for [an] apartment that has a good kitchen, ‘cause I knew I was
not allowed to use it. And I’m not gonna use it anyway; I always go out for
dinner or [a] meal. So, I get used to it. (Participant #1)

While participants acknowledged the host’s ownership of the rental and agreed on
the legitimacy of hosts’ territoriality, they reportedly disliked host territoriality and
considered it an aspect they simply had to endure. In one Airbnb experience, Participant
#5 found herself uninformed of the presence of another person in the rental; when asked
whether she contacted the host about the incident, she replied,
No. It's weird because, then it's like—you don't want to—Yes, we didn't ask the
host. It's his house, so it's like we don't want to be like, "Who else is staying here?
Who else is his guest?" I wish he'd warned us. That way we could know about
this in my house. (Participant #5)

Participants often reported following hosts’ instructions. Those staying in an
entire rental chose to accommodate hosts’ random drop-bys, even though they would
rather not. If hosts initiated an activity or conversation, guests often had difficulty
rejecting the hosts or tried to do so politely. Interestingly, although participants complied
with hosts’ requests, they did not consider themselves obligated to comply. Participants
also reported behaving more cautiously in the rental and being more careful to abide by
hosts’ requests. Participant #9 described his reactions after experiencing a controlling
host:
We [had] to tiptoe around, ‘cause I [didn’t] wanna make too much noise while
on [the] steps to my room and stay with her. (Participant #9)
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Assertive Defense
Assertive defense refers to guests’ defensive responses aimed directly toward
hosts. When guests perceive their territories as threatened or intruded upon by the host,
they tend to engage in defensive responses. This type of assertive defense is similar to the
defense of tables identified among café customers against other guests (Griffiths & Gilly,
2012). Most often, P2P accommodation guests practiced assertive defense for service
problems in the rental (e.g., no hot water for shower or locked out of the rental).
However, P2P accommodation guests seemed reluctant to demonstrate assertive defense
toward hosts’ subtle territorial behaviors, particularly when guests were highly aware of
being in others’ territory. As suggested in Bakker and Bakker-Rabdau (1973),
assertiveness is purportedly based on a feeling of adequacy and strength such that
individuals have no doubt about the legitimacy of their claim to a territory. The business
scope of a P2P accommodation experience is likely clearer than the territorial boundaries
between guests and hosts; thus, P2P accommodation guests may be more assured about
their capability to defend themselves when encountering service failures. As revealed in
interviews, when service failures occurred in P2P accommodation experiences, guests
tended to defend themselves more often than when hosts engaged in territorial behaviors
that did not pose great threat to guests’ accommodation experiences.
Appeal
As the agent between hosts and guests, P2P accommodation platforms provide
guests a means of addressing host territoriality. Appeals to P2P accommodation platforms
often took place when guests experienced severe host territoriality or faced problems that
substantially threatened a typical accommodation experience. For example, after
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Participant #7 experienced invasion of privacy from the host and felt insecure about
staying at the Airbnb rental (see p. 113), she contacted Airbnb to report the incident.
Participant #1 reported to Airbnb about being unable to use hot water for a substantial
period of time and the host’s lack of helpfulness about the situation.
Participants also wrote reviews about their poor experiences to inform other
guests, another form of appeal. Participant #5 wrote a review about the cleanness of an
Airbnb rental where she stayed with her family. Appeals could occur even in the absence
of communication with the host, particularly when guests considered the host unable to
solve the problem for them.
Avoidance
Guests may engage in intentional avoidance to circumvent host territoriality, such
as by avoiding social interactions with a territorial host, not using certain items or space
in the rental, or withdrawing from the experience to avoid a host completely. In more
subtle displays of avoidance, P2P accommodation guests may stay in their own areas to
avoid conversing with the host or avoid looking at hosts’ family photos placed in the
guest room. Guests may also avoid using the kitchen to prevent the host from looking
over their shoulders. In more obvious displays, guests may leave the rental earlier than
planned to escape a territorial host. Avoidance of hosts’ territorial behaviors, as identified
in this study, is similar to consumers’ (temporary) abandonment of territory in a retail
environment (e.g., a café) where café consumers facing an intrusion on their territory may
relinquish a domain or spend less time in the environment, at least temporarily (Ashely &
Nobel, 2014). Participants in Study 1 reported demonstrating avoidance after
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experiencing host territoriality; Participant #12 described having avoided using the
kitchen to cook, and Participant #9 reported withdrawing from the experience entirely.
[Not using the kitchen] made me feel a little bit uncomfortable and it sort of
curtailed our plans to cook more food in, which was not the end of the world. But
it made us spend a little bit more money than we were expecting to. (Participant
#12)
We [planned to stay] the whole week, but we stayed 3 days because, like we said,
the lady made us feel very uncomfortable. (Participant #9)

Impacts of Host Territoriality on Guest Experience
Emotions
Emotional responses toward host territoriality varied across types of host
territoriality. Some participants reported being happy to explore the rental and attempted
to get to know the host based on décor. However, most territorial behaviors evoked
negative feelings among participants. Participants reported feeling uncomfortable after
experiencing territorial intrusion or unwanted social interaction. Participants also stated
they were surprised or disappointed upon discovering that hosts had not described rentals
accurately or prohibited guests from using certain items in the rental. Some participants
reported feeling angry after realizing they were being monitored by the host. Hosts’
personal items in the guest room made some guests feel invaded upon. Several
participants reported feeling sad staying in others’ territories or being treated as a paid
customer rather than a welcomed guest after experiencing host territoriality.
It’s like you're invading their space, really. It makes me feel more stiff. … When
people are like, "Don't touch, you know, the towels under [the] sink," or "Don't
touch this." It's just like, "Then don't leave it there." You don't want people to
touch—if it's a locked door, that's what it is. If your cabinets are locked, that's
kind of weird. But, if it's behind a locked door, essentially, it's fine. But if you're
like, "Here, I'm leaving this out in the open. Don't touch it." [Laughs] That's a
little—that makes me uncomfortable. (Participant #3)
I was surprised because the one—there were two beds. And the one bed was an
air mattress. [Chuckles] I was a little surprised [by] that, but it worked out fine.
We didn't need it. But it's like, "Oh, I have—" and it wasn't in her description: it
116

was a two-bed; it wasn't a bed and air mattress. [Chuckles] But like I said, I was
a little surprised but that was okay. It worked out. (Participant #10)
It made me feel a little bit uncomfortable and it sort of curtailed our plans to
cook more food, which was not the end of the world. But it made us spend a little
bit more money than we were expecting to and it just felt a little bit, like, “Why
are we paying for this? We could stay with friends. It would be a simpler
experience.” But we're, we paid for a room to be able to make it less of a burden
on the people we were there to see. But then it felt like we were being a burden
on the people that we were staying with but we were paying for it, and there was
a certain—if you're paying for something, you expect a certain level of—it's a
mixture of privacy and being allowed to do the things that you think you're gonna
be able to do. And it didn't feel like we could make breakfast, which was a bit of a
disappointment. (Participant #12)

Evaluation of the Host
Similarly, evaluations of hosts varied across types of host territoriality.
Participants reported inferring the host’s personality based on personal items and décor in
the rental, which helped them know more about the host. Hosts who intervened in
participants’ experiences could still be evaluated as pleasant if hosts’ behaviors were
disguised by good intentions. Hosts who looked over guests’ shoulders or paid too close
attention to guests’ behaviors were deemed unfriendly, controlling, and paranoid. Hosts
who provided inaccurate information about their rentals or failed to accommodate guests’
needs were often evaluated as unprofessional, inexperienced, or occasionally dishonest.
Participants who experienced subtle host territoriality reported that their evaluations of
the host were not influenced by such displays.
Every time I just feel like they should mention it in their listing, saying that
although the kitchen is available, you are not allowed to use this and that [at]
this time. So, I feel like they are kind of lying about their listing. I don’t like it. I
feel a bit betrayed. [Laughs] I’m also considering [writing] a review about it,
saying that although they said the kitchen was available, I was not able to use it.
I think other people were fine about it. So I didn’t want to bother to just write
that review about the place. I mean I didn’t have a bad experience because I
couldn’t use the kitchen, but that was something they were not honest about.
(Participant #1)
The lady made us feel very uncomfortable. She was very, just nitpicky. … The
problem with her was that she was very hands-on. She wanted to cook for us. It
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was like she missed her own kids at home, like she was treating us like we [were]
her family, instead of actually being paid guests. She was very—I don't wanna
say she was controlling, but she was very—I kinda felt like that she was just
scared of us being at her house by ourselves. (Participant #9)

Evaluations of the Experience
Participants who experienced severe host territoriality reported having a nonpositive or poor experience. However, participants who only encountered subtle host
territoriality (e.g., manageable house rules, limited access, and hosts’ personal items)
often reported that their experience was not substantially influenced by host territoriality.
Attribution of host territorial behaviors seemed to play a critical role in guests’ overall
evaluations of their P2P accommodation experiences. For example, when guests
attributed hosts’ territorial behaviors to external factors (e.g., lack of time), they tended to
ignore subtle negative reactions toward hosts’ territorial behaviors. When asked whether
signs such as “Don’t touch this” influenced her attitude about the experience, despite
disliking such signs, Participant #3 responded,
No. I mean, maybe the host [had] run out of time and the easiest way to rectify it
was to say, "Don't touch this." I really don't—I don't really think [it affected my
attitude]. (Participant #3)

Participants may not have reported negative evaluations because they were
ambivalent toward their P2P accommodation experiences. Ambivalence among P2P
accommodation guests likely emerged from two sources. First, as the P2P
accommodation experience is only one part of the entire travel experience, guests seemed
to value their travel experience more than the accommodation experience. Many
participants mentioned that host territoriality was not major factor because they wanted to
focus on the travel experience; that is, a fulfilling travel experience in a destination may
compensate for negative incidents in the P2P accommodation experience, leading to
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positive or ambivalent evaluations toward the P2P accommodation experience overall.
Second, the negative impacts of host territoriality may be mitigated by the positive
aspects of a P2P accommodation experience, contributing to non-negative evaluations of
the experience.
It was such a good location. Even when we wrote the review, we just said it was
a really good location and the host that we talked with, he always responded
right away. We had trouble getting in at first because I think we entered the
wrong pass code. But he called me and [sorted] it right away and that thing, so
fast responses. That made up for it, but it was awkward, that lady. … I think [for]
the most part, everyone has been pretty good. (Participant #5)
Sometimes you just wanna stay somewhere. Say you're going to Las Vegas. And
sometimes you might just value the destination more, like you're happy you're
there. So, if there’s anything, you're just like, "It is what it is. I always wanted to
come here, so I'm happy to be here" and you get over it. (Participant #6)

Future Behavioral Intentions
Participants who were influenced by host territoriality tended to modify their
information search strategies or preferences for P2P accommodation rentals. For
example, Participant #2 reported that he had checked with the host before making a
reservation to see if he should expect any visits after having experienced a random dropby from his previous host. Participant #12 mentioned that he preferred to use entire
rentals after staying with a host who monitored him while cooking. Participant #4 noted
that she liked to stay in rentals that seemed to be the host’s secondary home because she
felt uncomfortable when surrounded by hosts’ personal items.
Participants who had negative experiences with host territoriality often reported
avoiding the same property when using P2P accommodation rentals in the future. For
example, Participant #9 mentioned the influence of a controlling host on his future use of
Airbnb: “I would never rent anything from that particular owner again. If I saw her name
on the list… I would skip over her name. Even if she had other properties, I wouldn't use
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hers, because she made us feel very uncomfortable.” Participants seemed to consider their
poor experiences with host territoriality to be rare, stating they would like to move on
quickly and continue using P2P accommodations. For instance, when asked whether her
intention to use Airbnb was influenced by experiencing an unresponsive host, Participant
#1 said,
No, I don’t think so. Actually, the Airbnb website or the employees are very nice,
and they have nothing to do with what the host does. So, I don’t have any bad
feeling about them. But I might not use the same place if I had a chance.
(Participant #1)

However, when P2P accommodation guests experience severe host territoriality,
they may stop using P2P accommodation rentals, at least temporarily. Participant #7, who
experienced a severe territorial intrusion, reported that she would stop using P2P
accommodation rentals for a while; interestingly, however, she did not cancel her
reservation in Chicago after her poor experience in Denver.
Guest Territoriality
The fourth set of research questions in this dissertation concerns guest
territoriality: do guests engage in territoriality in P2P accommodation rentals? If so,
what territorial behaviors do guests use? As suggested in Section 5.1, P2P
accommodation guests could develop a sense of being in their own territory when staying
in a P2P accommodation rental. This section discusses how guests constructed and
communicated their territories in a P2P accommodation rental.
Need for Own Space
P2P accommodation guests have a need for their own space in a rental, which can
motivate guests to defend and expand their territories. P2P accommodation guests expect
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a degree of privacy and the right to use space. Participant #12 described his expectations
about privacy and freedom in the rental:
I want to be able to go in and out of the house whenever I want to and to have
privacy in the room or in the section of the house. And I want someone to respect
my basic existence and not make me feel uncomfortable. Not make me feel like
I’m a burden [of] any kind and not make me feel like I shouldn’t be there.
(Participant #12)

Another example of guests’ need for their own space is that guests expected hosts
to inform them or seek their approval before entering their space (i.e., a private guest
room or the whole rental if the entire house/apartment was rented).
If the host wants to come to us, he has to knock at the door. So I know that
someone is coming. (Participant #1)
I'd prefer if somebody didn't come into the house when we weren't there or if we
were asleep. It would make me uneasy unless they requested to come in and that
they needed to clean something or bring something, then, absolutely they can
come in. But I'd rather them not. They have to give notice in order to come into
the house. (Participant #3)

Many guests found that they had to be more sociable than usual when staying in
an Airbnb rental. Social interactions with the host were not always appreciated, as some
guests expected to be left alone to enjoy their experience.
I like to have my own space. I want to come and go as I please. I don't want
people to say here, “Hey, where are you going?” or “What are you doing?”
(Participant #7)

Guests’ Territorial Behaviors
Guest territoriality in P2P accommodation rentals was often defensive. Guests
demonstrated territorial behaviors when they perceived intrusion of their territories or
interventions on their freedom. Avoiding conversations and closing one’s door were two
strategies P2P accommodation guests used to defend their territory. Often, these
strategies were used together. Some participants reported not enjoying conversations with
hosts or other unknown guests, choosing to end the conversation politely and go back to
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their room and close the door. Several participants reported feeling relieved after ending a
conversation with the host (e.g., Participant #1). P2P accommodation guests also spent
most of their time in their own room or space in a rental to avoid interacting with others,
a demonstration of guests’ anticipatory territorial behaviors.
Some guests engaged in more proactive territorial behaviors. Personalizing P2P
accommodation rentals is one way guests constructed their territory. Some P2P
accommodation guests took personal belongings (e.g., clothing, toiletry bags, and
pictures) and placed them in the rental during their stay; these personal belongings could
be considered territorial markers indicating guests’ sense of ownership toward the space.
Personalization of the rental enhanced guests’ sense of being in their own territory and
improved their overall P2P accommodation experience. For example, Participant #6
mentioned how he would make the place more like his own.
I'd wanna [unpack] all of my clothes, like I have the closet or dresser. I don't
wanna just live out of a bag. I'm not gonna say, "OK, I'm just gonna leave my
stuff in here and take this out one day." I'd wanna organize all of my clothes that
have it all together, fold up—like if you're gonna leave towels, put up my towels
on the racks, and if I bring pictures, take them out to have, like, a momento to
look at. Or, if having around certain food, I mean certain snacks I would wanna
keep them close just so I could tell this is me, my preference. (Participant #6)

Hosts may give a tour to familiarize guests with the rental and provide instructions.
Many participants perceived a tour as a chance for them to get to know different areas of
the rental. However, aside from a guided tour, many participants explored the rental
without the host’s presence such as by opening drawers, cabinets, and closets, touching
the host’s books, clothing, and curtains, or observing the hosts’ family photos, all of
which can be perceived as an intrusion on the host’s territory. Participants reported being
curious about the host and the rental but also concerned about exploring, as they were not
sure whether the host would appreciate their behavior (e.g., Participant #4).
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P2P accommodation guests, when traveling in a group, may provide instructions to
their companions or visitors on how to take care of the rental. For example, Participant #9
reported that he asked his friends to take off their shoes and behave properly when they
visited him in an Airbnb rental. Other participants reported being unable to feel territorial
in an Airbnb rental. Some mentioned that they would only take care of their valuables;
others reported that the Airbnb environment was too open for them to be territorial.
Although participants could not articulate what they meant by the ‘openness’ of the
environment, participants were likely open to new events and did not hold firm self–other
boundaries when traveling. Therefore, some P2P accommodation guests did not consider
it necessary to defend the territory despite having a sense of ownership toward the space.
Table 13. Host Territoriality and Guest Territoriality
Master Themes
Hosts’ territorial behaviors

Guest reactions toward host
territoriality
Guests’ territorial behaviors

Themes
Personalization
House rules
Accessibility
Intrusion
Hands-on hosting
Service failure
Adaption
Assertive defense
Appeal
Avoidance
Personalization
Defense against territorial intrusion
Exploration of the rental
Give instructions
Chapter Summary

This chapter summarized interview findings from Study 1 and provided an overall
understanding of territoriality in P2P accommodation guest experiences. Guests can
simultaneously possess a sense of being in others’ territory and of being in their own
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territory while staying in a P2P accommodation rental. A sense of being in others’
territory was characterized by guests being respectful and careful, feeling constrained,
experiencing uncertainties about their behaviors and actions, being curious about the
rental and the host, and experiencing fear of contamination. A sense of being in one’s
own territory was related to feelings of freedom and relaxation in a P2P accommodation
rental, toward part of which guests possessed a strong sense of ownership. The senses of
being in others’ territory and in one’s own territory collectively constituted territorial
senses of being in a shared territory.
Eight sets of factors were found to influence the salience of P2P accommodation
guests’ territorial senses: home amenities and facilities in a P2P accommodation rental;
personal items and décor; length of stay or use of a space; physical presence of the host
or other unknown guests; the type of rental used by guests; disturbance or distraction
from others; host hospitableness; and travel companionship. All these aspects can
enhance the sense of being in one’s own territory while increasing the sense of being in
others’ territory.
P2P accommodation hosts may exhibit territoriality toward guests. Six categories
of hosts’ territorial behaviors were identified in interviews, including personalization of
the rental, house rules, accessibility, intrusion, hands-on hosting, and service failure.
Guests attributed hosts’ territorial behaviors differently, with varying attributions leading
to distinct reactions. Guests often adapted to host territoriality or tended to avoid
situations involving host territoriality; assertive guest defense or appeals after
experiencing host territoriality often followed service failures or severe territorial
intrusion. In addition, host territoriality influenced some P2P accommodation guests’
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emotions and evaluations of the host and overall experience. Host territoriality also
shaped guests’ future behaviors, such as information searches, rental preferences, and
intentions to continue using P2P accommodation rentals.
P2P accommodation guests also engaged in territoriality, either proactively or in a
more defensive and subtle manner. Guests expected hosts to respect guests’ ownership of
the space and sometimes demonstrated territorial behaviors parallel to hosts’ territorial
behaviors. For example, some guests explored the rental without hosts’ permission,
personalized the rental, defended their territory against intruders, and gave instructions to
others during their stay.
Host territoriality influenced guests’ feelings about being in a shared rental and
affected guests’ accommodation experiences. However, no instrument is currently
available to measure host territoriality in various P2P accommodation contexts and
settings. To facilitate quantitative examinations of host territoriality, Study 2 in this
dissertation was designed to be a scale development study; a scale of perceived host
territoriality was developed from a P2P accommodation guest perspective. The next
chapter will illustrate the process of developing and validating a scale of perceived host
territoriality.
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CHAPTER 6
SCALE DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION

This chapter reports the process of developing a scale of perceived host
territoriality in Study 2. Following recommendations from MacKenzie et al. (2011), six
surveys were used for item generation, assessment of items’ validity, scale purification
and refinement, and scale validation (see Figure 6). The final scale of perceived host
territoriality includes an 18-item scale consisting of four dimensions: Accessibility,
House Rules, Signs of Ownership, and Intrusion. This measure of perceived host
territoriality was found to demonstrate good convergent validity and discriminant
validity. In addition, this chapter examines the relationships between dimensions of host
territoriality and satisfaction and behavioral intention related to P2P accommodation
experiences. Results were consistent with relevant theoretical underpinnings and the
findings of Study 1, indicating the nomological validity of the scale.
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Figure 6. Process of Data Collection and Analyses (Study 2)
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Primary Item Generation
The first survey conducted as part of the scale development process aimed to
generate an initial list of scale items. Qualtrics online panel service was used to recruit
active P2P accommodation guests (i.e., those who had stayed in an Airbnb rental within
the past 12 months) in the U.S. An online survey with open-ended questions was used to
ask respondents to provide two examples of their own experiences of host territoriality
(see Appendix D). In this step, host territoriality was defined as follows: Host
territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their ownership of the Airbnb
rental/space; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in. Data collection spanned 11 days (April 23, 2018 to May 3, 2018).
Respondents who indicated having their most recent Airbnb experience prior to April
2017 were screened out. As the survey aimed to identity examples of host territoriality in
P2P accommodation settings, respondents who reported no experiences with host
territoriality were also screened out.
In total, 135 respondents completed the survey; 19 were dropped for quality
concerns (e.g., responses without valid examples of host territoriality or excessively fast
responses) (Baldus, Voorhees, & Calantone, 2015). The remaining 116 respondents
provided at least one valid example of host territoriality, which generated 213 examples
in total for further analysis. Among the 116 respondents, 49.41% were between 25 and 44
years old; 75.86% were women; 65.52% were married or partnered; 78.45% were white;
and 66.38% held a bachelor’s and/or graduate degree. Respondent demographics were
not perfectly balanced, particularly in terms of gender. As the sample was used to
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generate examples of host territoriality, a non-representative sample was not expected to
influence the quality of examples.
Examples obtained from the open-ended survey were each relevant to one or
multiple host territoriality issues. For example, Respondent #3 wrote, “The first Airbnb I
rented had a couple family photos up in it, so maybe that would be considered host
territoriality”, which would be relevant to “Demonstration of Ownership”. Respondent
#17 reported an example relevant to two host territoriality issues, “House Rules” and
“Intrusion”: “One host left a very long list of rules of what specifically to clean and do
before we left. The list was ridiculously extensive and involved washing all of the sheets
and blankets and putting them back on the bed, scrubbing the floors, bleaching the
showers and toilets, taking all of the trash to the dumpster, vacuuming, washing all of the
dishes and putting them away, and taking all food out of the fridge. We had to ensure that
the thermostat was at a certain temperature the entire stay or we would be charged for
an excessive electric bill. The host would call often to make sure that everything was
spotless.”
Examples were independently coded by two judges to identify corresponding
dimensions of perceived host territoriality. The judges were instructed to code each
example into up to two dimensions. Judges were provided a codebook developed by the
author (Table 14), which included the definitions for seven categories and an exemplar
for each (Tian, 2001). The seven categories included five potential dimensions of
perceived host territoriality (i.e., Blocking, House Rules, Intrusion, Unwillingness to
Perform Obligation & Hostility, and Demonstration of Ownership) as well as “Other”
and “Not applicable”.
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Table 14. Codebook of Host Territoriality Examples
Categories
Blocking

Definition
Hosts block or restrict guests' access to
certain space or use of items, regardless of
the means of communication (e.g., oral,
written, or behavioral).

Exemplar
There was a locked
room in the house.

Demonstration of
ownership

Hosts demonstrate their ownership of the
property directly to the guests or indirectly
via the décor, the design of the space, or the
way they interact with guests.
Demonstration of ownership toward certain
items does not fall into this category.
Rules regarding what guests should or
should not do and how things should be
done, as well as the consequences of
breaking the rules, but not related to
accessibility of certain space or items in the
rental.
Hosts' behaviors or expressions, intentional
or not, that make guests feel disturbed or
their privacy is being invaded.

The host decorated
the house in a style
they like.

Unwillingness to
perform obligation
& Hostility

Hosts are unwilling or reluctant to perform
their obligations or accommodate
reasonable guests' needs, or treat guests in a
hostile or unfriendly way.

The host was not
comfortable with
us staying in their
home.

Other

Other types of host territoriality not
included in the above categories

Not applicable

The example is irrelevant to host
territoriality.

House rules

Intrusion

I was asked not to
make noise after
11:00 pm.

The host checked
on us several times
to see whether
everything was
good.

The rental was in
New York.

After the judges completed coding independently, inter-coder reliability was
assessed using inter-coder agreement, Cohen’s kappa, Krippendorff’s alpha (Hayes &
Krippendorff, 2007), Fuzzy kappa (Kirilenko & Stepchenkova, 2016), and
Krippendorff’s alpha for multi-value coding (Krippendorff & Craggs, 2016). In
calculating inter-coder agreement, the sum of partial agreement (accounting for 0.5) and
130

complete agreement (accounting for 1.0) was divided by the total number of examples.
As Cohen’s kappa and Krippendorff’s alpha were developed for one-to-one coding, cases
in which one judge coded an example into two categories and the other judge coded the
same example into one category were divided into two: a whole case and a missing value.
Missing values were deleted when calculating Cohen’s kappa and Krippendorff’s alpha.
Fuzzy kappa and Krippendorff’s alpha for multi-value coding have been recommended
when one example can be coded into more than one category (Kirilenko & Stepchenkova,
2016; Krippendorff & Craggs, 2016). However, due to the new development of these two
indices, there is no established cut-off value for Fuzzy kappa or Krippendorff’s alpha for
multi-value coding. The values of these inter-coder reliability indices ranged from 0.670
to 0.742 (see Table 15), collectively indicating a fair level of agreement.
Table 15. Inter-coder Reliability
Category

Independent Coding

After Discussion

Inter-coder agreement

0.725

0.981

Cohen’s kappa

0.705

0.976

Krippendorff’s alpha

0.705

0.990

Fuzzy kappa

0.716

0.980

Krippendorff’s multi-value alpha

0.670

0.976

Next, the two judges discussed coding discrepancies together with the author.
Inter-coder reliability was reassessed after the discussion, and the two coders reached a
high level of agreement (inter-coder reliability values ranging from 0.976 to 0.981). The
author also asked the judges to provide feedback about the codebook. Based on the
judges’ feedback, the author separated the original dimension of Unwillingness to
Perform Obligations & Hostility into two dimensions (Unwillingness to Make
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Accommodations and Hostility) and changed the name of the Blocking dimension to
Accessibility and Demonstration of Ownership to Signs of Ownership.
The dimensions of perceived host territoriality in Study 2 overlapped with types
of hosts’ territorial behaviors identified in Study 1. Specifically, the dimensions of House
Rules, Accessibility, and Intrusion in Study 2 also emerged in Study 1 interview results;
dimensions of Unwillingness to Make Accommodations and Hostility were relevant to
service failure issues identified in Study 1; and the Signs of Ownership dimension
corresponded to personalization of the rental in Study 1. Hands-on hosting was not
covered in the dimensions of perceived host territoriality that emerged in Study 2; thus, a
new dimension, Hands-on Hosting, was included in the scale. Following identification of
these dimensions, the author generated items using construct definitions and examples
from the open-ended survey (Study 2) and interview transcripts (Study 1). In total, 38
items were extracted, representing the seven dimensions that evolved from the coding
process; see Table 16 for a list of items.
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Table 16. Initial List of Items
Dimension
Accessibility

House rules

Signs of ownership

Intrusion

Unwillingness to make
accommodations

Item ID
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Item Wording
The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host prohibited me from using certain things in the rental.
The host restricted my access to certain things in the rental.
The host gave me excessive rules during my stay.
The host was very specific about what I could or could not do in the rental.
The host gave me very detailed instructions for taking care of their property.
The host had strict rules that I should follow.
The host gave me very specific instructions on what I should or should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the house rules.
The host had their personal items all over the place.
The host decorated the rental in their own way.
The host made sure I knew it was their property.
The rental was filled with the host's personal items during my stay.
The host was too passionate about me knowing stories of their property.
The host showed off their property in an unnecessary way.
The host flaunted their knowledge about the local area.
The host frequently check-in on me during my stay.
The host did not give me much privacy in the rental.
The host entered my space without notifying me.
I was being watched by the host during my stay.
The host was too hospitable to me during my stay.
I was frequently disturbed by the host during my stay.
The host did not disclose important information that I was supposed to know.
The host intentionally gave inaccurate descriptions about the property online.
The host was unwilling to make accommodations for my stay.
The host ignored my request for a reasonable accommodation.
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Table 16 (continued)
Dimension
Unwillingness to make
accommodations
Hostility

Hands-on hosting

Item ID
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Item Wording
The host refused to make changes when things did not work in the rental.
The host was reluctant to accommodate my needs.
The host was not very friendly to me while I stayed in the rental.
The host was not very comfortable with people staying in their property.
The host displayed hostility toward me during my stay.
The host expressed dislike toward me staying in their property.
The host was too hands-on during my stay.
The host did not give me opportunities to do things by myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much independence to do things by myself.
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Assessment of Items’ Content Validity
After creating an initial pool of scale items, a panel of subject matter experts (N =
5) were recruited to assess the items’ content validity. These experts were post-doctoral
fellows and doctoral students in the fields of tourism, sport, and organizational behavior.
Each expert was asked to evaluate the extent to which each item was representative of
one aspect of the content domain of perceived host territoriality as well as each
dimension of perceived host territoriality on a 5-point Likert-type scale with an
“unknown” option (1 = not at all, 5 = completely, 99 = I don’t know; see Appendix E).
The order in which items were presented was randomized in the survey to reduce bias in
expert judgement. The adequacy of items was assessed by asking the experts whether the
set of items, collectively, was representative of the entire content domain of the construct
(1 = no, 2 = maybe, 3 = yes). The mean of item adequacy was 2.60 (SD = 0.548),
indicating the set of items was sufficient for measuring perceived host territoriality. An
open-ended question was included at the end of the survey to allow space for further
comments and suggestions. One expert expressed her concern about the wording of scale
items, noting that the items “make host territoriality [sound] like a bad thing”. Another
expert commented that the dimensions of Intrusion and Hands-on Hosting were
“probably highly correlated” and some items (e.g., “I am not allowed to do things on my
own”) could be interpreted as both.
Table 17 displays the mean of item representativeness of perceived host
territoriality. The means of 12 items were lower than 3.0 (numbers in italics), including
one item in the dimension of Signs of Ownership, two items in Intrusion, five out of six
items in Unwillingness to Make Accommodations, and all items in Hostility. These items
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were rated as less than somewhat representative and were omitted from subsequent
analyses. Item 29 in the dimension of Unwillingness to Make Accommodations had a
mean of 3.60 but was dropped for two reasons: (1) all other items in the same dimension
were deleted; and (2) the item could not be included in other scale dimensions with solid
theoretical rationale. After removing these items, the scale of perceived host territoriality
included five dimensions (i.e., Signs of Ownership, House Rules, Accessibility, Intrusion,
and Hands-on Hosting) and 25 items.
Table 17. Item Representativeness
Item/Dimension

Host
Territoriality

AC

HR

SO

IT

UW

HO

Item1
Item2
Item3
Item4
Item5
Item6
Item7
Item8
Item9
Item10
Item11
Item12
Item13
Item14
Item15
Item16
Item17
Item18
Item19
Item20
Item21
Item22
Item23
Item24
Item25
Item26

4.40
4.20
4.60
4.40
4.60
4.40
4.40
4.20
4.60
4.40
3.60
4.40
4.50
4.20
4.20
3.67
3.00
2.20
3.20
3.80
3.40
3.20
1.20
2.60
2.20
1.20

5.00
5.00
4.80
5.00
5.00
2.80
4.60
2.60
3.00
3.00
2.60
2.40
1.80
1.60
2.20
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.80
2.80
2.00
2.00
1.20
2.00
1.60
1.00

2.40
2.40
1.80
3.60
2.40
4.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
4.80
1.20
1.00
1.40
1.20
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.20
1.20
1.20
1.40
1.20
1.00
1.20
1.20

2.00
2.00
2.00
1.60
1.60
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.40
1.60
2.00
4.80
4.00
3.40
4.80
4.20
4.00
4.20
1.00
1.40
1.20
1.00
1.60
1.20
1.00
1.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.00
2.00
1.40
1.40
1.40
2.20
1.60
2.00
4.60
5.00
5.00
5.00
2.60
5.00
1.00
1.20

1.20
1.00
1.40
1.40
1.00
1.60
1.60
1.20
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.40
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.20
1.40
1.00
1.00
1.40
1.00
1.40
1.00

1.40
1.40
1.00
1.20
1.20
1.60
1.40
1.40
1.20
1.40
1.40
1.80
1.00
1.40
1.60
1.60
1.60
1.60
1.60
1.80
1.80
1.60
2.80
2.60
1.20
1.00

AC

HR

SO

IT

UW

HH
1.20
1.20
1.20
1.40
1.20
1.80
1.60
1.60
1.20
1.80
1.40
1.20
1.60
1.40
1.20
1.40
1.80
1.20
3.80
3.00
2.20
3.60
3.40
3.00
1.00
1.40
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Table 17 (continued)
Item/Dimension
Item27
Item28
Item29
Item30
Item31
Item32
Item33
Item34
Item35
Item36
Item37
Item38

UW

HO

HH

Host
Territoriality
2.60
2.80
3.60
2.40
1.80
2.80
2.20
2.00
3.75
4.00
3.40
3.80

AC

HR

SO

IT

UW

HO

HH

2.60
1.20
1.40
1.60
1.25
1.60
1.40
1.40
2.75
2.00
2.20
2.20

1.00
1.40
1.60
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.40
1.75
1.80
1.00
1.60

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.75
1.20
1.40
1.60

1.40
1.20
1.00
1.20
1.00
1.00
1.60
1.00
4.50
3.20
2.80
4.40

5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
2.40
1.80
1.80
1.80
1.25
1.60
1.60
2.00

1.40
1.60
1.40
1.40
5.00
5.00
5.00
5.00
2.00
1.40
1.40
1.80

1.00
1.20
1.60
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.20
1.00
5.00
4.20
4.60
4.60

Note: AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, IT—Intrusion, UW—Unwillingness to
make accommodations, HO—Hostility, SO—Signs of ownership, and HH—Hands-on
hosting. Underlined items were dropped.
Columns 4–10 in Table 17 demonstrate, on average, the extent to which each item
was rated as representative of a certain dimension of perceived host territoriality. Results
show that items in the dimension of Signs of Ownership were deemed representative of
the dimension. However, the experts considered some items in Accessibility (i.e., item 4)
and House Rules (i.e., items 7, 9, and 10) to be at least somewhat representative of both
dimensions. In addition, most items in the dimensions of Hands-on Hosting (i.e., items
35, 36, and 38) and Intrusion (i.e., items 19–20 and 22–24) were considered
representative of both dimensions; that is, the expert panel did not rate Accessibility and
House Rules, as well as Hands-on Hosting and Intrusion, as distinctive dimensions.
A follow-up study targeting real Airbnb guests was conducted to examine
whether Airbnb guests could distinguish corresponding dimensions. An online survey
was posted on Amazon Mechanical Turk and received 26 complete responses (see
Appendix F). Screening questions were used to ensure survey respondents had earned
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higher than a bachelor’s degree, as respondents should be capable of understanding the
conceptual differences between dimensions and assessing the content validity of items
(MacKenzie et al., 2011). Respondents had also used Airbnb as guests and were not
Airbnb hosts. Respondents were first provided the definitions of Accessibility and House
Rules and then asked to drag and drop items into boxes corresponding to each dimension
or “none”. Next, respondents were provided the definitions of Hands-on Hosting and
Intrusion and instructed to drag and drop items into the appropriate boxes.
Table 18. Representativeness of Items to Dimensions (N = 26)
Item/Dimension

AC

HR

Item/Dimension

IT

HH

Item1
Item2
Item3
Item4
Item5
Item6
Item7
Item8
Item9
Item10
Item11

96.15%
84.62%
88.46%
84.62%
96.15%
0.00%
11.54%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

3.85%
11.54%
3.85%
11.54%
0.00%
92.31%
80.77%
92.31%
92.31%
96.15%
100.00%

Item19
Item20
Item21
Item22
Item23
Item24
Item35
Item36
Item37
Item38

42.31%
84.62%
88.46%
73.08%
11.54%
73.08%
3.85%
26.92%
23.08%
19.23%

38.46%
0.00%
0.00%
19.23%
57.69%
7.69%
92.31%
57.69%
61.54%
61.54%

AC

HR

IT

HH

Note: AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, IT—Intrusion, and HH—Hands-on hosting.
Results showed that about 81%–100% of respondents successfully distinguished
Accessibility and House Rules (see Table 18). However, approximately 42%–88% of
respondents distinguished Intrusion from Hands-on Hosting, and 58%–92% of
respondents distinguished Hands-on Hosting from Intrusion. Respondents considered
item 19 to fit the dimensions of Intrusion (42%) and Hands-on Hosting (38%); only 12%
of respondents rated item 23 as fitting Intrusion, but roughly 58% rated it as fitting
Hands-on Hosting, contradicting the author’s expectation. That is, items in Accessibility
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and House Rules seemed to be distinctive, but respondents had difficulty distinguishing
Hands-on Hosting and Intrusion. As the dimensions of Intrusion and Hands-on Hosting
can make guests feel their territory or privacy are being intruded, these two dimensions
were merged into one dimension, Intrusion, in the subsequent analyses. Ultimately, the
scale of perceived host territoriality included 25 items and four dimensions (i.e., Signs of
Ownership, House Rules, Accessibility, and Intrusion).
Scale Purification and Refinement
Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted before a large sample was collected for scale
purification and refinement. An online survey was posted on Amazon Mechanical Turk
between May 25, 2018 and May 31, 2018, targeting people who had used Airbnb as a
guest in the last 12 months (i.e., between June 2017 and May 2018) and were not Airbnb
hosts (see Appendix G). The survey received 93 valid responses. Respondents were asked
to indicate the level of agreement with the 25 items of perceived host territoriality scale
on a 7-point scale (1 = “strongly disagree”, 4 = “neither agree nor disagree”, 7 =
“strongly agree”) based on their last Airbnb experience. The mean of items ranged from
1.88 to 5.47; 21 of 25 items had a mean value lower than the midpoint (see Table 6.6). It
was unclear whether the lack of agreement was because respondents had not experienced
host territoriality during their last Airbnb stay or found the wording of scale items to be
extreme, as noted by the expert panel. However, lack of agreement could lead to scale
item covariance and affect factor analysis in subsequent steps. To ensure the negative
wording of items would not substantially influence scale validity, the author softened the
wording of scale items; Table 19 highlights rephrasing and other changes.
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Table 19. Revised Scale Items
Item/Dimension
1
AC
2
3
4
5
6
HR
7

Mean
2.89
3.24
3.28
3.08
3.03
2.59
4.10

Std.
Dev
2.040
2.209
2.218
2.178
2.067
1.708
2.011

8

4.24

1.997

9
10

3.49
3.87

1.915
1.946

4.99
3.24

1.815
2.154

13
14
15

5.47
3.73
3.16

1.457
1.979
2.045

16

2.55

1.710

17
19
20
21
22
35
36

2.34
2.17
1.88
1.97
2.08
2.06
1.96

1.652
1.565
1.405
1.440
1.623
1.614
1.429

1.95
1.92

1.447
1.454

11
12

37
38

SO

IT

Rephrased Items
The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host did not give me access to certain things in the rental.
The host limited my access to certain things in the rental.
The host gave me a lot of rules during my stay.
The host was very specific about what I could or could not do
in the rental.
The host gave me detailed instructions for taking care of the
property.
The host had concrete rules that I should follow.
The host gave me specific instructions on what I should or
should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the house rules.
The host had his/her personal items placed around the rental
(for example, in the kitchen, bathroom, etc.).
The host decorated the rental in his/her own way.
The host made sure I knew it was his/her property.
The rental had a lot of the host's personal items (for example,
family photos, knick-knacks, etc.) during my stay.
The host was passionate about me knowing stories of the
property.
The host showed off the property to me.
The host often checked-in on me during my stay.
The host invaded my privacy during my stay.
The host entered my space without my permission.
I felt I was being watched by the host during my stay.
The host was very hands-on during my stay.
The host did not give me many opportunities to do things by
myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much independence to do things by
myself.

Note: AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—
Intrusion. Bold and italic parts indicate changes made to the original wording of items.
Data Collection
To purify and refine scale items, respondents were recruited on Amazon
Mechanical Turk via an online survey conducted between June 5, 2018 and June 11, 2018
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(see Appendix H). Respondents who had used Airbnb and were not Airbnb hosts were
recruited and asked to complete the survey based on their last Airbnb experience. In total,
1,013 respondents completed the survey, of which 102 responses were deleted because
respondents failed to pass attention-check questions or stated that their responses could
not be used. The remaining 911 valid responses were employed for further analyses.
Table 20 displays the sample demographics: 74.2% of respondents were between
25 and 44 years old; 53.5% were men, 46.2% were married, and 73.2% were white.
Slightly more than half (59.6%) of respondents earned a household income between
$35,000 and $99,999; 65.4% held a bachelor’s and/or graduate degree. The sample was
randomly split into two subsamples: the developmental sample (N = 455) and validation
sample (N = 456). EFA was conducted using the developmental sample to identify the
factor structure of the scale; the validation sample was used to conduct CFA to assess the
factor structure identified in EFA.
Table 20. Demographics of the Sample (N = 911)
n

%

117
478
198
75
32
11

12.84
52.47
21.73
8.23
3.51
1.21

487
422
2

53.46
46.32
0.22

421
431
55

46.21
47.31
6.04

Age
18–24
25–34
35–44
45–54
55–64
65 and above
Gender
Male
Female
Prefer not to say
Marital status
Single/Never married
Married or partnered
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
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Table 20 (continued)
Marital Status
Prefer not to say
Education level
High school or less
Some college
Associate degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate degrees
Prefer not to say
Race
American India and Alaska Native White
Asian
Black or African American
White
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Other
Prefer not to say
Household income before taxes
Less than $34,999
$35,000–$49,999
$50,000–$74,999
$75,000–$99, 999
$100,000–$149,999
$150,000 or more
Prefer not to say

n

%

4

0.44

48
164
100
437
159
3

5.27
18.00
10.98
47.97
17.45
0.33

12
92
103
667
1
31
5

1.32
10.10
11.31
73.22
0.11
3.40
0.55

205
143
248
152
96
50
17

22.50
15.70
27.22
16.68
10.54
5.49
1.87

EFA with Developmental Sample
Using the developmental sample, EFA was conducted in SPSS V.25 to identify
the latent factor structure and purify scale items. The ratio of sample size to the number
of items in EFA was approximately 18:1. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of
sampling adequacy was 0.931, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 8889.980 (df = 300, p
< 0.001), indicating the appropriateness of using the sample for factor reduction (Choi,
Law, & Heo, 2016). The extraction method was principal axis factoring (PAF), an
iterative principal factors technique without the assumption of multivariate normality
(Costello & Osborne, 2005; Preacher & MacCallum, 2003). An oblique rotation method,
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promax, was used because the factors (i.e., dimensions of perceived host territoriality)
were expected to be correlated. A scree plot was used to determine the number of factors
to retain, which has been suggested as a more suitable approach than the eigenvalue-one
criterion when employing principal factors techniques (Preacher, 2003). In the scree plot
(see Figure 7), four eigenvalues appeared before the last large decline, indicating that
four factors should be retained. Table 21 lists the correlations between factors.
Accessibility, House Rules, and Intrusion had medium-level correlations with each other
(between 0.420 and 0.477); Signs of Ownership and House Rules were moderately
correlated (r = 0.401); and Signs of Ownership and Accessibility had a small-to-medium
correlation (r = 0.254). Correlations between the four dimensions of perceived host
territoriality justified the use of PAF with promax rotation.
12

Eigenvalue

10
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0
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Figure 7. Scree Plot of EFA
Table 21. Correlations between Factors
Factor
AC
HR
SO
IT

Eigenvalue
9.571
3.649
2.328
1.932

% of
Variance
38.282
14.596
9.312
7.727

AC

HR

SO

IT

1.000
0.477
0.254
0.420

1.000
0.401
0.460

1.000
0.370

1.000

Note: AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—
Intrusion.
143

Table 22. Item Communalities and Factor Loadings
Item/
Dimension
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
19
20
21
22
35
36
37
38

AC

HR

SO

IT

Com
mun
aliti
es
0.76
0.75
0.71
0.78
0.78
0.57
0.67
0.46
0.66
0.72
0.61
0.56
0.27
0.49
0.59
0.33
0.32
0.52
0.83
0.84
0.80
0.61
0.79
0.79
0.82

AC

HR

SO

IT

Comm
unaliti
es

HR

SO

IT

AC

0.87
0.85
0.88
0.90
0.86
0.08
0.08
-0.09
-0.03
0.03
-0.01
0.16
-0.01
0.05
0.22
-0.23
-0.16
0.00
-0.03
-0.01
0.06
-0.06
0.02
0.02
0.03

-0.03
0.00
0.00
0.04
-0.01
0.55
0.78
0.73
0.81
0.85
0.82
-0.08
0.19
0.28
-0.15
0.02
-0.06
-0.03
-0.01
-0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
-0.02
0.01

0.01
0.01
0.00
-0.07
-0.04
0.07
-0.03
-0.02
0.06
-0.08
-0.03
0.70
0.48
0.50
0.70
0.56
0.57
0.23
-0.06
-0.08
0.01
0.24
0.00
-0.07
-0.01

0.02
0.03
-0.07
0.00
0.08
0.27
0.05
-0.03
-0.04
0.04
-0.11
-0.03
-0.34
0.03
-0.01
0.18
0.15
0.60
0.95
0.95
0.85
0.68
0.88
0.91
0.90

0.79
0.76
0.71
0.78
0.79
0.58
0.68
0.46
0.66
0.71
0.60
0.79

0.86
0.85
0.87
0.90
0.87
0.06
0.07
-0.09
-0.04
0.02
0.00
-0.04

0.03
0.03
0.02
-0.04
-0.03
0.07
-0.02
-0.04
0.04
-0.07
-0.07
0.93

0.02
0.01
-0.08
-0.02
0.07
0.26
0.02
-0.04
-0.05
0.01
-0.12
-0.03

0.40
0.71

0.06
0.06

0.34
0.84

0.08
0.01

0.50
0.83
0.83
0.80
0.60
0.80
0.79
0.83

0.01
-0.03
0.00
0.05
-0.08
0.00
0.02
0.01

-0.03
-0.01
-0.01
0.03
-0.01
0.57
0.79
0.73
0.83
0.85
0.82
-0.02
/
0.34
-0.09
/
/
-0.01
-0.03
-0.04
0.01
0.03
-0.01
-0.04
0.00

0.13
-0.07
-0.09
-0.01
0.19
0.00
-0.08
-0.01

0.63
0.96
0.96
0.87
0.70
0.90
0.92
0.91

Note: AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—
Intrusion.
Three criteria were applied for retaining items: (1) item communalities should be
greater than 0.40; (2) the factor loading of an item should be higher than 0.32,
approximately 10% overlapping variance with other items in the factor; and (3) one item
should not load at 0.32 or higher on two or more factors (Costello & Osborne, 2005).
Table 22 presents the extracted variance and factor loading of each item. The extracted
variance of item 13 was 0.27, lower than the 0.32 cut-off value; the item was also cross-
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loaded on two factors. Thus, item 13 was deleted. Items 16 and 17 had a communalities
value lower than 0.40 and were dropped as well.
After these three items were dropped, EFA was rerun with PAF extraction and
promax rotation. The extracted communalities of all remaining items were above 0.40.
Item 14 was cross-loaded on two factors. However, if the item had been dropped, the
dimension would have included only two items; thus, the item was retained in the next
step, CFA.
CFA with Validation Sample
CFA was employed with the second half of the dataset (i.e., the validation
sample) using Mplus V8.0. The overall model fit was acceptable (χ2 = 621.76, df = 203, p
< 0.001, RMSEA = 0.067 [0.061, 0.073], CFI = 0.950, TLI = 0.944, SRMR = 0.097).
Table 23 shows the results of CFA. The standardized regression weights of four items
were lower than 0.70 (i.e., items 6, 8, 14, and 19). After dropping these four items, the
overall fit of the model improved (χ2 = 230.476, df = 129, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.041
[0.033, 0.050], CFI = 0.986, TLI = 0.984, SRMR = 0.038), indicating the fit of the fourfactor structure.
Only two items were retained in the Signs of Ownership dimension. To enhance
the robustness of the factor structure, two new items (i.e., “The décor of the rental
included the host's personal items (for example, family photos, mementos, etc.)” and
“Some of the décor items in the rental reminded me of the host”) were added to this
dimension after consulting experts in tourism and hospitality research. After scale
purification and refinement, the scale of perceived host territoriality consisted of 20 items
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across four dimensions (i.e., Accessibility, House Rules, Signs of Ownership, and
Intrusion).
Table 23. CFA Results (N = 456)
Item/ Dimension
1
AC
2
3
4
5
6
HR
7
8
9
10
11
12
SO
14
15
19
IT
20
21
22
35
36
37
38

SRW
0.898
0.918
0.816
0.876
0.885
0.594
0.825
0.656
0.805
0.831
0.744
0.841
0.449
0.891
0.684
0.939
0.909
0.918
0.740
0.885
0.874
0.914

S.E.
0.011
0.009
0.017
0.013
0.012
0.033
0.019
0.030
0.020
0.018
0.024
0.023
0.041
0.022
0.026
0.007
0.009
0.008
0.022
0.011
0.012
0.009

p-value
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

SRW
0.898
0.918
0.816
0.876
0.885
/
0.823
/
0.813
0.824
0.762
0.850
/
0.891
/
0.942
0.908
0.917
0.735
0.886
0.876
0.912

S.E.
0.011
0.009
0.017
0.013
0.012

p-value
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.020

0.000

0.021
0.020
0.024
0.031

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

0.031

0.000

0.006
0.009
0.008
0.022
0.011
0.012
0.009

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

Note: SRW—Standardized regression weight; S.E.—Standardized error of the regression
weights; AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—
Intrusion.
Validation of the Scale with a New Sample
Data Collection
To further assess the validity of the scale, a new dataset was collected via an
online survey targeting Airbnb guests. Screening questions were used to ensure that
respondents had used Airbnb as guests and were not Airbnb hosts. In the survey (see
Appendix I), respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the 20
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items included in the scale of perceived host territoriality based on their most recent
Airbnb experience along with their evaluations of the host (i.e., warmth and competence)
(Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), satisfaction with their most recent Airbnb experience
(Yang & Mattila, 2017), and intentions to reuse or recommend that Airbnb rental. To
assess discriminant validity of the scale, measures for perceived control (Armitage &
Conner, 1999), perceived self-efficacy (Armitage & Conner, 1999), and personal sense of
power (Anderson et al., 2012) were included in the survey. To assess convergent validity
of the scale, a general version of the territorial behaviors scale developed by Brown et al.
(2014) was included.
An online panel company, CriticalMix, was contracted for data collection
between June 20, 2018 and June 27, 2018. In total, 820 respondents completed the
survey; however, 217 respondents failed to pass the attention-check questions or reported
their responses could not be used in data analysis; the valid sample size was 603. Table
24 shows the demographic information of the 603 respondents. Compared with the
sample used for scale purification and refinement (Section 6.3), this sample included a
notably smaller proportion of young respondents. However, the age distribution of the
sample was not expected to influence scale validation in this study.
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Table 24. Demographics of Cross-Validation Dataset (N = 603)
n

%

29
166
125
77
107
99

4.81
27.53
20.73
12.77
17.74
16.42

280
320
3

46.43
53.07
0.50

150
394
55
4

24.88
65.34
9.12
0.66

48
164
100
437
159
3

5.27
18.00
10.98
47.97
17.45
0.33

13
37
41
496
0
11
5

2.16
6.14
6.80
82.26
0.00
1.82
0.83

54
79
158
108
128
63
13

5.14
13.10
26.20
17.91
21.23
27.03
2.16

Age
18–24
25–34
35–44
45–54
55–64
65 and above
Gender
Male
Female
Prefer not to say
Marital status
Single/Never married
Married or partnered
Widowed, Divorced, or Separated
Prefer not to say
Education level
High school or less
Some college
Associate degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate degrees
Prefer not to say
Race
American India and Alaska Native White
Asian
Black or African American
White
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Other
Prefer not to say
Household income before taxes
Less than $34,999
$35,000–$49,999
$50,000–$74,999
$75,000–$99, 999
$100,000–$149,999
$150,000 or more
Prefer not to say
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EFA and CFA Results
The sample was randomly split into two subsamples: the developmental sample
(N = 301) and the validation sample (N = 302). The developmental sample was used to
conduct EFA, and the validation sample was used to conduct CFA. The KMO measure of
sampling was 0.918; Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 4534.693 (df = 190, p = <0.001),
indicating the appropriateness of factor reduction (Choi et al., 2016). The sample size to
item ratio was about 15:1. A four-factor model was extracted, accounting for 69.07% of
the total variance. As in the last round of EFA, PAF was used as the extraction method
and promax as the rotation method for factor reduction. All 20 items had communalities
higher than 0.40 and factor loadings higher than 0.32; no cross-loading items were
identified (see Table 25). Correlations of the four factors varied from small to medium
(i.e., 0.19 to 0.51), justifying the appropriateness of the selected methodology.
CFA was conducted using the validation sample to assess the fit of the four-factor
model. The overall fit of the model was good (χ2 = 401.338, df = 164, p < 0.001, RMSEA
= 0.069 [0.061, 0.078], CFI = 0.955, TLI = 0.948, SRMR = 0.045). Two items had
standardized regression weights lower than 0.70 (see Table 25) and were dropped, after
which the overall fit of the model increased (χ2 = 312.519, df = 129, p < 0.001, RMSEA =
0.069 [0.059, 0.078], CFI = 0.963, TLI = 0.956, SRMR = 0.032). Table 26 shows the
final scale of perceived host territoriality, consisting of 18 items falling into four
dimensions. The average variance extracted (AVE) values of the four dimensions ranged
between 0.631 and 0.790, indicating good convergent validity of each dimension; the
Cronbach’s α of the dimensions varied from 0.836 to 0.956, indicating good reliability of
each dimension.
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Table 25. EFA and CFA Results
Communalities

EFA
AC
HR
1.00
0.51

SO
0.45

IT
0.48

0.73

0.79

0.01

0.08

0.04

0.877

0.015

0.74
0.64
0.77

0.88
0.85
0.85

-0.02
-0.03
0.05

-0.05
0.00
0.02

0.02
-0.07
-0.02

0.897
0.819
0.917

0.013
0.020
0.011

0.80

0.85

0.05

-0.03

0.05

0.929

0.010

0.63

0.51
0.10

1.00
0.73

0.19
-0.02

0.24
0.06

0.810

0.027

0.74
0.71

0.02
0.01

0.86
0.82

-0.02
0.04

0.00
0.00

0.807
0.770

0.028
0.030

0.60

-0.06

0.82

0.00

-0.06

0.674

0.037

0.66

0.45
0.15

0.19
-0.12

1.00
0.74

0.43
0.03

0.842

0.020

0.77

-0.02

-0.01

0.88

0.03

0.904

0.015

0.82

-0.02

0.01

0.92

-0.02

0.877

0.017

0.48

-0.07

0.10

0.71

-0.01

0.732

0.030

AC
-The host did not allow me to use certain areas in
the rental.
-Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
-There were some locked areas in the rental.
-The host did not give me access to certain things
in the rental.
-The host limited my access to certain things in
the rental.
HR
-The host was very specific about what I could or
could not do in the rental.
-The host had concrete rules that I should follow.
-The host gave me specific instructions on what I
should or should not do.
-The host made sure I was aware of the house
rules.
SO
- The host had his/her personal items placed
around the rental (for example, in the kitchen,
bathroom, etc.).
-The rental had a lot of the host's personal items
(for example, family photos, knick-knacks, etc.)
during my stay.
- The décor of the rental included the host's
personal items (for example, family photos,
mementos, etc.).
- Some of the décor items in the rental reminded
me of the host.

CFA
SRW
S.E.
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Table 25 (continued)
Communalities
IT
-The host invaded my privacy during my stay.
-The host entered my space without my
permission.
-I felt I was being watched by the host during my
stay.
-The host was very hands-on during my stay.
-The host did not give me many opportunities to
do things by myself.
-I did not have many opportunities to do things
on my own.
-The host did not give me much independence to
do things by myself.

EFA
HR
0.24
0.04
0.00

SO
0.43
0.01
0.08

IT
1.00
0.93
0.88

SRW

CFA
S.E.

0.939
0.869

0.009
0.016

0.81
0.76

AC
0.48
-0.10
-0.09

0.68

0.02

0.07

0.05

0.77

0.892

0.013

0.43
0.64

-0.01
0.05

0.00
-0.02

0.10
-0.02

0.61
0.79

0.675
0.879

0.032
0.015

0.66

0.09

-0.06

-0.08

0.82

0.858

0.017

0.73

0.05

-0.05

-0.09

0.87

0.885

0.014

Note: SRW—Standardized regression weight; S.E.—Standardized error of the regression weights; AC—Accessibility, HR—
House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—Intrusion. Underlined numbers indicate correlations between dimensions.
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Table 26. Final Scale of Host Territoriality
AC
-The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the
rental.
-Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
-There were some locked areas in the rental.
-The host did not give me access to certain things in the
rental.
-The host limited my access to certain things in the
rental.
HR
-The host was very specific about what I could or could
not do in the rental.
-The host had concrete rules that I should follow.
-The host gave me specific instructions on what I
should or should not do.
SO
- The host had his/her personal items placed around the
rental (for example, in the kitchen, bathroom, etc.).
-The rental had a lot of the host's personal items (for
example, family photos, knick-knacks, etc.) during my
stay.
- The décor of the rental included the host's personal
items (for example, family photos, mementos, etc.).
- Some of the décor items in the rental reminded me of
the host.
IT
-The host invaded my privacy during my stay.
-The host entered my space without my permission.
-I felt I was being watched by the host during my stay.
-The host did not give me many opportunities to do
things by myself.
-I did not have many opportunities to do things on my
own.
-The host did not give me much independence to do
things by myself.

SRW

S.E.

0.877

0.015

0.897
0.819
0.917

0.013
0.020
0.011

0.929

0.010

0.821

0.029

0.776
0.786

0.031
0.031

0.842

0.020

0.904

0.015

0.877

0.017

0.731

0.030

0.940
0.867
0.893
0.880

0.009
0.016
0.013
0.015

0.858

0.017

0.884

0.014

AVE
0.790

α
0.949

0.631

0.836

0.707

0.904

0.787

0.956

Note: SRW—Standardized regression weight; S.E.—Standardized error of the regression
weights; AVE—Average variance extracted; AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules,
SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—Intrusion.
Known-Groups Comparisons
Validity of the proposed scale of perceived host territoriality was assessed using
known-groups comparisons to determine whether the mean levels of the focal construct
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indicated differences in the hypothesized direction across groups (MacKenzie et al.,
2011). For instance, P2P accommodation guests staying in a private-room rental may
have more interactions with the host and presumably report a higher level of perceived
host territoriality than guests staying in an entire rental. Also, P2P accommodation guests
aware of host territoriality were expected to agree more with scale items pertaining to
perceived host territoriality than those who were less aware.
To assess the validity of the scale via known-groups comparisons, the mean levels
of scale items were compared against two variables: (1) the type of rental used by P2P
accommodation guests (private room vs. entire rental); and (2) awareness of host
territoriality (i.e., whether guests reported experiencing host territoriality; yes, maybe vs.
no). An independent-samples t test was used to examine whether perceived host
territoriality was greater in private-room settings than in entire rental settings. One-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine whether perceived host
territoriality differed across the three groups of respondents with different degrees of
awareness of host territoriality.
As shown in Table 27, the means of items in the Accessibility, Signs of
Ownership, and Intrusion dimensions were significantly higher among respondents who
stayed in a private room vs. an entire rental. However, respondents rated the dimension of
House Rules similarly regardless of the type of rental they used. These results are
plausible because house rules are included as part of a rental’s online description on the
Airbnb website, and P2P accommodation hosts can institute house rules whether renting
a private room or an entire unit.
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Table 28 shows the ANOVA results, revealing significant differences in the
means of scale items among the three respondent groups: respondents who were aware of
host territoriality reported significantly higher levels of perceived host territoriality than
those who were not aware of hosts’ territorial behaviors; and respondents who were not
sure whether they experienced host territoriality consistently reported moderate levels of
perceived host territoriality among the three groups. Results of known-group
comparisons were largely consistent with the author’s predictions, confirming the validity
of the scale.
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Table 27. Results of Known-Groups Comparisons (Type of Rental)
Items/Dimensions
The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the
rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host did not give me access to certain things in the
rental.
The host limited my access to certain things in the rental.
The host was very specific about what I could or could
not do in the rental.
The host had concrete rules that I should follow.
The host gave me specific instructions on what I should
or should not do.
The host had his/her personal items placed around the
rental (for example, in the kitchen, bathroom, etc.).
The rental had a lot of the host's personal items (for
example, family photos, knick-knacks, etc.) during my
stay.
The décor of the rental included the host's personal items
(for example, family photos, mementos, etc.).
Some of the décor items in the rental reminded me of the
host.
The host invaded my privacy during my stay.
The host entered my space without my permission.
I felt I was being watched by the host during my stay.
The host did not give me many opportunities to do things
by myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things on my
own.
The host did not give me much independence to do things
by myself.

AC

HR

SO

IT

Private Room
N
Mean Std.
Dev.

Entire Rental
Mean Std.
Dev.

N

72

4.19

1.983

217

2.42

1.752

7.204

287

<0.001

72
72

4.15
4.21

1.955
2.076

217
217

2.70
2.98

1.851
2.085

5.707
4.347

287
287

<0.001
<0.001

72

4.01

1.989

217

2.62

1.867

5.391

287

<0.001

72

4.08

1.955

217

2.65

1.887

5.518

287

<0.001

72

4.74

1.808

217

4.24

1.965

1.877

287

0.062

72

4.83

1.695

217

4.57

1.768

1.120

287

0.264

72

4.69

1.851

217

4.42

1.879

1.062

287

0.289

72

4.79

1.861

217

3.51

2.108

4.888

136.23
8

<0.001

72

4.35

1.958

217

3.11

2.059

4.470

287

<0.001

72

4.63

1.740

217

3.18

2.032

5.849

72

4.89

1.525

217

3.65

1.845

5.656

72
72
72

2.39
2.39
2.74

1.691
1.757
1.936

217
217
217

1.47
1.47
1.62

1.114
1.114
1.200

4.332
4.148
4.618

140.38
4
145.44
9
92.276
90.684
89.798

72

2.71

1.946

217

1.54

1.093

4.851

86.322

<0.001

72

2.40

1.701

217

1.56

1.100

3.930

91.507

<0.001

72

2.56

1.868

217

1.53

1.110

4.388

88.201

<0.001

t

df

p

<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
<0.001
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Table 28. Results of Known-Groups Comparisons (Awareness of Host Territoriality)

The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the
rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host did not give me access to certain things in
the rental.
The host limited my access to certain things in the
rental.
The host was very specific about what I could or
could not do in the rental.
The host had concrete rules that I should follow.
The host gave me specific instructions on what I
should or should not do.
The host had his/her personal items placed around
the rental (for example, in the kitchen, bathroom,
etc.).
The rental had a lot of the host's personal items (for
example, family photos, knick-knacks, etc.) during
my stay.
The décor of the rental included the host's personal
items (for example, family photos, mementos, etc.).
Some of the décor items in the rental reminded me of
the host.
The host invaded my privacy during my stay.
The host entered my space without my permission.
I felt I was being watched by the host during my
stay.
The host did not give me many opportunities to do
things by myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things on my
own.
The host did not give me much independence to do
things by myself.

AC

HR

SO

IT

Yes (N = 55)
Mean SD
3.87a
2.326

Maybe (N = 49)
Mean SD
3.14ab 1.979

No (N = 198)
Mean SD
2.52b
1.730

3.95a
4.02a
3.65a

2.321
2.415
2.319

3.43ab
3.74ab
3.20ab

1.979
2.039
1.882

2.75b
2.98b
2.75b

3.85a

2.329

3.53a

2.011

5.31a

1.894

4.22b

5.22a
5.18a

1.707
1.847

4.45a

F

p

11.723

<0.001

1.801
2.019
1.865

9.147
6.500
4.981

<0.001
0.002
0.007

2.67b

1.788

10.052

<0.001

1.874

4.10b

1.879

9.062

<0.001

4.74ab
4.33ab

1.729
1.864

4.39b
4.31b

1.738
1.853

5.057
4.958

0.007
0.008

2.150

4.31a

1.873

3.49b

2.139

6.249

0.002

4.07a

2.372

3.98a

1.808

3.05b

2.022

7.732

0.001

4.33a

2.245

3.67ab

1.737

3.24b

2.042

6.367

0.002

4.85a

1.870

4.20ab

1.607

3.63b

1.800

10.734

<0.001

2.36a
2.29a
2.53a

1.994
1.892
2.017

1.67ab
1.67ab
2.04ab

1.144
1.125
1.513

1.52b
1.54b
1.69b

1.070
1.160
1.243

9.219
7.081
7.356

<0.001
0.001
0.001

2.42a

1.969

1.94ab

1.329

1.65b

1.228

6.641

0.002

2.16a

1.761

1.82a

1.253

1.67a

1.174

3.043

0.049

2.35a

1.917

1.88ab

1.285

1.63b

1.218

5.849

0.003

Note: Numbers in the same row with the same superscript (i.e., a or b) were not significantly different in post hoc tests.
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Convergent Validity of the Scale
In addition to known-groups comparisons, scale validity can be assessed using
criterion-related validity, including convergent validity, discriminant validity, and
nomological validity. To assess the convergent validity of the developed scale, an
alternative measure of the focal construct was included in the survey (MacKenzie et al.,
2011). The general version of the territorial behaviors scale developed by Brown et al.
(2014) was adapted to suit Airbnb settings and used to assess convergent validity of the
scale of perceived host territoriality. The construct of hosts’ territorial behaviors was
included in a CFA model with the dimensions of perceived host territoriality. The AVE
value for the construct of territorial behaviors was 0.509, resulting in a moderate model
fit (χ2 = 720.066, df = 242, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.081 [0.074, 0.088], CFI = 0.926, TLI
= 0.915, SRMR = 0.064). All four dimensions of host territoriality and territorial
behaviors measured following Brown et al. (2014) were significantly correlated (see
Table 29). Specifically, the dimensions of Intrusion (r = 0.925, p < 0.001) and Access (r
= 0.694, p < 0.001) were highly correlated with territorial behaviors; the dimensions of
House Rules (r = 00.390, p < 0.001) and Signs of Ownership (r = 0.446, p < 0.001) were
moderately correlated with territorial behaviors. Therefore, the scale of perceived host
territoriality showed good convergent validity.
Discriminant Validity of the Scale
Discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the measure of perceived host
territoriality with relevant constructs—perceived control, personal sense of power, and
perceived self-efficacy. Correlations between dimensions of perceived host territoriality
and these three constructs should be less than the square roots of any construct’s AVE.
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Three CFA models were specified with dimensions of host territoriality and perceived
control (χ2 = 446.471, df = 199, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.064 [0.056, 0.072], CFI = 0.958,
TLI = 0.951, SRMR = 0.037), personal sense of power (χ2 = 394.803, df = 199, p<0.001,
RMSEA = 0.057 [0.049, 0.065], CFI = 0.967, TLI = 0.961, SRMR = 0.031), and
perceived self-efficacy (χ2 = 400.888, df = 179, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.064 [0.056,
0.072], CFI = 0.961, TLI = 0.954, SRMR = 0.033), respectively. The three CFA models
had a good fit. Table 29 lists the results of discriminant validity assessment. Correlations
between dimensions of host territoriality and relevant constructs (i.e., off-diagonal
values) were lower than the square root of AVE values (i.e., values on the diagonal). The
measurement of host territoriality thus had good discriminant validity.
Nomological Validity of the Scale
The nomological validity of the developed scale was assessed as well. When
Airbnb guests experienced extreme host territoriality, their level of satisfaction with the
Airbnb experience was likely to decline along with their intentions to reuse or
recommend the Airbnb rental. Therefore, relationships between host territoriality and
satisfaction with an Airbnb experience (i.e., satisfaction), as well as associations between
host territoriality and intention to use the Airbnb rental in the future (i.e., behavioral
intention), were examined to assess the nomological validity of the scale.
Two structural equation models were specified with four dimensions of perceived
host territoriality as exogenous constructs, taking satisfaction or behavioral intention as
the endogenous construct (see Figure 8). The two models had a good fit (satisfaction: χ2 =
384.033, df = 179, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.062 [0.053, 0.070], CFI = 0.963, TLI = 0.956,
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SRMR = 0.034; behavioral intention: χ2 = 415.681, df = 179, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.066
[0.058, 0.074], CFI = 0.959, TLI = 0.951, SRMR = 0.036).

(a) Perceived Host Territoriality and Satisfaction

(b) Perceived Host Territoriality and Behavioral Intention
Figure 8. Model for Assessment of Nomological Validity
The last four columns of Table 29 show the effects of Accessibility, House Rules,
Signs of Ownership, and Intrusion on satisfaction and behavioral intention. Accessibility
and Intrusion had a significant negative impact on satisfaction and behavioral intention.
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Signs of ownership was significantly positively related to satisfaction, indicating that
hosts’ personal items within an Airbnb rental might engender positive feelings (e.g.,
curiosity) about the Airbnb experience. House Rules was found to positively influence
intention to reuse or recommend the Airbnb rental but did not affect satisfaction with the
Airbnb experience; as demonstrated in Study 1, instructions or rules about using the
Airbnb rental might help Airbnb guests understand hosts’ expectations and reduce
ambiguity and uncertainty associated with their stay, positively affecting Airbnb guests’
intentions to reuse or recommend the rental. Overall, the nomological validity of the scale
was supported.
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Table 29. Criterion Validity of the Scale
AC
AC

0.789

HR

0.439***
(0.053)
0.395***
(0.053)
0.544***
(0.043)
0.694***
(0.036)
-0.385***
(0.053)
-0.407***
(0.052)
-0.491***
(0.048)

SO
IT
TB
PC
PSE
PP
(4 items)

HR

SO

IT

TB

PC

PSE

PSP
(4 items)

0.631
0.307***
(0.060)
0.274***
(0.060)
0.390***
(0.059)
-0.017
(0.066)
-0.044
(0.066)
-0.235***
(0.063)

0.707
0.393***
(0.052)
0.446***
(0.052)
-0.143*
(0.062)
-0.151*
(0.061)
-0.263***
(0.059)

0.787
0.925***
(0.014)
-0.392***
(0.053)
-0.394***
(0.053)
-0.609***
(0.040)

SAT

BI

β
-0.290***

t
-3.930

β
-0.382***

t
-5.343

0.073

1.054

0.167*

2.456

0.150*

2.281

0.089

1.359

-0.322***

-4.744

-0.218***

-3.202

0.509
0.722
0.781
0.723

Note: TB—Territorial behavior scale (Brown et al., 2014); PC—Perceived control; PES—Perceived self-efficacy; PSP—
Personal sense of power; SAT—Satisfaction with the Airbnb experience; BI—Behavioral intention to use the Airbnb rental in
the future; AC—Accessibility, HR—House rules, SO—Signs of ownership, and IT—Intrusion. Values in parentheses indicate
the standardized error of estimated correlations.
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Effects of Perceived Host Territoriality on Guest Experience
The measure of perceived host territoriality developed herein is an 18-item scale
consisting of four dimensions: Accessibility, House Rules, Signs of Ownership, and
Intrusion. These dimensions are measured with reflective indicators and have been found
to have low to medium correlations. The development and validation of the perceived
host territoriality scale allows this dissertation to examine the effects of host territoriality
on P2P accommodation guest experiences, namely relationships between perceived host
territoriality (PHT), perceived warmth (WARM) and competence (COMP) of the host,
experience satisfaction (SAT), and intention to reuse or recommend a P2P
accommodation rental (BI). Presumably, perceived host territoriality will be negatively
related to perceived warmth of the host, perceived competence of the host, satisfaction
with the experience, intention to reuse or recommend a P2P accommodation rental, and
intention to continue using P2P accommodations.
To test the abovementioned relationships, host territoriality was operationalized as
a formative second-order factor with Accessibility, House Rules, Signs of Ownership,
and Intrusion as four first-order reflective constructs. This decision was made based on
two considerations. First, this dissertation focuses on host territoriality perceived by P2P
accommodation guests, who could only infer host territoriality from their observations of
hosts’ behaviors and actions. In the scale development process, respondents were asked
to generate examples of hosts’ behaviors and actions that exemplified hosts’ inclination
toward their ownership of P2P accommodation rentals; guests formed perceptions of host
territoriality via such behaviors and actions. Thus, observed hosts’ territorial behaviors or
actions influence perceptions of host territoriality rather than vice versa. Second, each of
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the four dimensions of perceived host territoriality represents a relatively unique domain
of host territoriality. P2P accommodation hosts reportedly engaged in four categories of
host territoriality to varying extents; for example, guests reported experiencing host
intrusion to a much lesser degree than signs of ownership and house rules. The four
categories of host territoriality can also have distinct effects on the guest experience; for
instance, house rules can have positive influences on guests’ experiences, but intrusion
was found to exert solely negative impacts. Therefore, the level of host territoriality
perceived by P2P accommodation guests is a composite of host behaviors and actions in
four domains.
The developmental and validation samples in Section 6.4 were combined to test
the relationships between host territoriality and its consequences (i.e., WARM, COMP,
SAT, BI, and BI2). Structural equation modeling (SEM) was implemented in Mplus
V8.0. Overall, the model had an acceptable fit (χ2 = 1204.785, df = 387, p < 0.001,
RMSEA = 0.059 [0.055, 0.063], CFI = 0.943, TLI = 0.936, SRMR = 0.081). Figure 9
shows the standardized coefficients between factors. The four first-order factors were all
significantly related to host territoriality as a second-order factor. As anticipated, host
territoriality was negatively associated with perceived warmth (β = -403, p < 0.001),
competence (β = -0.367, p < 0.001), and experience satisfaction (β = -0.264, p < 0.001).
Host territoriality did not directly affect intention to reuse/recommend the rental (β = 0.065, p = 0.056) with other variables controlled in the model.
The indirect effects of perceived host territoriality on satisfaction and behavioral
intention were estimated using the bootstrapping technique (N = 5,000). Table 30 reveals
that perceived host territoriality had significant indirect effects on satisfaction (β = -
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0.106, 95% CI = [-0.155, -0.064]) and behavioral intention (β = -0.233, 95% CI = [0.295, -0.153]). The total effects of perceived host territoriality on satisfaction and
behavioral intention were -0.222 (95% CI = [-0.291, -0.153]) and -0.258 (95% CI = [0.350, -0.173]), respectively. Overall, perceived host territoriality was negatively related
to perceived warmth and competence of P2P accommodation hosts, guest satisfaction
with a P2P accommodation experience, and intention to reuse/recommend a P2P
accommodation rental.
AC

WARM

0.731***

HR

0.341***

-0.403***

-0.319 ***

0.456***
-0.264***

PHT

-0.219 **

BI

0.154**

SO
-0.367***

-0.010

COMP

0.633***

IT

0.551**

SAT

--0.065

Figure 9. Relationships between Perceived Host Territoriality and Its Consequences
Table 30. Effects of Perceived Host Territoriality on Its Consequences
β

Direct Effect
95% C.I.

β

Indirect Effect
95% C.I.

β

Total Effect
95% C.I.

PHTà WARM

-0.193

[-0.263, -0.128]

/

/

-0.193

[-0.263, -0.128]

PHTàCOMP

-0.126

[-0.194, -0.074]

/

/

-0.126

[-0.194, -0.074]

PHTàSAT

-0.116

[-0.164, -0.065]

-0.106

[-0.155, -0.064]

-0.222

[-0.291, -0.153]

PHTàBI

-0.035

[-0.090, 0.010]

-0.223

[-0.295, -0.153]

-0.258

[-0.350, -0.173]

Operationalization of perceived host territoriality as a second-order construct
facilitates an understanding of the overall effect of human territoriality. When perceived
host territoriality was operationalized as a second-order construct, the main question of
interest was How does perceived host territoriality, as one construct, influence P2P
accommodation guest experiences? As illustrated in Figure 9 and Table 30, the higher the
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level of host territoriality perceived by P2P accommodation guests, the less likely guests
were to perceive hosts as warm and competent, rate the experience as satisfactory, and
reuse or recommend the P2P accommodation rental.
Chapter Summary
This chapter reported the process of scale development from item generation to
assessment of scale validity. Specifically, open-ended questions were included in an
online survey to gather examples of host territoriality in Airbnb settings. Independent
coding of examples revealed the dimensionality of perceived host territoriality. Seven
dimensions of perceived host territoriality were derived based on comparison and
integration of survey responses in Study 2 and interview results in Study 1. An initial set
of scale items was extracted to constitute the initial scale, which was then assessed by a
panel of experts. Two dimensions (i.e., Unwillingness to Make Accommodations and
Hostility) were deleted due to low representativeness of the focal construct. Two
dimensions (i.e., Intrusion and Hands-on Hosting) were merged based on empirical
evidence and common theoretical underpinnings. Two samples were used to purify and
validate the scale, each of which was randomly split into a developmental subsample and
validation subsample. PAF with promax rotation was used for factor reduction using the
development subsample. Items with low communalities (smaller than 0.40), low factor
loadings (smaller than 0.32), and cross-loadings were dropped in EFA. CFA was
implemented with the validation subsample; items with low standardized regression
weights (smaller than 0.70) were dropped. The final scale included four dimensions and
18 items (i.e., five items in Accessibility, three in House Rules, four in Signs of
Ownership, and six in Intrusion). The validity of the final scale was assessed using
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known-groups comparisons, convergent validity, discriminant validity, and nomological
validity. In general, results supported the validity of the scale. Two dimensions of
perceived host territoriality, Signs of Ownership and House Rules, were positively
associated with experience satisfaction and behavioral intention. The effects of perceived
host territoriality on P2P accommodation guest experiences were assessed quantitatively.
Perceived host territoriality, as one construct, adversely influenced guests’ experiences;
the construct was negatively related to perceived warmth and competence of P2P
accommodation hosts, guest experience satisfaction, and intention to reuse/recommend
P2P accommodation rentals.
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

P2P accommodations involve an economic transaction in a private territory.
Studies in the tourism and hospitality literature have mainly considered P2P
accommodations a new type of hospitality business and have adopted established theories
and paradigms in their examinations (Ert et al., 2016; Guttentag, Smith, Potwarka, &
Havitz, 2016; Guttentag & Smith, 2017; Liu & Mattila, 2017; Mao & Lyu, 2017; Pappas,
2017; Tussyadiah, 2016; Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2018; Wu, Zeng, et al., 2017).
Interestingly, research has overlooked that from a guest perspective, the P2P
accommodation experience is rooted in a commercial exchange in private territories; that
is, a P2P accommodation guest is an individual exchanging money for the right to use
space in a host’s home, which blurs the boundaries between a host’s place and a guest’s
place. This dissertation conceptualizes a P2P accommodational rental as a territorial
complexity, of which hosts and guests both possess a sense of ownership. Through the
lens of territoriality, the P2P accommodation guest experience is the result of guests’
understanding of territorial relationships among hosts, guests, and the rental; perceptions
of host territoriality; and their own territorial initiatives. Using a convergent mixedmethods design, this dissertation examined how P2P accommodation guests felt about
staying in a P2P accommodation rental, host territoriality, and their own territoriality
(Study 1); then, the author developed and validated a scale of perceived host territoriality
(Study 2). This chapter proposes a theoretical framework of the role of territoriality in
P2P accommodation guest experiences based on the findings of Studies 1 and 2.
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Theoretical implications and managerial implications are then discussed, followed by the
limitations of this dissertation and suggestions for future research. The chapter closes
with a summary of the main findings in this dissertation.
A Framework of Territoriality in P2P Accommodations
P2P accommodation rentals represent a territorial complexity, where guests and
hosts share space temporally, physically, and psychologically. This dissertation found
that two territorial senses coexisted in guests’ P2P accommodation experiences: the sense
of being in others’ territory and the sense of being in one’s own territory. The sense of
being in others’ territory was related to feelings such as respect and carefulness, being
constrained, uncertain, curious, and fear of contamination; conversely, the sense of being
in one’s own territory was related to feelings of freedom and being relaxed. Several
factors influenced guests’ territorial senses, including home amenities and facilities,
personal items/décor items, length of stay or space use, physical presence of the host in
the rental, the type of rental used by guests, disturbance from others, hospitableness of
the host, and companionship of friends and family. In addition, five types of host
territoriality were identified in the P2P accommodation guest experience: personalization
of the rental, house rules, accessibility, intrusion, hands-on hosting, and service failures.
Host territoriality could enhance guests’ sense of being in others’ territory and affect
guests’ emotions, evaluations of the host (e.g., perceived warmth and competence),
evaluations of the experience, and future use of P2P accommodations. For instance,
guests who experienced territorial intrusion from hosts reported a lower level of
satisfaction and intention to reuse P2P accommodation rentals, whereas hosts’
personalization of a rental was positively related to experience satisfaction.
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Among these findings, the factors identified in this dissertation as influencing
territorial senses overlapped with hosts’ and guests’ territorial behaviors. Hosts’ personal
items are manifestations of hosts’ personalization of their property, which is a form of
host territoriality. When hosts are overly hospitable and give guests little freedom to do
behave freely, guests may perceive hosts as engaging in hands-on hosting, an expression
of host territoriality. When hosts are inhospitable and do not respond to guests’ requests,
guests may consider such actions to be service failures and indicative of host
territoriality. Guests who are frequently disturbed by the host may consider the host to be
intrusive, a manifestation of host territoriality. Also, guests’ personalization of the rental
by using personal items, also a manifestation of guest territoriality, can enhance one’s
sense of being in his/her own territory. Similarly, guest territoriality overlapped with
guest reactions toward host territoriality. For instance, guests who reacted toward host
territoriality via assertive defense were exhibiting guest territoriality.
These important overlaps reveal an opportunity to construct an overarching
conceptual framework of relationships among factors influencing territorial senses, host
territoriality, guest territoriality, guests’ reactions toward host territoriality, and guest
experience evaluations. The effects of host personalization, intrusion, and hands-on
hosting on the sense of being in others’ territory were evident in interviews; thus, it is
reasonable to assume that all categories of host territoriality can increase one’s sense of
being in others’ territory. Give the influence of guest personalization on the sense of
being in one’s own territory, other types of guest territoriality are likely to reinforce that
feeling. Therefore, a framework regarding territoriality in the P2P accommodation guest
experience can be conceptualized as depicted in Figure 10.
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Figure 10. A Framework of Territoriality in P2P Accommodations
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Host territoriality, guest territoriality, and several factors related to characteristics
of the guest, the host, the rental, and the experience itself can affect guests’ territorial
senses. Interactions between these factors likely also influence the sense of being in one’s
own vs. others’ territory. Given a sense of being in one’s own territory, guests may also
demonstrate territoriality, which thus strengthens the sense of being in one’s own
territory. By contrast, host territoriality reinforces guests’ sense of being in others’
territory and can induce guest reactions including defense, adaption, appeal, and
avoidance. Host territoriality may also affect guests’ emotions, evaluations of the
experience, evaluations of the host, and future behavioral intentions.
Relationships between Territorial Senses
This dissertation conceptualized P2P accommodation guest experiences from the
lens of territoriality and identified two seemingly distinctive but related categories of
feelings: the sense of being in one’s own territory and the sense of being in others’
territory. The two senses are presented in this dissertation as a continuum, anchored by
the sense of being in one’s own territory at one end and the sense of being in others’
territory at the other. However, the two senses coexist in P2P accommodation guest
experiences; P2P accommodation guests are consciously aware of being in others’
territory, as the sense of being in others’ territory serves as the background of a P2P
accommodation experience. Similarly, P2P accommodation guests consciously recognize
their rights to use at least part of the space in a rental, although the boundary of the space
perceived as one’s own is fluid. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that these two
territorial senses coexist during guests’ stays in P2P accommodations, and the salience
and magnitude of these senses vary along with guests’ experiences.
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P2P accommodation guests develop different levels of psychological ownership
toward the rental space. A core exists in a P2P accommodation guest’s perceived own
territory, which can be a private room, an area that guest use for the longest time, or the
guest’s body territory. Guests possess the strongest sense of ownership over this core and
feel the greatest degree of freedom and relaxation when staying in or having full control
over this territory. As for the remaining space in the rental, guests may possess a sense of
ownership, but their level of psychological ownership is likely weaker. Depending on
factors influencing territorial senses, P2P accommodation guests may adjust the
boundaries of their perceived own territory and levels of psychological ownership toward
it. Factors enhancing guests’ sense of being in their own territory can increase the size of
perceived own territory and the magnitude of psychological ownership. Factors
increasing guests’ sense of being in others’ territory can reduce the size of guests’
perceived own territory and the magnitude of their psychological ownership toward the
space. As revealed in this dissertation, P2P accommodation guests may report little
influence of host territoriality on their experience or demonstrate adaption toward host
territoriality, which may occur because the core of guests’ perceived own territory is not
under threat. When the core of guests’ perceived own territory is threatened or the level
of the sense of being in one’s own territory is less than desired, guests’ experiences can
be substantially influenced and may defend their territories proactively.
This dissertation proposes a simplified metaphor to illustrate the abovementioned
relationships between the sense of being in others’ territory and the sense of being in
one’s own territory (see Figure 11). The base of the cone represents a guest’s perceived
own territory; the base of the cylinder represents the rental space, the host’s territory; and
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the height of the cone represents the magnitude of P2P accommodation guests’ sense of
ownership toward the rental space. Depending on the factors influencing territorial senses
in P2P accommodations, the size of the cone (i.e., the sense of being in one’s own
territory) varies.

Figure 11. Relationships between Territorial Senses
Positive and Negative Sides of Host Territoriality
Host territoriality is not necessarily a negative aspect for P2P accommodation
guests. Two types of host territoriality, personalization of the rental and house rules, can
either enhance or diminish the P2P accommodation guest experience. Hosts’
personalization of the rental, particularly décor and personal objects, contributes to the
creation of an unfamiliar home that guests tend to seek in P2P accommodation
experiences (Wang, 2007). Studies on commercial homes and homestays have suggested
that tourists who stay in a commercial home search for an unfamiliar home that appeals
to their eclectic self; strange objects in commercial homes constitute a sense of imagined
otherness and are appreciated by tourists (Wang, 2007). Similarly, P2P accommodation
hosts’ personalization of rentals through home elements or personal objects presumably
adds to the perceived genuineness of rentals as unfamiliar homes (Ye, Xiao, & Zhou,
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2018) and boosts one’s sense of imagined otherness (Wang, 2007). As demonstrated in
Study 1, personal items and décor in a rental create a sense of being in others’ territory
and pique guests’ curiosity about the host and the rental. In addition, personal items and
décor in a rental is a form of host self-disclosure (Moon, Miao, Hanks, & Line, 2018). By
observing the host’s personal items and decorations and exploring the rental, P2P
accommodation guests can learn more about the host, which could contribute to host–
guest interactions and satisfaction with the encounter (Moon et al., 2018). Study 2
indicated a positive relationship between signs of ownership and satisfaction with a P2P
accommodation experience, indicating that guests may appreciate a host’s personalization
of a P2P accommodation rental. On the other hand, personal items and décor in the rental
may detract from guests’ enjoyment of their stay, particularly when hosts’ personal items
are placed in areas toward which guests have a strong sense of ownership. For example,
in Study 1, several participants (e.g., Participant #6 and Participant #10) mentioned that
the host’s family photos in the guest room made them feel uncomfortable. Although
negative relationships between signs of ownership and guests’ satisfaction and behavioral
intentions were not identified in Study 2, signs of ownership have been negatively
correlated with perceived control, perceived self-efficacy, and personal sense of power,
revealing the potential downsides of host personalization on guests’ experiences.
Similar to host personalization, house rules can positively and negatively affect
guests’ experiences. On one hand, house rules define how guests should behave in a P2P
accommodation rental and may make guests feel constrained during their stay, which
hinder a satisfactory P2P accommodation experience. On the other hand, house rules can
help guests understand a host’s expectations and reduce uncertainty about what guests
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should or should not do, which could benefit their stay in the rental. Empirical findings
from Study 2 suggest that the dimension of House Rules is insignificantly related to
perceived control and perceived self-efficacy but positively associated to guests’
intentions to reuse or recommend a rental.
Two dimensions of host territoriality, Accessibility and Intrusion, exerted
negative effects on P2P accommodation guest experiences. Accessibility concerns hosts’
engagement in territoriality by limiting guests’ accessibility to certain areas or items in
the rental, which will likely induce a sense of being in others’ territory and remind guests
of their restricted freedom in the rental. Intrusion concerns guests’ perceptions of their
own territory under the threat of hosts’ behaviors or actions, creating a negative
experience. Studies have shown that consumers’ perceptions of intrusion can increase
consumer retaliation, temporary abandonment, and negative word of mouth (Ashley &
Noble, 2014). However, from the perspective of a territorial host, behaviors or actions in
the dimensions of Accessibility and Intrusion can have positive impacts. For example, the
host may place valuable items in a locked area as a spatial management tool (Di
Domenico & Lynch, 2007) to protect the territory from being invaded by guests. Also, a
host may check on guests frequently to assure him- or herself about the integrity of the
property, which could alleviate anxiety from having others in his/her territory. As human
territoriality can be examined from the perspective of observers and the territorial
individual, it is necessary to clarify the standpoint of relevant research.
Validation of Mixed-Methods Research
The scope of host territoriality included host personalization of the rental, house
rules, accessibility, and intrusion in Studies 1 and 2. However, the scope of these four
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dimensions differed in the two studies (See Table 31), as each employed different
research methods and objectives. In Study 2, personalization of the rental was first
labeled Demonstration of Ownership and then Signs of Ownership, referring to verbal
and visual cues that indicated ownership of the whole rental, consistent with the meaning
of host personalization of the rental in Study 1. However, throughout the scale
development process (Study 2), retained items in the dimension of Signs of Ownership
concerned visual cues (i.e., personal items and décor items) in a rental, as personal items
and décor were most representative and more frequently experienced by guests than
verbal cues. That is, signs of ownership in Study 2 had a narrower scope than
personalization of the rental in Study 1. In addition, the dimensions of Intrusion and
Hands-on Hosting in Study 1 were combined to create a new dimension of Intrusion in
Study 2. As the two dimensions can give guests the impression that their freedom and
independent behavior are constrained, the expert panel and real respondents did not
distinguish the two dimensions.
Table 31. Dimensions of Host Territoriality in Study 1 and Study 2
Study 1

Personalization of
the Rental
House Rules
Accessibility
Intrusion
Hands-on Hosting
Service Failure

Study 2
Item Generation
Demonstration of
Ownership
House Rules
Blocking
Intrusion
Hands-on Hosting
Unwillingness to
perform obligation &
Hostility

Study 2
Scale Validity Assessment
Signs of Ownership
House Rules
Accessibility
Intrusion
Hands-on Hosting
Unwillingness to make
accommodations
Hostility

Study 2
Scale Purification
and Refinement
Signs of Ownership
House Rules
Accessibility
Intrusion
N/A

Study 1 categorized service failure as a type of host territorial behavior, by which
guests were reminded that they were staying in the host’s territory. The corresponding
conceptualization in Study 2 included unwillingness to make accommodations/perform
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obligations. From the label of the dimension in Study 2, the scope of service failure in
this dissertation clearly differs from the concept of service failure in the service literature.
In general, service failure is defined as a situation in which service providers fail to meet
customers’ expectations. Service failures exist in P2P accommodation settings (Cheng &
Jin, 2019); however, a service failure in P2P accommodation settings becomes a
manifestation of host territoriality only when guests consider that hosts intend to
construct, communicate, maintain, or restore their ownership of the rental. For example, a
lack of hot water when guests are about to take a shower in a hotel is a service failure; in
a P2P accommodation setting, guests might consider lack of service a host territorial
behavior only when the host rejects their request to fix the problem or fails to respond to
guests’ inquiry in a timely manner. As suggested in Study 2, service failures are more
likely to be manifestations of host territoriality when hosts are perceived to be unwilling
to make accommodations or perform tasks for guests.
Despite the differences in the number of dimensions identified in Study 1 and
Study 2, as well as the nuances in the scope of each dimension, the conceptualization of
host territoriality was consistent between the two studies. Host territoriality refers to
hosts’ tendency to express ownership of their P2P accommodation rental; in both studies,
guests inferred host territoriality based on hosts’ behaviors and interactions with guests.
As a result, signs of ownership, house rules, accessibility, and intrusion were identified as
key domains of host territoriality from P2P accommodation guest perspective in both
studies. Therefore, the mixed-methods design of this dissertation has good conceptual
consistency.
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Theoretical Implications
The dissertation contributes to the literature on P2P accommodations and human
territoriality and provides a new perspective for examining interpersonal or inter-group
relationships. This dissertation contributes to studies on P2P accommodations by
proposing a framework of territoriality to examine the P2P accommodation guest
experience. Building upon the proposed framework, a new line of research may enrich
the knowledge base around P2P accommodations. Studies of P2P accommodations have
focused primarily on the business features of this phenomenon and have framed P2P
accommodation guest experiences as a black box. This dissertation looked more closely
at P2P accommodations from guests’ point of view and contributed to a detailed
understanding of P2P accommodation guest experiences. For instance, social interaction
between hosts and guests in P2P accommodations has been argued to be a driving factor
behind using P2P accommodations (Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016, 2018). However, this
dissertation found that the absence of hosts in a rental could boost guests’ sense of being
in one’s own territory and help guests feel free and relaxed; meanwhile, hosts’ territorial
behaviors in interactions with guests could negatively affect guests’ experiences and
persuade guests to avoid using P2P accommodation rentals in the future. Such findings
could help to explain the surprisingly insignificant or even negative relationships
identified in previous studies between social interactions with hosts and guests’
evaluations of their experiences (Priporas et al., 2017; Tussyadiah, 2016), and call for
more sophisticated examinations of the P2P accommodation phenomenon.
In addition, this dissertation provides a new perspective to understand P2P
accommodation experience, which could enrich the literature by providing new concepts
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and propositions for subsequent studies. For example, the literature on the P2P
accommodation guest experience has emphasized P2P accommodation guests’ overall
attitudes toward the experience (e.g., good, wise, favorable) (Mao & Lyu, 2017;
Tussyadiah, 2016). However, important nuances underlie P2P accommodation guests’
positive attitudes (Sthapit & Jiménez-Barreto, 2018). Findings in Study 1 demonstrated
that P2P accommodation guests experienced diverse feelings during their stays, such as
feeling constrained, free, comfortable, uncertain, and curious. Investigation of these
reactions can offer researchers a more realistic understanding of P2P accommodation
guests’ experiences.
Moreover, this dissertation developed and validated a scale of perceived host
territoriality, which can facilitate quantitative examinations on host territoriality in P2P
accommodation settings. The scale of perceived host territoriality demonstrated validity
regardless of the type of rental used by P2P accommodation guests and whether guests
were consciously aware of host territoriality. The scale developed herein provides a
useful tool for quantitative examinations of host territoriality, such as the effect of
perceived host territoriality on guest experience, comparisons of perceived host
territoriality across contexts, relationships between perceived host territoriality and guest
reactions, and factors influencing perceptions of host territoriality. Examinations of these
topics will help to refine the framework of territoriality in P2P accommodations and
generate new knowledge to better understand the role of human territoriality in P2P
accommodations.
This dissertation contributes to human territoriality research by exploring human
territoriality involved in a territorial complexity and developing a scale of human
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territoriality from the observer’s perspective. First, this dissertation proposed a territory
triad including the self, the other, and the space, which facilitated examinations of human
territoriality in co-territory settings. Human territoriality studies have mainly employed
three approaches to conceptualize human territoriality: a privacy regulation mechanism
(Altman, 1975), a strategy for behavioral control (Sack, 1983), and behavioral expression
of psychological ownership (Brown et al., 2005). These approaches distinguish human
beings as territorial residents/occupants and territorial visitors/intruders (Brown et al.,
2005; Edney, 1973; Griffiths & Gilly, 2012); this dichotomy is helpful in settings
involving simple territorial relationships (e.g., hosting friends at home, visiting a doctor,
and burglary). However, the dichotomic view of human territory cannot cover all
territorial relationships in co-territory settings where boundaries between territories likely
overlap or are ambiguous (e.g., P2P accommodations, table-sharing in restaurants, and
employee lounges in workplaces). Building upon the conceptualization in Brown et al.
(2005) and the definition of ownership (Rudmin, 1991), a territory triad of the self, the
other, and the space reveals the importance of understanding these three roles and the
relationships among them. In co-territories, the self and the other each possess a sense of
ownership toward the space, which adds complexity to individuals’ feelings and reactions
toward others’ behavior. For example, the literature on human territoriality has suggested
that territorial visitors demonstrate more compliance toward territorial occupants than
vice versa (Brown & Baer, 2011; Harris & McAndrew, 1986). Consistent with such
findings, in this dissertation, P2P accommodation guests, as territorial visitors, exhibited
adaption toward hosts’ requests; however, as territorial occupants, P2P accommodation
guests expressed assertive defense and appeal toward hosts’ territorial behaviors.
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Moreover, territorial marking from feedback seekers in a virtual team has been found to
reduce feedback givers’ intrinsic motivation to provide feedback (Brown & Baer, 2015);
lower intrinsic motivation among feedback givers is likely due to their sense of
ownership toward tasks in a virtual team and perceiving some part of their own territory
as threatened by the feedback seeker’s marking behavior. Therefore, the proposed
territory triad in this dissertation sheds light on the complexity of human territoriality and
offers a more comprehensive understanding of the construct in co-territories.
Second, this dissertation enriches the human territoriality literature by depicting a
sense of being in others’ territory and examining the consequences of human territoriality
on observers. Empirical studies on human territoriality have focused on (1) territorial
occupants’ feelings and attitudes regarding their own territories (Brown & Baer, 2011;
Conroy & Sundstrom, 1977; Edney, 1973, 1975; Edney & Grundmann, 1979; Harris &
McAndrew, 1986; Taylor & Lanni, 1981) and (2) to a lesser extent, feelings and attitudes
associated with being in others’ territories (Conroy & Sundstrom, 1977; Edney, 1973,
1975). This dissertation uncovered a sense of being in others’ territory among P2P
accommodation guests. Consistent with previous studies, this dissertation found that P2P
accommodation guests felt a lack of control while staying in others’ territory (Conroy &
Sundstrom, 1977; Edney, 1973). Moreover, staying in others’ territory was associated
with fear of contamination, curiosity, respect and carefulness, and uncertainty, which are
important feelings to be examined in the future. This dissertation also contributes to an
understanding of the consequences of human territoriality from an observer’s perspective.
Most studies have focused on the consequences of territorial behaviors on territorial
individuals. For example, territorial behaviors have been found to increase territorial
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employees’ perceived power (Brown & Zhu, 2016) and job satisfaction (Wells, 2000).
However, it is largely unknown how an observer of others’ territorial behaviors might
feel and react toward such behaviors. This dissertation examined the consequences of
host territoriality from P2P accommodation guests’ perspectives, identified four types of
reactions among guests toward host territoriality, and illustrated how guests’ emotions,
attitudes, and behavioral intentions were affected by hosts’ territorial behaviors. These
findings enrich the knowledge base of human territoriality and offer an alternative to the
conventionally occupant-centric approach.
Third, this dissertation contributes to examinations of human territoriality by
providing an instrument to measure host territoriality and an easy-to-follow procedure for
the development of human territoriality scales in other contexts. Although territoriality
lies in the intersections of many disciplines and is relevant to various aspects of human
social life (Edney, 1974; Sack, 1983), quantitative instruments for measuring human
territoriality are scarce. Due to the lack of scales to measure perceived human
territoriality, studies on human territoriality have relied primarily on experimental
manipulations (Brown & Baer, 2015; Conroy & Sundstrom, 1977; Edney, 1975; Edney &
Buda, 1976; Wu et al., 2014). Manipulations of human territoriality are fulfilled by the
display of a certain territorial behavior, which only covers a small part of the concept
domain of human territoriality. As revealed in this dissertation, different dimensions of
human territoriality can have divergent effects on P2P accommodation guest experiences,
which undermines the generalizability of findings in experimental studies on human
territoriality. Presumably, the lack of quantitative instruments has hindered knowledge
development in the human territoriality field, whereas the development of scales can
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greatly facilitate quantitative studies on the concept. For example, a series of empirical
studies on employee territoriality have emerged (Brown et al., 2014; Brown & Robinson,
2010, 2011; Brown & Zhu, 2016) following the development of a scale assessing
territorial behavior in the workplace (Brown, 2009), which substantially enriched the
knowledge base on human territoriality. The scale of perceived host territoriality
developed in this dissertation will benefit quantitative examinations of human
territoriality in P2P accommodation settings. More importantly, this dissertation provided
a rich description of the scale development and validation process, which will benefit
future studies aiming to develop scales of human territoriality in other contexts,
particularly from observers’ perspectives.
This dissertation also introduces a new perspective to understand the host–guest
relationship, which can be applied to examine interpersonal or intergroup relationships in
various tourism and hospitality phenomena. For example, resident attitude toward
tourism impacts is an important research area in tourism (Sharpley, 2014). Studies have
shown that residents feel deprived when they perceive tourists as having consumed
excessive resources in their community (Chen, Hsu, & Li, 2018), potentially leading to
resident irritation toward tourists (Zhang, Wong, & Lai, 2018). Relationships between
residents and tourists in a destination can be examined through the lens of territoriality.
Residents, who possess a strong sense of ownership over their residential place, may
consider tourists intruders in their territory. When tourists utilize resources in a
destination and exert negative impacts on residents’ use of local resources, residents tend
to engage in territoriality via hostile attitudes toward tourists or protests against tourism
development. In addition to resident–tourist interactions, human territoriality can exist in
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tourist–tourist interactions and interactions between different resident groups. In the
hospitality field, human territoriality is relevant to interactions between service providers
and customers and peer-to-peer interaction between customers. Also, within a hospitality
organization, human territoriality can be involved in relationships between coworkers and
between supervisors and subordinates. Figure 12 illustrates topics in tourism and
hospitality research that may be examined via the lens of human territoriality, along with
the practical implications of human territoriality studies in these areas.
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Figure 12. Human Territoriality-Related Topics in Tourism and Hospitality Research
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Managerial Implications
The findings of this dissertation provide several important managerial
implications for P2P accommodation platforms, hosts, guests, and the hospitality
industry. First, studies in this dissertation have confirmed that P2P accommodation guests
and hosts perceive certain space in P2P accommodation rentals as their own territory.
P2P accommodation hosts may engage in territorial behaviors that make guests feel their
space and privacy is being intruded upon. Guests’ and hosts’ territories in a P2P
accommodation rental should be respected, which does not suggest that P2P
accommodation platforms have no control over such circumstances. On the contrary, P2P
accommodation platforms should offer hosts training programs and guidance on how to
express territoriality toward guests. For instance, Airbnb has included “free of hosts’
personal items” on its website as a requirement for well-maintained Airbnb Plus homes, a
selection of the highest-quality homes (Airbnb, n.d.-c). Also, P2P accommodation
platforms can use online tutorials or webinars to make hosts aware of territoriality and
guests’ rights to space use, provide suggestions for dealing with territoriality, and
encourage hosts to implement house rules rather than relying on intrusion to protect their
territories. P2P accommodation platforms should also consider establishing a code of
conduct to educate guests about mindful stays in others’ homes, which may help curtail
unwanted host territoriality.
Second, this dissertation reveals that P2P accommodation hosts should pay close
attention to territory management, as some hosts’ territorial behaviors can compromise
guests’ experiences. For example, P2P accommodation hosts who frequently check on
guests may make guests feel constrained and invaded during their experience; marking
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items that hosts do not want guests to touch or placing personal photos in a guest room is
not appreciated by guests; and hosts who are too hands-on tend to inhibit guests’ freedom
and independence in a rental. To encourage an enjoyable guest experience, P2P
accommodation hosts should be conscious of their territoriality, respect guests’ presence
in their rentals, and avoid entering guests’ space without permission. To better express
their territoriality, P2P accommodation hosts can communicate their expectations with
guests before a reservation or use clearly defined house rules to protect their territory.
Third, this dissertation offers P2P accommodation guests suggestions for
managing their home-sharing experiences. For example, guests can bring personal items
(i.e., photos or mementos) to create a sense of being in their own territory, which will
help guests feel more comfortable during a stay in another’s home. Also, guests can ask
hosts to share expectations of guests’ behaviors, which will enhance guests’ sense of
control during the stay. These strategies can also be published and shared in online
communities of P2P accommodation guests to promote satisfactory experiences among a
large group of P2P accommodation guests.
Finally, the findings of this dissertation have implications for management of
customer experience in the hospitality industry, including hotels, commercial homes,
campsites, theme parks, and restaurants. Hospitality employees should be trained to
understand the role of human territoriality in their interactions with customers, including
their own territoriality and consumer territoriality. For instance, hospitality employees
who intend to show hospitableness to guests could be perceived as too hands-on and
hinder guests’ freedom and independence. To improve the guest experience, hotels
should train employees to strike a balance between being hospitable and remaining
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conscious of guests’ territorial boundaries. Also, employees may find consumers
lingering in their restaurants or coffee shops, which can spark territorial disputes among
customers (Griffiths & Gilly, 2012); to create a pleasant customer experience, hospitality
employees should understand the reasons for consumer territoriality and learn how to
deal with territorial consumers.
Limitations
This dissertation has several limitations. First, only a small proportion of the
proposed framework was tested via quantitative examination. Although Study 2 tested
relationships between perceived host territoriality and guests’ evaluations of their
experiences, this examination only concerned a small part of the proposed framework.
More quantitative examinations related to the framework should be conducted before
generalizing the results to a diverse population. Second, due to the nature of interpretive
phenomenological analysis, subjectivity is inherent in participants’ interpretations of their
experiences and the researcher’s interpretations of interview results. Although negative
cases and rich descriptions were provided in Study 1, researcher subjectivity could not be
eliminated from the analysis. For example, the researcher interpreted P2P
accommodation guest experiences through the lens of human territoriality, which may be
interpreted differently by researchers with disparate perspectives. Subjectivity in
participants’ interpretations of their experiences was evident in interviews as well. For
instance, participants in Study 1 consistently reported having followed house rules when
staying in P2P accommodations; however, destruction or damage to P2P accommodation
rentals has been frequently reported in the media. The findings of Study 1, particularly
related to guests’ reactions toward host territoriality and guests’ territorial behaviors, are
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likely subject to social desirability bias. Even though the author stressed anonymity in
this research and sought to create a friendly and comfortable atmosphere for interviews,
participants may have under-reported undesirable behaviors (e.g., intentionally breaking
hosts’ house rules as a revenge to host territoriality). To mitigate the influence of social
desirability bias on research findings, future researchers may consider conducting
ethnographic research to observe and interact with participants in a real P2P
accommodation environment. Third, the scale of perceived host territoriality developed in
Study 2 is valid and enriches understanding of host territoriality among P2P
accommodation guests but does not necessarily address all conceptual domains of host
territoriality. Although the study closely followed recommended procedures of scale
development and ensured objectivity in the process, the scale developed herein was
influenced by P2P accommodation guests’ ability to understand the focal concept and
make sense of their experiences. If developed from a host’s perspective, a scale of host
territoriality may contain some new dimensions. Finally, this dissertation considered P2P
accommodation guests and their companions collectively and did not emphasize
territoriality among P2P accommodation guests and their companions. It would be
interesting to examine how P2P accommodation guests engage in territoriality with their
companions.
Suggestions for Future Research
This dissertation focuses on human territoriality in P2P accommodation settings.
Future research can examine human territoriality beyond the context of P2P
accommodations, such as employee territoriality and consumer territoriality in the
general hospitality context. Within the scope of human territoriality in P2P
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accommodations, four directions warrant immediate attention and research. First,
empirical examinations of the effects of host territoriality on guest experience are
urgently needed. Future studies could use surveys and SEM techniques to examine
relationships between host territoriality and guest experience among different groups of
P2P accommodation guests (i.e., cultural background, age, gender, and personality);
alternatively, experimental studies involving manipulations of hosts’ territorial behaviors
can be carried out to examine causal relationships between host territoriality and guest
experience evaluations. Second, associations among the types of host territoriality,
attributions of hosts’ territorial behaviors, and guests’ reactions toward host territoriality
require further analysis. Research methods such as narrative elicitation and think-aloud
can be implemented to examine relationships between host territorial behaviors,
attribution, and guest reactions. Third, future studies can explore human territoriality
from the perspectives of P2P accommodation hosts. Host–guest interaction is often
perceived more positively by guests than hosts (Moon et al., 2018). From the host
perspective, some interesting topics include hosts’ perceptions of guest territoriality, the
impacts of guest territoriality on P2P accommodation host experience, and the dynamic
interaction between host territoriality and guest territoriality. Studies from a host
perspective could also compare findings with those of this dissertation to provide a
comprehensive picture of territoriality in P2P accommodations.
Conclusions
This dissertation conceptualized P2P accommodation guest experiences through
the lens of territoriality. P2P accommodation guests can recognize a host’s ownership of
a P2P accommodation rental and develop a sense of ownership toward at least part of the
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rental. That is, guests possess a sense of being in their own territory in a P2P
accommodation rental but are simultaneously aware of being in others’ territory. These
two territorial senses toward P2P accommodations comprise the sense of being in a
shared territory. According to Study 1, eight groups of factors influence the relative
salience of the sense of being in others’ territory and the sense of being in one’s own
territory: home amenities and facilities, personal items/décor, length of stay/use, physical
presence of the host, the type of rental used (e.g., an entire house or a private room),
disturbance from others, host hospitableness, and companionship. For example, hosts’
personal items in a P2P accommodation rental can enhance guests’ sense of being in
others’ territory; conversely, bringing guests’ own personal belongings into the rental can
boost guests’ sense of being in their own territory.
P2P accommodation guests can develop a sense of ownership toward space in a
P2P accommodation rental and expect to be able to control their own territories. Derived
from a sense of ownership, P2P accommodation guests may engage in territoriality to
construct, communicate, maintain, and restore their territories. Guests’ territorial
behaviors in P2P accommodation experiences include personalization of the rental,
giving behavioral instructions, exploring the rental, and defending against territorial
intrusions. For example, P2P accommodation guests may place their belongings and
personal items in the rental (i.e., personalization), walk around to explore the rental or the
host’s life (i.e., exploration), give behavioral instructions to their companions, and defend
their privacy and territories against the host.
P2P accommodation guests were aware of various types of hosts’ territorial
behaviors from which they could infer host territoriality. Personalization, house rules,
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accessibility, intrusion, hands-on hosting, and service failures are six categories of host
territoriality observed by P2P accommodation guests. Although P2P accommodation
guests attributed hosts’ territorial behaviors to hosts’ ownership of the property, guests
also made other attributions, such as a lack of hosting experience, poor experience with
previous guests, goodwill, and racism.
P2P accommodation guests reacted differently toward host territoriality
depending on how they made sense of host territoriality; adaption, assertive defense,
appeal, and avoidance were four major guest reactions. Adaption was the most common
means of dealing with host territoriality, particularly when host territorial behaviors were
subtle and couched in goodwill. P2P accommodation guests could defend against the host
or appeal to P2P accommodation platforms when host territoriality manifested as service
failures or threatened guests’ safety. Guests sometimes chose to avoid interactions with
the host and use of certain areas or withdraw from the experience completely to prevent
anticipatory host territoriality.
Host territoriality also influenced guests’ emotions, evaluations of the host,
evaluations of the experience, and future behavioral intentions. Intrusion and limited
accessibility could induce negative feelings among P2P accommodation guests. The
impacts of hosts’ personalization of the rental were found to be either positive or
negative. On one hand, personalization of the rental induced curiosity and reinforced the
guest experience; on the other hand, it reminded guests of their otherness in the rental and
hindered their experiences. The influence of host territoriality on evaluations of the host
also varied across categories of hosts’ territorial behaviors. For example, a host who was
very hands-on and provided guests little independence could be evaluated as controlling
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or hospitable; a host who was unresponsive to guests’ requests could be evaluated as
unfriendly or incompetent. Although guests expressed understanding of host territoriality,
significant host territoriality could adversely affect guests’ experience evaluations and
intentions to reuse the host’s rental. P2P accommodation guests may thus adjust their
preferences for rentals or invest more efforts in information search after experiencing
host territoriality.
A scale of perceived host territoriality, including 18 items and four dimensions
(i.e., Accessibility, House Rules, Intrusion, and Signs of Ownership), has been developed
in this dissertation. The scale demonstrates good convergent validity, discriminant
validity, and nomological validity. The author hopes the scale of perceived host
territoriality developed herein can be widely applied in future empirical studies on host
territoriality.
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APPENDIX A
PARTICIPATN RECRUITMENT MATERIAL (STUDY 1)

Title: Paid interview ($25 Amazon Gift Card) on Airbnb Guest Experience
Hello!
We’re a research team at Temple University interested in understanding Airbnb guest
experience. We are looking for Airbnb users to participate in a PAID interview and
would like to hear your Airbnb stories.
We will select participants to speak with us between March [DATA1] and March
[DATE2]. You will receive a $25 Amazon gift card for 45 minutes of your time.
If you are interested, please fill out the survey below and contact us through CL email:
https://fox.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_2fsC3Ijxtk7ToGx
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APPENDIX B
STUDY 1 SCREENING SURVEY

Q1. When was the last time that you stayed at an Airbnb rental? (mm/yyyy)
________________________________________________________________

Q2. How many times have you used Airbnb in the past?
________________________________________________________________

Q3. What type of Airbnb rentals have you stayed at in the past? (Please choose all that
apply)
A.
B.
C.
D.

Private Room
Entire House/Apartment
Shared Room
Others

Q4. Please rate to what extent you experienced the following feelings during your stay at
an Airbnb rental.
Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very

Extremely

Free
Comfortable
Constrained
Concerned
Staying in others' place
Staying at home

Q5. Did the host say or do anything that made you feel you were staying at his or her
home rather than your own home?
A. Yes
B. No
206

Q6. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________

Q7. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q8. What is your race?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

American Indian and Alaska Native White
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
White
Other
Prefer not to say

Q9. Are you available for the following types of interviews? (Please choose all that
apply)
A.
B.
C.
D.

Face to Face interview
Phone interview
Skype interview
None

Q10. Do you feel comfortable with being interviewed at the following areas? (Please
choose all that apply)
A. Center City Area, Philadelphia
B. Temple University Area, Philadelphia
C. Other Areas ________________________________________________
Q11. When will you be available for an interview? (Please choose all the apply)
A.
B.
C.
D.

8:00 am -10:00 am
10:00 am - 12:00 pm
12:00 pm - 2:00 pm
2:00 pm - 4:00 pm
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E. 4:00 pm - 6:00 pm
F. 6:00 pm - 8:00 pm

Q12. If you are interested in participation, please leave your contact information (i.e.,
email address or phone number) to us for reaching out to you.
________________________________________________________________

Thank you very much! The researcher will contact you if you will be selected to
participate in the interview.
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (STUDY 1)

1. How many times have you used Airbnb? When was your last Airbnb experience?
Could you describe your last experience of staying in an Airbnb listing?
2. In your opinion, is an Airbnb experience similar to or different from a hotel
experience? How about staying in an Airbnb rental vs. staying in your own home?
3. When you stayed in an Airbnb rental, how did you feel about the place? Did you feel
it was your own or others’? To what extent did you feel it was your own place vs.
others’ place?
4. Did your behaviors differ in different types of spaces? What were the differences?
Why did you behave differently?
5. Did the host do or say anything that made you feel you were in their space? What did
the host do or say? How did you feel about it? Did that influence how you felt toward
the host/the space/Airbnb as a company? How?
6. Did you try to convey to others “This is my space” during your stay? What
happened? How did you convey that message? How did you feel after you conveyed
such message?
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APPENDIX D
SURVEY FOR ITEM GENERATION

Q1. What type of shared services have you ever used? (Please select all that apply)
A. Home-sharing services (e.g. Airbnb)
B. Car-sharing services (e.g., Uber)
C. Meal-sharing services (e.g., Meal Sharing)
D. Pet-sharing services (e.g., BorrowMyDoggy)
E. Closet-sharing services (e.g., Poshmark)
F. Other
Terminate if “Home-sharing services (e.g. Airbnb)” is not selected.

Q2. Which of the following shared-services platforms have you used? (Please select all
that apply)
A. Uber
B. Lyft
C. Airbnb
D. TaskRabbit
E. DogVacay
F. Turo (RelayRides)
G. Etsy
H. Juno
I. Other
Terminate if “Airbnb” is not selected.

Q3. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if ‘No” is selected.

Q4. How many times have you used Airbnb as a guest in the past?
________________________________________________________________

210

Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q5. When was the last time that you used Airbnb as a guest?
Month____________
Year______________
Terminate if the time of last experience is earlier than April, 2017.

Q6. How experienced you consider yourself are with using Airbnb as a guest?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their ownership of the Airbnb
rental; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it is their space you are
using or staying in.
Please recall Airbnb experiences you had in the past and think about whether you have
felt any host territoriality.
Q7. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their ownership of the
Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in.
Have you experienced any host territoriality at Airbnb rentals?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “No” is selected.

Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their ownership of the Airbnb
rental; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it is their space you are
using or staying in.
You will be asked to provide 2 examples of your own experience with Airbnb host
territoriality.
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Q8. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their ownership of the
Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in.
Please type in one example of your own experience with Airbnb host territoriality in the
box. Please provide as much detail as you can.
Experience 1
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Q9. The following 6 questions are about some basic information of the Airbnb experience
you just mentioned.
Q9a. When was that Airbnb experience?
Month____________
Year______________
Q9b. Which city did you visit?
________________________________________________________________
Q9c. Did you use that Airbnb rental for leisure or business purposes?
A. Leisure
B. Business
C. Others
Q9d. Who did you go to that Airbnb rental with?
________________________________________________________________
Q9e. How many nights did you stay in that Airbnb rental?
________________________________________________________________
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Q9f. What type of rental did you use for that trip?
A. Private Room
B. Entire House/Apartment
C. Shared Room
D. Other
Q10. Now, please describe a different example of your own experience with host
territoriality at Airbnb rentals. Please provide as much detail as possible.
As a reminder, Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination toward their
ownership of the Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' direct or indirect expression that it
is their space you are using or staying in.
Experience 2
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Q11. The following 6 questions are about some basic information of the Airbnb
experience you just mentioned.
Q11a. When was that Airbnb experience?
Month____________
Year______________
Q11b. Which city did you visit?
________________________________________________________________
Q11c. Did you use that Airbnb rental for leisure or business purposes?
D. Leisure
E. Business
F. Others
Q11d. Who did you go to that Airbnb rental with?
________________________________________________________________
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Q11e. How many nights did you stay in that Airbnb rental?
________________________________________________________________
Q11f. What type of rental did you use for that trip?
E. Private Room
F. Entire House/Apartment
G. Shared Room
H. Other
Q12. Are you an Airbnb host?
A. Yes
B. No
Q13. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________
Q14. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q15. What is your marital status?
A. Married or partnered
B. Widowed
C. Divorced
D. Separated
E. Single / Never married
F. Prefer not to say
Q16. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
A. Less than high school
B. High school graduate (includes equivalency)
C. Some college, no degree
D. Associate degree
E. Bachelor's degree
F. Graduate or professional degree
G. Doctorate
H. Prefer not to say
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Q17. You are currently…?
A. Employed for wages
B. Self-employed
C. Unemployed looking for work
D. Unemployed not looking for work
E. A homemaker
F. A student
G. Military
H. Retired
I. Unable to work
J. Other
K. Prefer not to say
Q18. What is your race?
A. American Indian and Alaska Native White
B. Asian
C. Black or African American
D. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
E. White
F. Other
G. Prefer not to say
Q19. What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
A. Less than $25,000
B. $25,000 - $34,999
C. $35,000 - $49,999
D. $50,000 - $74,999
E. $75,000 - $99,999
F. $100,000 - $149,999
G. $150,000 - $199,999
H. $200,000 or more
I. Prefer not to say
Q20. Given my study is about host territoriality, are there anything else you think might
be interesting and relevant? If yes, please use the space below.
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX E
EXPERT PANEL SURVEY

Thank you for your willingness to help me assess the validity of scale items. The scale
will be used to measure host territoriality from the perspective of Airbnb guests.
Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership of
the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
In this survey, you will be asked to rate the extent to which each item captures the
construct of host territoriality and the seven dimensions of host territoriality. All the
items listed are phrased using the perspective of Airbnb guests. On the next page, you
will see the definition of host territoriality and a series of items.
Q1. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of host territoriality from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not at
all, 2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I
don't know) [Randomize the scale items]
Not
at
all

To a
slight
extent

To
some
extent

To a
great
extent

Completely

I
don't
know

The host did not allow me to use certain areas in
the rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host prohibited me from using certain things
in the rental.
The host restricted my access to certain things in
the rental.
The host gave me excessive rules during my
stay.
The host was very specific about what I could or
could not do in the rental.
The host gave me very detailed instructions for
taking care of their property.
The host had strict rules that I should follow.
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The host gave me very specific instructions on
what I should or should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the house
rules.
The host had their personal items all over the
place.
The host decorated the rental in their own way.
The host made sure I knew it was their property.
The rental was filled with the host's personal
items during my stay.
The host was too passionate about me knowing
stories of their property.
The host showed-off their property in an
unnecessary way.
The host flaunted their knowledge about the
local area.
The host frequently check-in on me during my
stay.
The host did not give me much privacy in the
rental.
The host entered my space without notifying
me.
I was being watched by the host during my stay.
The host was too hospitable to me during my
stay.
I was frequently disturbed by the host during my
stay.
The host did not disclose important information
that I was supposed to know.
The host intentionally gave inaccurate online
descriptions about the property.
The host was unwilling to make
accommodations for my stay.
The host ignored my request for a reasonable
accommodation.
The host refused to make changes when things
did not work in the rental.
The host was reluctant to accommodate my
needs.
The host was not very friendly to me while I
stayed in the rental.
The host was not very comfortable with people
staying in their property.
The host displayed hostility toward me during
my stay.
The host expressed dislike toward me staying in
their property.
The host was too hands-on during my stay.
The host did not give me opportunities to do
things by myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things
on my own.
The host did not give me much independence to
do things by myself.
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On the following pages, you will be asked to assess the extent to which each item is
representative of the seven dimensions of host territoriality.
On each page, you will see the definition of a specific dimension of host territoriality.
Q2. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Accessibility is related to hosts' blocking or restricting guests' access of
the space or use of certain items.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Accessibility from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not at all,
2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I don't
know) [Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q3. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of House Rules is related to house rules or instructions on what guests
should or should not do.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of House Rules from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not at all,
2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I don't
know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q4. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Intrusion is related to hosts' invading the guests' space/privacy or
hosts' behaviors that make guests feel being invaded or disturbed.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Intrusion from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not at all, 2=
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To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I don't
know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q5. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Unwillingness to Make Accommodations is related to hosts'
rejection, unwillingness or reluctance to accommodate guests' needs.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Unwillingness to Make Accommodations from the perspective of
Airbnb guests. (1=Not at all, 2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great
extent, 5=Completely, 99=I don't know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q6. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Hostility is related to hosts' being hostile toward guests or
uncomfortable about guests' staying in their property.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Hostility from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not at all, 2=
To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I don't
know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q7. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Signs of Ownership is related to hosts' presenting a sense of
ownership via their personal items, decoration items, or the way they describe the
property/local area.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Signs of Ownership from the perspective of Airbnb guests.
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(1=Not at all, 2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent,
5=Completely, 99=I don't know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q8. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
The dimension of Hands-on Hosting is related to hosts' being too hands-on or giving
guests limited opportunities to do things by themselves.
Please indicate to what extent each of the following items is representative of an aspect of
the content domain of Hands-on Hosting from the perspective of Airbnb guests. (1=Not
at all, 2= To a slight extent, 3=To some extent, 4=To a great extent, 5=Completely, 99=I
don't know)
[Display the items in Q1; Randomize the scale items]
Q9. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts' inclination/tendency toward their ownership
of the Airbnb rental/space. Hosts may engage in territoriality to construct, communicate,
maintain, or restore their ownership of the property.
Are the items as a set collectively representative of the entire content domain of host
territoriality from the perspective of Airbnb guests?
A. Yes
B. Maybe
C. No
Q10. Do you have any suggestions about the scale or items?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
Q11. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Thank you very much for your time!
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APPENDIX F
P2P ACCOMMODATION GUEST PANEL SURVEY

Q1. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if response is greater than 2000.

Q2. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
A. Less than high school
B. High school graduate (includes equivalency)
C. Some college, no degree
D. Associate degree
E. Bachelor's degree
F. Graduate or professional degree
G. Doctorate
H. Prefer not to say
Terminate if responses other than “Bachelor’s degree”, “Graduate or professional degree”, and “Doctorate”
are selected.

Q3. What was the destination of your last trip?
________________________________________________________________
Q4. How experienced are you with traveling for vacation?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Q5. Which of the following platforms have you used for travel? (Please select all that
apply)
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A.
B.
C.
D.

Uber
Airbnb
Booking.com
TripAdvisor

E. Expedia
F. Other

Terminate if “Airbnb” is not selected.

Q6. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “No” is selected.

Q7. How experienced you consider yourself are with using Airbnb as a guest?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Q8. Accessibility is related to hosts' blocking or restricting guests' access of the space or
use of certain items. House Rules is related to house rules or instructions on what guests
should or should not do.
If you think the items on the left side belong to "Accessibility" or "House Rules", please
drag and drop the items into the corresponding boxes on the right side. If there is any
item fitting neither of the two dimensions, please drag and drop it into "Neither".
Items
The host did not allow me to use certain areas in the
rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to me.
There were some locked areas in the rental.
The host prohibited me from using certain things in the
rental.
The host restricted my access to certain things in the
rental.
The host gave me excessive rules during my stay.

Accessibility

House Rules
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The host was very specific about what I could or could
not do in the rental.
The host gave me very detailed instructions for taking
care of their property.
The host had strict rules that I should follow.
The host gave me very specific instructions on what I
should or should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the house rules.
The host intentionally gave inaccurate descriptions about
the property online.
The host flaunted their knowledge about the local area.

Neither

Q9. Intrusion is related to hosts' invading the guests' space/privacy or hosts' behaviors
that make guests feel being invaded or disturbed.
Hands-On Hosting is related to hosts' being too hands-on or giving guests limited
opportunities to do things by themselves.
If you think items on the left side belong to "Intrusion" or "Hands-on Hosting", please
drag and drop the items into the corresponding boxes on the right side. If there is any
item fitting neither of the two dimensions, please drag and drop it into "Neither".
Items
The host frequently check-in on me during my stay.
The host did not give me much privacy in the rental.
The host entered my space without notifying me.
I was being watched by the host during my stay.
The host was too hospitable to me during my stay.
I was frequently disturbed by the host during my stay.
The host was too hands-on during my stay.
The host did not give me opportunities to do things by myself.
I did not have many opportunities to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much independence to do things by
myself.
The host had strict rules that I should follow.
The host refused to make changes when things did not work in the
rental.

Intrusion

Hands-on Hosting

Neither

Q10. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q11. What is your ethnicity?
A. Caucasian
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B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

African-American
Asian
Hispanic
Pacific Islander
White
Other
Prefer not to say

Q41 What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
A. Less than $25,000
B. $25,000 - $34,999
C. $35,000 - $49,999
D. $50,000 - $74,999
E. $75,000 - $99,999
F. $100,000 - $149,999
G. $150,000 - $199,999
H. $200,000 or more
I. Prefer not to say
You have successfully completed the survey! Thank you very much for your help!
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APPENDIX G
SURVEY FOR SCALE PURIFICATION AND REFINEMENT (PILOT)

Q1. How many trips did you have in the past 12 months?
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q2. Among the following platforms, which one have you ever used for travel? (Please
select all that apply)
A. Uber
B. Airbnb
C. Booking.com
D. TripAdvisor
E. Expedia
F. Other
Terminate if “Airbnb” is not selected.

Q3. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response is greater than 2000.

Q4. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “No” is selected.

Q5. How many times have you used Airbnb as a guest in the past?
________________________________________________________________
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Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q6. Have you ever been an Airbnb host?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “Yes” is selected.

Q7. How experienced you consider yourself are with using Airbnb as a guest?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Q8. When was the last time that you used Airbnb?
Month_____________
Year______________
Please answer the following questions based on your Airbnb experience
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2}
Q9. What was the destination of your trip?
________________________________________________________________
Q10. Was that a leisure travel or a business travel?
A. Leisure
B. Business
C. Other (Please specify)
________________________________________________
Q11. Who did you travel and stay in the Airbnb rental with?
________________________________________________________________
Q12. What type of Airbnb rental did you use for that trip?
A. Private Room
226

B. Entire House/Apartment
C. Shared Room
D. Other (Please Specify)
________________________________________________
Q13. How many nights did you stay in that Airbnb rental?
________________________________________________________________
Q14. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination/tendency toward their
ownership of the Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in.
Did experience any host territoriality during your stay in the Airbnb rental in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}?
A. Yes
B. Maybe
C. No
Q15. Did you meet the host in person?
A. Yes
B. No
Q16. Were the host in the rental during your stay?
A. Yes
B. No
On the following pages, you will be asked to answer questions related to the Airbnb
experience you had in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnsw
ers/2}.
Q17. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

The host did not allow me to use certain
areas in the rental.

1

2

3

4

Strongly
agree
5

6

7
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Some items in the rental were off limits to
me.
There were some locked areas in the
rental.
The host prohibited me from using certain
things in the rental.
The host restricted my access to certain
things in the rental.
The host gave me excessive rules during
my stay.
The host was very specific about what I
could or could not do in the rental.
The host gave me very detailed
instructions for taking care of their
property.
The host had strict rules that I should
follow.
The host gave me very specific
instructions on what I should or should
not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the
house rules.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q18. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

The host had their personal items
(e.g., family photos, knick-knacks,
etc.) all over the place.
The host decorated the rental in their
own way.
The host made sure I knew it was
their property.
The rental was filled with the host's
personal items (e.g., family photos,
knick-knacks, etc.) during my stay.
The host was too passionate about me
knowing stories of their property.
The host showed off their property in
an unnecessary way.

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q19. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Strongly
disagree

The host frequently check-in on
me during my stay.
The host did not give me much
privacy in the rental.
The host entered my space without
notifying me.
I was being watched by the host
during my stay.
I was frequently disturbed by the
host during my stay.
The host was too hands-on during
my stay.
The host did not give me
opportunities to do things by
myself.
I did not have many opportunities
to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much
independence to do things by
myself.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q20.We know that sometimes people rush through surveys quickly and do not pay close
attention to the questions. We also know that sometimes people may not have Airbnb
experiences required to have a proper basis to answer questions in this survey. These
types of data are inappropriate to be used in our analyses.
In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in this study? Your
answer to this question will NOT influence the approval of your HIT.
A. Yes
B. No
Display This Question:
If “No” is selected.
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Q20a. You just indicated that we should not use your data in our analyses in this study.
Can you please indicate the reasons? (Again, your answer to this question <strong>will
NOT influence</strong> the approval of your HIT).
A. I did not pay close attention to the questions.
B. I did not have a proper basis to answer many of the Airbn-related questions in this
survey.
C. Other (Please specify)
________________________________________________
Q21. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q22. What is your marital status?
A. Married or partnered
B. Widowed
C. Divorced
D. Separated
E. Single / Never married
F. Prefer not to say
Q23. What is your race?
A. American Indian and Alaska Native White
B. Asian
C. Black or African American
D. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
E. White
F. Other
G. Prefer not to say
Q24. What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
A. Less than $25,000
B. $25,000 - $34,999
C. $35,000 - $49,999
D. $50,000 - $74,999
E. $75,000 - $99,999
F. $100,000 - $149,999
G. $150,000 - $199,999
H. $200,000 or more
I. Prefer not to say
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Q25. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
A. Less than high school
B. High school graduate (includes equivalency)
C. Some college, no degree
D. Associate degree
E. Bachelor's degree
F. Graduate or professional degree
G. Doctorate
H. Prefer not to say
Q26. You are currently…?
A. Employed for wages
B. Self-employed
C. Unemployed looking for work
D. Unemployed not looking for work
E. A homemaker
F. A student
G. Military
H. Retired
I. Unable to work
J. Other
K. Prefer not to say
Q27. Which state do you live in?
________________________________________________________________
Q28. Do you have any suggestions or comments to our study?
________________________________________________________________

You have successfully completed the survey! Thank you very much for your help.
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APPENDIX H
SURVEY FOR SCALE PURIFICATION AND REFINEMENT (MAIN)

Q1. How many trips did you have in the past 12 months?
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q2. Among the following platforms, which one have you ever used for travel? (Please
select all that apply)
A. Uber
B. Airbnb
C. Booking.com
D. TripAdvisor
E. Expedia
F. Other
Terminate if “Airbnb” is not selected.

Q3. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response is greater than 2000.

Q4. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “No” is selected.

Q5. How many times have you used Airbnb as a guest in the past?
________________________________________________________________
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Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q6. Have you ever been an Airbnb host?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “Yes” is selected.

Q7. How experienced you consider yourself are with using Airbnb as a guest?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Q8. When was the last time that you used Airbnb?
Month_____________
Year______________
Please answer the following questions based on your Airbnb experience
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2}</b>
Q9. What was the destination of your trip?
________________________________________________________________
Q10. Was that a leisure travel or a business travel?
A. Leisure
B. Business
C. Other (Please specify) ________________________________________________
Q11. Who did you travel and stay in the Airbnb rental with?
________________________________________________________________
Q12. What type of Airbnb rental did you use for that trip?
A. Private Room
B. Entire House/Apartment
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C. Shared Room
D. Other (Please Specify) ________________________________________________
Q13. How many nights did you stay in that Airbnb rental?
________________________________________________________________
Q14. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination/tendency toward their
ownership of the Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in.
Did experience any host territoriality during your stay in the Airbnb rental in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}?
A. Yes
B. Maybe
C. No
Q15. Did you meet the host in person?
A. Yes
B. No
Q16. Were the host in the rental during your stay?
A. Yes
B. No
On the following pages, you will be asked to answer questions related to the Airbnb
experience you had in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnsw
ers/2}.
Q17. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

The host did not allow me to use certain
areas in the rental.
Some items in the rental were off limits to
me.

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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There were some locked areas in the
rental.
The host did not give me access to certain
things in the rental.
The host limited my access to certain
things in the rental.
The host gave me a lot of rules during my
stay.
The host was very specific about what I
could or could not do in the rental.
The host gave me detailed instructions for
taking care of the property.
The host had concrete rules that I should
follow.
The host gave me specific instructions on
what I should or should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the
house rules.
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1
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Q18. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

The host had his/her personal items
placed around the rental (for example,
in the kitchen, bathroom, etc.).
The host decorated the rental in
his/her own way.
The host made sure I knew it was
his/her property.
The rental had a lot of the host's
personal items (for example, family
photos, knick-knacks, etc.) during my
stay.
The host was passionate about me
knowing stories of the property.
The host showed off the property to
me.

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q19. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
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nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Strongly
disagree

The host often checked-in on me
during my stay.
The host invaded my privacy
during my stay.
The host entered my space without
my permission.
I felt I was being watched by the
host during my stay.
The host disturbed me during my
stay.
The host was very hands-on during
my stay.
The host did not give me many
opportunities to do things by
myself.
I did not have many opportunities
to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much
independence to do things by
myself.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1
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4

5

6

7
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6
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Q20.We know that sometimes people rush through surveys quickly and do not pay close
attention to the questions. We also know that sometimes people may not have Airbnb
experiences required to have a proper basis to answer questions in this survey. These
types of data are inappropriate to be used in our analyses.
In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in this study? Your
answer to this question will NOT influence the approval of your HIT.
A. Yes
B. No
Display This Question:
If “No” is selected.

Q20a. You just indicated that we should not use your data in our analyses in this study.
Can you please indicate the reasons? (Again, your answer to this question <strong>will
NOT influence</strong> the approval of your HIT).
A. I did not pay close attention to the questions.
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B. I did not have a proper basis to answer many of the Airbn-related questions in this
survey.
C. Other (Please specify)
________________________________________________
Q21. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q22. What is your marital status?
A. Married or partnered
B. Widowed
C. Divorced
D. Separated
E. Single / Never married
F. Prefer not to say
Q23. What is your race?
A. American Indian and Alaska Native White
B. Asian
C. Black or African American
D. Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
E. White
F. Other
G. Prefer not to say
Q24. What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
A. Less than $25,000
B. $25,000 - $34,999
C. $35,000 - $49,999
D. $50,000 - $74,999
E. $75,000 - $99,999
F. $100,000 - $149,999
G. $150,000 - $199,999
H. $200,000 or more
I. Prefer not to say
Q25. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
A. Less than high school
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B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

High school graduate (includes equivalency)
Some college, no degree
Associate degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate or professional degree
Doctorate
Prefer not to say

Q26. You are currently…?
A. Employed for wages
B. Self-employed
C. Unemployed looking for work
D. Unemployed not looking for work
E. A homemaker
F. A student
G. Military
H. Retired
I. Unable to work
J. Other
K. Prefer not to say
Q27. Which state do you live in?
________________________________________________________________
Q28. Do you have any suggestions or comments to our study?
________________________________________________________________

You have successfully completed the survey! Thank you very much for your help.
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APPENDIX I
SURVEY FOR SCALE VALIDATION

Q1. How many trips did you have in the past 12 months?
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q2. Among the following platforms, which one have you ever used for travel? (Please
select all that apply)
A. Uber
B. Airbnb
C. Booking.com
D. TripAdvisor
E. Expedia
F. Other
Terminate if “Airbnb” is not selected.

Q3. In what year were you born? (yyyy)
________________________________________________________________
Terminate if the response is greater than 2000.

Q4. Have you ever used Airbnb as a guest?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “No” is selected.

Q5. How many times have you used Airbnb as a guest in the past?
________________________________________________________________
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Terminate if the response equals 0.

Q6. Have you ever been an Airbnb host?
A. Yes
B. No
Terminate if “Yes” is selected.

Q7. How experienced you consider yourself are with using Airbnb as a guest?
A. Very inexperienced
B. Inexperienced
C. Slightly inexperienced
D. Neutral
E. Slightly experienced
F. Experienced
G. Very experienced
Q8. When was the last time that you used Airbnb?
Month_____________
Year______________
Please answer the following questions based on your Airbnb experience
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2}.
Q9. What was the destination of your trip?
________________________________________________________________
Q10. Was that a leisure travel or a business travel?
A. Leisure
B. Business
C. Other (Please specify) ________________________________________________
Q11. Who did you travel and stay in the Airbnb rental with?
________________________________________________________________
Q12. What type of Airbnb rental did you use for that trip?
A. Private Room
B. Entire House/Apartment
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C. Shared Room
D. Other (Please Specify) ________________________________________________
Q13. How many nights did you stay in that Airbnb rental?
________________________________________________________________
Q14. Host territoriality refers to Airbnb hosts’ inclination/tendency toward their
ownership of the Airbnb rental; in other words, hosts' expression that it is their space you
are using or staying in.
Did experience any host territoriality during your stay in the Airbnb rental in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}?
A. Yes
B. Maybe
C. No
Q15. Did you meet the host in person?
A. Yes
B. No
Q16. Were the host in the rental during your stay?
A. Yes
B. No
On the following pages, you will be asked to answer questions related to the Airbnb
experience you had in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnsw
ers/2}.
Q17. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

The host did not allow me to use certain
areas in the rental.

1

2

3

4

Strongly
agree
5

6

7
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Some items in the rental were off limits to
me.
There were some locked areas in the
rental.
The host did not give me access to certain
things in the rental.
The host limited my access to certain
things in the rental.
The host was very specific about what I
could or could not do in the rental.
The host had concrete rules that I should
follow.
The host gave me specific instructions on
what I should or should not do.
The host made sure I was aware of the
house rules.
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Q18. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Strongly
disagree

The host had his/her personal items
placed around the rental (for example, in
the kitchen, bathroom, etc.).
The rental had a lot of the host's personal
items (for example, family photos,
knick-knacks, etc.) during my stay.
The décor of the rental included the
host's personal items (for example,
family photos, mementos, etc.).
Some of the décor items in the rental
reminded me of the host.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree
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Q19. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Strongly
disagree

The host invaded my privacy
during my stay.

1

Neither agree
nor disagree
2

3

4

Strongly
agree
5

6

7
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The host entered my space without
my permission.
I felt I was being watched by the
host during my stay.
The host was very hands-on during
my stay.
The host did not give me many
opportunities to do things by
myself.
I did not have many opportunities
to do things on my own.
The host did not give me much
independence to do things by
myself.
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Q20. Based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2},please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
Strongly
disagree

The host let me know the property
has been claimed.
The host showed me that the
property belongs to them.
The host clarified the boundaries
around the items/areas in the rental.
The host made some part of the
rental hard to use/access.
The host hide something so I didn't
know about it until they wanted.
The host made some part of the
rental unattractive so I did not want
to claim it.
A basketball is spherical in shape.
(Please select "Strongly agree")

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree
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Q21. This set of questions ask you about your opinion regarding the host of the Airbnb
rental you used in
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${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}.
The host of the Airbnb rental seemed to be _______
Neither
agree nor
disagree
4
4
4
4
4
4

Strongly
disagree

Warm
Sincere
Trustworthy
Experienced
Competent
Capable

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

Strongly
agree
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7

Q22. The questions on this page ask you about your relationship with the Airbnb host
during your stay in the Airbnb rental in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following
statements.
In my relationship with the Airbnb host, ____________________________
Strongly
disagree

I could get the host to listen to what I
said.
My wishes did not carry much weight.
I could get the host to do what I wanted.
Even if I voiced them, my views had
little sway.
I had a great deal of power.
My ideas and opinions were often
ignored.
Even when I tried, I was not able to get
my way.
If I wanted to, I got to make the
decisions.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree
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Q23. This set of questions ask you about your overall feelings about the Airbnb
experience you had in
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${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements.
Neither
agree nor
disagree

Strongly
disagree

I had a strong sense of personal
ownership for the Airbnb rental during
my stay.
I felt the Airbnb rental was my space
during my stay.
I felt the Airbnb rental was mine during
my stay.
I felt I owned the Airbnb rental during
my stay.
Staying in the Airbnb rental made me
feel I was similar to the host.
Staying in the Airbnb rental made me
feel I knew the host well.
Staying in the Airbnb rental made me
feel I was close to the host.
New York is located on the west coast
of the U.S. (Please select "Strongly
Disagree")

Strongly
agree
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Q24. This set of questions ask you about your overall feelings about the Airbnb
experience you had in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}.
Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements.
During my stay in the Airbnb rental, _____________________________
Strongly
disagree

My behaviors in the rental were
entirely up to me.
I had a great deal of personal
control over my behaviors.
There were plenty of opportunities
for me to behave as I wanted.
I felt my behaviors in the rental
were very much under my control.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6
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5

6
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2

3

4

5

6

7
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I had the ability to behave as I
wanted.
I was capable of behaving as I
wanted.
I was able to behave as I wanted.

1

2

3

4

5

6
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Q25. The questions on this page ask about your overall feelings about the Airbnb
experience you had in
${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAns
wers/2}.
Q25a. How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with that Airbnb experience?
Dissatisf
ied

Extrem
ely
1

Moderat
ely
2

Slight
ly
3

Neutr Slight
al
ly
4
5

Moderat
ely
6

Extrem
ely
7

Satisfi
ed

Q26b. How enjoyable or unenjoyable was that Airbnb experience?
Unenjoy
able

Extrem
ely
1

Moderat
ely
2

Slight Neutr Slight Moderat
ly
al
ly
ely
3
4
5
6

Extrem
ely
7

Enjoya
ble

Q25c. How good or bad did you feel about that Airbnb experience?
Fee Extremel
l
y
bad 1

Moderatel Slightl
y
y
2
3

Neutra Slightl
l
y
4
5

Moderatel Extremel
y
y
6
7

Feel
goo
d

Q26. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements,
based on the Airbnb experience you had
in ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedAnswers/1} ${q://QID12/ChoiceGroup/SelectedA
nswers/2}.
Strongly
disagree

I would recommend this Airbnb
rental to my friends.
I would make positive reviews
about the rental.
I would like to stay in the rental
again if I travel to the same
destination.

Neither agree
nor disagree

Strongly
agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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5

6

7
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Airbnb is a peer-to-peer dining
platform (Please select "Strongly
disagree")

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q27.We know that sometimes people rush through surveys quickly and do not pay close
attention to the questions. We also know that sometimes people may not have Airbnb
experiences required to have a proper basis to answer questions in this survey. These
types of data are inappropriate to be used in our analyses.
In your honest opinion, should we use your data in our analyses in this study? Your
answer to this question will NOT influence the approval of your HIT.
A. Yes
B. No
Display This Question:
If “No” is selected.

Q27a. You just indicated that we should not use your data in our analyses in this study.
Can you please indicate the reasons? (Again, your answer to this question <strong>will
NOT influence</strong> the approval of your HIT).
A. I did not pay close attention to the questions.
B. I did not have a proper basis to answer many of the Airbn-related questions in this
survey.
C. Other (Please specify) ________________________________________________
Q28. What is your gender?
A. Male
B. Female
C. Prefer not to say
Q29. What is your marital status?
A. Married or partnered
B. Widowed
C. Divorced
D. Separated
E. Single / Never married
F. Prefer not to say
Q30. What is your race?
A. American Indian and Alaska Native White
B. Asian
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C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Black or African American
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
White
Other
Prefer not to say

Q31. What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?
A. Less than $25,000
B. $25,000 - $34,999
C. $35,000 - $49,999
D. $50,000 - $74,999
E. $75,000 - $99,999
F. $100,000 - $149,999
G. $150,000 - $199,999
H. $200,000 or more
I. Prefer not to say
Q32. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
A. Less than high school
B. High school graduate (includes equivalency)
C. Some college, no degree
D. Associate degree
E. Bachelor's degree
F. Graduate or professional degree
G. Doctorate
H. Prefer not to say
Q33. You are currently…?
A. Employed for wages
B. Self-employed
C. Unemployed looking for work
D. Unemployed not looking for work
E. A homemaker
F. A student
G. Military
H. Retired
I. Unable to work
J. Other
K. Prefer not to say
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Q34. Which state do you live in?
________________________________________________________________
Q35. Do you have any suggestions or comments to our study?
________________________________________________________________

You have successfully completed the survey! Thank you very much for your help.
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