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Abstract: Despite the key role played by frequent consumers interacting on smart P2P (peer to peer)
tourism platforms, there are hardly any studies on the explanatory variables of their frequency of
use. This paper aims to understand the motivational and sociodemographic factors that bring about
repeat consumers in collaborative accommodation and transport services. In order to test various
assumptions, a set of logistic regressions were made where the dependent variable is the frequency
of use and the independent variables are sociodemographic and motivational factors. The results
suggest that many consumer attributes recognized as being typical of collaborative platforms, such as
young people traveling with friends for leisure who are interested in low prices, have changed.
We found that, due to the consolidation of these smart business models, the frequency of use increases
with age and for those who travel for work reasons. In addition, it is worth noting the existence
of a positive relationship between consumers who provide reviews on these platforms and their
frequency of use.

Keywords: P2P platforms; smart tourism; business model; sharing economy; collaborative tourism;
repeat consumer behavior

1. Introduction

Many of the fundamental pillars of the emerging smart tourism are based on simple technology
platforms that leverage existing technologies to exploit a different target. These platforms suppose
a new business model of smart tourism that represents a change of all or some of the following five
elements of the market [1]: object of exchange, actors, structure, institutions, and practices. Therefore,
the analysis of the consumers of these services is important in this new context.

Smart peer-to-peer (P2P) platforms are already a reality. It is estimated that, since 2010, Venture
Capital funds have invested more than $23 billion in such platforms [2]. According to Rifkin [3],
in 2025, this business model will generate about 335 billion dollars, 50% of the value of the global
sharing economy [4]. Similarly, by 2025, 64% of adults are expected to use collaborative consumer
platforms [4]. In Europe, the collaborative economy generates more than 26 billion euros annually
and it shows that “nearly one in four Europeans have already used services offered via collaborative
platforms” [5].

These smart business models have been further developed in the tourism sector [5,6],
where collaborative tourism companies have surpassed, in a few years, the turnover of traditional
tourism companies. This is especially the case with Airbnb and Uber. The former has become the 230th
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company in the “Global 500 Rankings 2019” [7] with the highest brand value, ranking above Marriott
International, the world’s hotel leader. In addition, it has managed to overtake Booking.com, one of
the main online hosting booking platforms [8]. Uber’s fleet in New York is now three-fold larger than
the number of yellow taxis [2].

This sustained growth contradicts initial perceptions that these were temporary business models,
aimed at a young audience, which were hardly going to be able to compete with traditional tourist
services. The contextual factors that contributed to the rapid development of this business model,
such as the globalization of society caused by the Internet [9–11], the boost from millennials [2,12,13],
and the global economic crisis that favored the reuse of resources [14] are less influential now. Therefore,
no one doubts that collaborative tourism is here to stay and will continue to grow [5,15].

The consolidation of these smart tourism business models has been supported by the highest
degree of satisfaction and recommendation of these services versus the traditional ones [16,17].
Both domestic [18] and European studies [5] show the greatest tendency for users to recommend
collaborative platforms.

Smart P2P tourism platforms are adapting their products to better fit the needs of consumers
than traditional services, which creates the perception of quality and thus increases its frequency
of use [12,19–22]. This increased frequency of use causes greater confidence in the product and
service [23–25], which is particularly relevant, since consumer insecurity and mistrust have been
established as some of the most important reasons for the non-use of collaborative platforms [22,26,27].
In addition, the frequency of use is usually related to the service recommendation (e-wom) [28–31].

Despite the success of these smart models, there are few studies focused on P2P accommodation
user profiles and their behavior. Understanding the impact of such models on the tourism and
hospitality industry is still in its early stage in the European Union [32]. Although there are works on
motivational factors for the use of the collaborative economy [21,22,33–35], research on the variables
that affect consumer repetition is scarce [36,37]. In addition, the evolution of the contextual factors
that contributed to the development of these models motivates the need for new empirical evidence
on the factors that are consolidating them. Therefore, the objective of this work is to determine the
motivational and sociodemographic variables that influence the frequency of use of the services of smart
P2P tourism platforms. The analysis is particularized for the two most relevant sectors in collaborative
tourism: accommodation and transport. In order to detect whether there have been changes over time,
the factors related to the non-use of smart P2P tourism platforms will also be examined.

The rest of the article is organized as follows: after this introduction, the theoretical basis that
supports the working hypotheses is developed. Subsequently, the methodology, results, and discussion
of the empirical study are presented. Finally, the main conclusions of the work, as well as the limitations
and future lines of research, are described.

2. Theory and Hypotheses

The rapid expansion and consolidation of smart P2P tourism platforms has led, as mentioned
above, to extensive literature on the motivational factors that influence the adoption of these services.
The same cannot be said about the profile of the collaborative tourist because research on this topic is
almost non-existent. The reason for this, as some authors have pointed out, may be the differences in
profiles, depending on the country concerned [26,37].

Beyond the profile or motivations for the use of collaborative tourism, one of the factors that
has contributed to the success of these platforms has been the high frequency of use [12,38,39], as it
is key in consolidating trust and security in these services [23–25]. Given the lack of regulation in
collaborative tourism, high levels of recommendation and e-wom have helped to eliminate uncertainty
and bring these platforms closer to consumers. According to the Eurobarometer [5], recommendations
and rankings are one of the most appreciated aspects by users of P2P platforms.

However, as mentioned above, there is little evidence of the determinants of consumer repetition in
collaborative tourism, as well as the demographic variables that influence their use. Thus, some authors
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relate these to age [40] and gender [41]. The latter states that women are more reluctant to use
them due to a fear of being scammed. Other studies conclude that the age of users is mostly
between 25 and 34 years, so they are typically millennials who are more likely to be single and
childless [5,27,34,35,42–44].

Nevertheless, it is possible to find a broad research framework on the profile of the repeat
consumer in traditional tourist services, most of whom focus on touristic destinations [45–53]. There is
less research on other sectors, such as hotels [54–56]. All these studies show the major influence of
sociodemographic variables (such as education, gender, age, etc.). Regarding the frequency of use of
hotel accommodations, Talón-Ballestero et al. [55] show that gender, age, and family conditions are
relevant. In this work, repeat consumers match with a younger segment, those without children and
single men.

Considering both traditional and collaborative tourist services, the first hypothesis is presented
as follows:

Hypothesis (H1). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for single, young, childless
men. This hypothesis can be divided into the following three sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis (H1A). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for single men.

Hypothesis (H1B). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for young men.

Hypothesis (H1C). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for childless men.

Homburg and Giering [57] and Skogland and Siguaw [58] establish the influence of the contextual
variables of travel (including the purpose of travel) on frequency of use and loyalty. In the case of
collaborative tourism, the main reason for use is leisure and enjoyment [34,35,40] and the way to travel
would be as a couple and with friends [34,59]. Taking all this into account, hypothesis 2 is set out
as follows:

Hypothesis (H2). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for leisure travelers,
traveling couples, or travelers accompanied by friends. This hypothesis can be divided into the following three
sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis (H2A). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for leisure travelers.

Hypothesis (H2B). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for traveling couples.

Hypothesis (H2C). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for travelers accompanied
by friends.

In collaborative tourism, cost savings or economic benefits are considered to be the main factors
of choice by tourists [5,21,26,34,36,60,61]. In any case, some current studies such as Kim [62] state that
money savings are not significantly related to consumers’ decision-making processes.

On the other hand, according to Kim, Kim, and Kim [63] as well as Morosan and Jeong [64],
the perceived ease of use has a significant impact on the use of platforms. In this sense, Cusumano [65]
points out that the success of some smart P2P tourism platforms, such as Airbnb, comes from their
ease of use, and the conclusions of the Eurobarometer [5] indicate that the most frequently mentioned
advantage of collaborative platforms is convenient access to services.

Finally, some authors establish the major importance of social interaction with the environment
for the choice of collaborative tourism [12,26]. Therefore, this interaction becomes one more attribute
of the tourist service that is capable of producing satisfaction and loyalty in the consumer.
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Even though these platforms foster a sustainable market, it is not a very relevant factor when
choosing collaborative accommodation. The evidence indicates that users attend to more basic needs
and that the suppliers have a more community-oriented behavior [21,33]. However, this is different to
in the transport sector, since according to Böcker and Meelen [66] sustainability could be a motivation
for sharing trips and cars.

Considering all these authors, hypothesis 3 can be set as follows:

Hypothesis (H3). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher in people who value price,
ease of use, and social interaction. In addition, environmental or sustainable motivations largely affect consumer
behavior on smart transport platforms. This hypothesis can be divided into the following four sub-hypotheses:

Hypothesis (H3A). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher in people who value
the price.

Hypothesis (H3B). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher in people who value ease
of use.

Hypothesis (H3C). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher in people who value social
interaction.

Hypothesis (H3D). The frequency of use of smart P2P transport platforms in tourism is higher in people who
value environmental protection and sustainability.

E-wom has a positive effect on buyback intent and decreases mistrust [67–69]. This is especially
valuable in a context where so far there has been major uncertainty when it comes to making transactions.
In addition, people who are more active on social networks and who own smartphones tend to have
a higher frequency of use on collaborative tourism platforms [37], so they become key revitalizers
of such platforms. However, no study has found a significant relationship between reviewers (who
rate the service positively or negatively) and their frequency of use of these platforms. The following
hypothesis is raised with an exploratory nature:

Hypothesis (H4). The frequency of use of smart P2P platforms in tourism is higher for people who review the
services on these platforms.

Although the purpose of this research is to determine the factors that affect the frequency of use
of the platforms, it has also been of interest in the literature to establish the reasons for non-use of the
sharing economy. In this sense, trust has been a key factor affecting consumer behavior on online
platforms [70]. The lack of security and regulation has been an obstacle that has negatively affected the
attitude of consumers, thus becoming a barrier to the use of these platforms [26,27,37]. According to
Huang, Liu, Lai, and Li [71], the significant difference of perceived risks and behavioral intentions
between users and non-users means that experiencing P2P accommodation can significantly reduce
tourists’ risk perception and increase their purchase intentions. However, it seems appropriate to point
out that the heavy use and maturity achieved by these business models over time may have changed
the reasons for not using them. Therefore, this work also analyzes, in an exploratory way, the reasons
for non-use of smart P2P tourism platforms.

3. Methodology

The population under study consists of all individuals ranging between the ages of 18–65, living in
Spain, who have a profile on a social network and/or instant messaging service: Facebook, Instagram,
Youtube, Twitter, and WhatsApp, the best known and the most followed platforms according to the
iab.spain’s 2019 Annual Social Network Study. In addition, people who are more active on social
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networks and who own smartphones tend to have a higher frequency of use on collaborative tourism
platforms [37].

The survey was conducted from April 22 to May 23, 2018. A non-experimental, exploratory,
correlational, and cross-sectional design was carried out by means of a horizontal networking, a form
of social networking that usually starts with a multiple (though relatively small) number of initial
contacts and then uses these to establish links with other research participants [72], via the Internet,
social media, and “WhatsApp”. Horizontal networking uses both strong and weak ties to bridge into
new social networks, casting the sampling and recruitment net wide rather than deep. Following this
procedure, we obtained a larger sample, around 500 individuals, and which, after the filtering and
debugging of the information according to its relevance, was eventually composed of 331 individuals.
Despite not having used probabilistic sampling, the sample size allows us to obtain representativeness
and control bias.

In order to test the assumptions, a set of logistic regressions were made. The Statistical Software
package used was SPSS 22.0. The dependent variable (frequency of use) behaves in a dichotomous
manner—where category 1 is defined as those cases where the collaborative platforms have been used
on less than five occasions and category 2 corresponds to those respondents who have used such
platforms on five or more occasions. Alemi [37] uses a similar classification to contrast the frequency
of use.

The independent variables (similar to those used by Alemi [37] are age (18–25; 26–35; 36–45; 46–65
years), marital status (single, married, coupled), children (yes/no), accompaniment (yes/no), reason
(business/leisure), reasons for use (dichotomous items in different variables) and if they review or not
(yes/no). This issue is discussed in two subsamples related to the sharing sector (accommodation and
transport).

Table 1 shows the main characteristics of the sample.

Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample.

Gender Age Marital Status Children

N = 331 Female Male 18–25 26–35 36–45 46–65 Married Cohabiting Single Yes No

Frequency 207 124 101 77 54 99 115 108 108 205 126

% 62.5 37.5 30.5 23.3 16.3 29.9 34.7 32.6 32.6 61.9 38.1

Sample error: 5.38%, 95% confidence level

4. Main Findings

As mentioned in the theoretical basis, this work delves into the factors that determine the frequency
of use of smart P2P tourism platforms. We have also considered the descriptive analysis of the reasons
why these platforms are not used (164 of the respondents). It is possible to emphasize that ignorance
and a lack of trust or regulation have lost importance as inhibitors to the use of the sharing economy.
Our results show that 92.7% of those who do not use the sharing economy have heard of it, while
22.6% allude their non-use to lack of trust and 3.7% to lack of regulation. From the point of view of the
reasons for non-use, “no need” (56.7%) was highlighted.

With respect to factors affecting the frequency of use as shown in Table 2, the model explains
69.5% of the frequency of use of collaborative platforms in the case of accommodation. Similarly, it can
be observed that, for transport, this value is 63.5%. Therefore, the explanatory capacity of the model is
high. In addition, as shown in Table 3, the model adequately classifies sample observations in the two
categories of platforms used (86% for accommodation and 81.1% for transport).
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Table 2. Summary of the Accommodation and Transport Model.

Model Log of Likelihood Cox and Snell R Sq Nagelkerke R Sq

Accommodation 67.774 0.517 0.695
Transport 93.890 0.476 0.635

Table 3. Sample observations classification.

Observed

Forecasted

RECODING FREQUENCY OF USE
Percentage of Fit

Fewer than 5 5 or More

Accommodation

RECODING
FREQUENCY OF USE

Fewer than 5 51 13 79.7
5 or more 11 52 82.5

Global percentage 81.1

Transport
RECODING

FREQUENCY OF USE
Fewer than 5 53 9 85.5

5 or more 6 39 86.7

Global percentage 86.0

In the case of accommodation (see Table 4), H1 is partially rejected since, although married people
or living with a partner demonstrate a lower frequency of use, confirming H1A, this frequency also
increases with age, contrary to our expectations (H1B). Moreover, having children or being male or
female is not significant (H1C). This result differs partially from what Alemi [37] points out, as in our
results, sociodemographic variables do not explain the frequency of use since, in this case, only marital
status and age are indeed significant.

Table 4. Logistic regression results: accommodation.

Variables B Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

GENDER(1) −0.162 0.051 1 0.821 0.850
AGE_C 3.544 3 0.315

AGE _C(1) 0.649 0.639 1 0.424 1.913
AGE _C(2) 0.592 0.170 1 0.680 1.807
AGE _C(3) 4.137 3.236 1 0.072 62.593

MARITAL_STATUS Single 4.961 2 0.084
MARITAL_STATUS (1) −1.081 0.863 1 0.353 0.339
MARITAL_STATUS (2) −4.313 4.834 1 0.028 0.013

CHILDREN(1) 1.958 1.080 1 0.299 7.083
MOT_FORWORK(1) 2.098 3.702 1 0.054 8.150

MOT_LEISURE(1) −0.561 0.574 1 0.448 0.571
MOT_OTHER(1) −19.122 0.000 1 1.000 0.000

COMP_ALONE(1) 0.388 0.209 1 0.648 1.473
COMP_FRIEDS(1) 4.272 9.205 1 0.002 71.677

COMP_PARTNER(1) 2.601 4.959 1 0.026 13.481
COMP_FAMILY(1) −0.467 0.286 1 0.593 0.627
COMP_WORK(1) 4.977 6.581 1 0.010 145.095

MOTUSE_CHEAP(1) 0.849 0.313 1 0.576 2.338
MOTUSE_EASE(1) 1.076 1.625 1 0.202 2.933

MOTUSE_PERSONAL(1) −1.467 1.812 1 0.178 0.231
MOTUSE_SUSTAINAB(1) 1.002 0.845 1 0.358 2.723
MOTUSE_CONTACT(1) 0.385 0.138 1 0.710 1.469

VAL_ONLINE(1) 4.230 12.347 1 0.000 68.684
INTERCEPT −30.808 0.000 1 0.998 0.000

As for H2, the increase in frequency of use is confirmed in the case of people accompanied by
friends or partners (confirming H2B and H2C), but also, in the case of those who travel for work
purposes with co-workers (not confirming H2A). Therefore, this hypothesis is not confirmed in all its
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terms either. This seems to ratify that the sharing economy [73,74] is being strongly incorporated into
the professional/work segment, especially among older people.

Regarding the reasons set out in H3, none of them are significant, contrary to what was expected.
Finally, H4 is confirmed, as people who review online services have a very high frequency of use.
In the case of transport (see Table 5), H1 is also not confirmed in its entirety although, in this case,

the frequency of use decreases with age as expected (confirming H1B) [37]. However, marital status,
gender, or children are not significant (H1A and H1C).

Table 5. Logistic regression results: transport.

Variables B Wald df Sig. Exp(B)

GENDER(1) 0.181 0.096 1 0.757 1.199
AGE_C 11.877 3 0.008

AGE_C(1) 0.301 0.210 1 0.647 1.351
AGE_C(2) −6.934 10.745 1 0.001 0.001
AGE_C(3) −2.730 3.763 1 0.052 0.065

MARITAL-STATUS 0.858 2 0.651
MARITAL_ST(1) −0.549 0.552 1 0.458 0.577
MARITAL_ST(2) 0.206 0.029 1 0.865 1.228
CHILDREN(1) 1.322 0.938 1 0.333 3.751

MOT_FORWORK(1) 1.722 3.509 1 0.061 5.597
MOTLEISURE(1) 0.754 1.258 1 0.262 2.126

COMP_ALONE(1) 2.100 8.821 1 0.003 8.169
COMP_FRIENDS(1) −0.201 0.043 1 0.835 0.818
COMP_PARTNER(1) 0.982 1.957 1 0.162 2.669
COMP_FAMILY(1) 0.554 0.553 1 0.457 1.740
COMP_WORK(1) 3.899 9.057 1 0.003 49.371

MOTUSE_CHEAP(1) −1.232 1.920 1 0.166 0.292
MOTUSE_EASE(1) −0.199 0.092 1 0.762 0.820

MOTUSE_PERSONAL(1) −0.380 0.221 1 0.639 0.684
MOTUSE_SUSTAINAB(1) −1.369 3.466 1 0.063 0.254
MOTUSE_CONTACT(1) 2.359 3.545 1 0.060 10.577

VAL_ONLINE(1) 3.215 15.214 1 0.000 24.903
INTERCEPT −3.229 5.113 1 0.024 0.040

H2 is rejected as the frequency of use increases for individuals (not confirming H2B and H2C) and
co-workers (not confirming H2A). In addition, the professional motif is highly representative of a high
frequency of use, as in the Alemi study [37]. This circumstance confirms the above-mentioned point
on the important incorporation of the collaborative economy in the workplace.

As for H3, contact with the cultural and local socio-environment is significant and increases the
frequency of use (confirming H3C) and sustainability as a motivation to increase frequency is also
significant just for transport (confirming H3C); however, neither the price nor the ease of use are
significant (not confirming H3A and H3B).

Once again, e-wom remains significant, although to a lesser extent than in the case of
accommodation, while not rejecting the H4.

5. Discussion

In this study, logistic regressions were conducted to understand the motivational and
sociodemographic factors that bring about repeat consumers in collaborative accommodation
and transport services. The dependent variable is frequency of use and the independent are
sociodemographic and motivational variables. The empirical analysis of 341 individuals ranged between
the ages of 18–65, living in Spain, who have a profile on a social network and/or instant messaging
service (Facebook, Instagram, Youtube, Twitter, and WhatsApp), obtained the following results:
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First, our research points out that the differences found between the two types of tourism
businesses (traditional and collaborative) and, within the collaborative economy, between the two
activities that have achieved greater development (accommodation and transport) offer reasons for
reflection and discussion.

Second, age as a differentiating element between users of accommodation and transport business
models, seems to be losing relevance and the orientation of the platforms towards young users is not
confirmed, especially in the case of accommodation. This evidence contradicts other studies concluding
that the age of users is mostly between 25 and 34 years, so they are typically millennials [5,27,34,35,42–44].
Similarly, gender does not appear as a discriminant variable, since women have already overcome
their initial hesitancy towards the use of platforms, contrary to Monaco [41] who states that women
are more reluctant to use them due to a fear of being scammed.

Third, another fact also emerges that marks a change of trend. In both cases, an increase in the
frequency of use of those who travel for professional purposes is detected, either individually or with
co-workers, as is the case in Alemi’s study [37]. However, these results would go against other previous
studies that indicate that the main reason for using these platforms is leisure and enjoyment [34,35,40]
and the way to travel would be as a couple and with friends [34,59]. Nonetheless, from our point of
view, the reason for this trend change is the consolidation of these platforms extending their use to all
sectors of the population.

Fourth, price, ease of use, socio-environment contact and sustainability traditionally considered
as drivers in the use of these platforms in much research [5,21,26,34,36,60,61,63–65], are losing strength
in both sectors. This would support Kim’s [62] results regarding price. However, in collaborative
transport, local and socio-environment contact and sustainability are still strong motivations. It should
be noted that, despite the fact that these platforms promote a sustainable market, it is not a very relevant
factor when choosing collaborative accommodation. Although it is part of the consumer’s attitude,
it does not necessarily translate into their behavioral intentions, that is, it is not directly associated with
participation, unless it is found along with other more relevant factors. The evidence indicates that users
attend to more basic needs and it is the suppliers that have a more community-oriented behavior [21,33].
In addition, Pesonen and Tussyadiah [40], observed that, even for those people who were mostly
attracted to social and environmental aspects, sustainability was their fourth motivation. Therefore,
as Böcker and Meelen [66] suggested, sustainability is motivating when it comes to collaborative
transport, but it is not a determining factor in accommodation.

Fifth, another interesting issue is the relationship between reviewers and frequency of use. Thus,
people who review online services develop a very high frequency of use both in the accommodation
and transport sectors. This result is very relevant, since it is the first time that the relationship between
reviewers and repeat consumers is demonstrated.

Finally, the consolidation of smart P2P tourism platforms seems to be supported by the fact that
the lack of security and regulation, traditional barriers to their use [22,26,27], have ceased to be relevant.
Frequent use and extensive commentary among members of the collaborative community have made
these business models more transparent. Non-need has become the fundamental reason identified in
this study for non-use.

6. Conclusions

This paper was motivated by the gap detected in the literature regarding the variables that
influence the frequency of use of smart P2P tourism platforms. When this phenomenon has been
addressed, studies have focused on determining the motivations for its adoption or impediments to its
use. Nonetheless, in the case of traditional tourism, determining the profile of the repeat consumer
and the reasons for such repetition have been of increasing interest.

Contrary to those who considered the sharing economy a transient phenomenon in tourism, it has
been consolidated over time. Socio-economic and technological factors explain the emergence of smart
P2P platforms. Nevertheless, these alternative business models have traditionally suffered from higher
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levels of uncertainty and lack of regulation. For that reason, trust and reputation are considered key
success factors for these companies that can be developed by loyal customers who use the platform
regularly and share their experiences through social media.

The study, therefore, provides a clear and relevant perspective on the changes taking place in the
context of the sharing economy in tourism, in order to guide decision-making in companies within the
industry. From a marketing point of view, a clear understanding of the factors affecting the increased
use by consumers on smart P2P tourism platforms will facilitate the development of effective strategies
leading to positive behavior, thus increasing the loyalty of their consumers and the importance of this
sustainable tourism model. Similarly, this issue is relevant to traditional tourism companies that are
threatened by these new business models in all their strategic segments [75].

Our results show that there are significant changes to initial paradigms on the use of smart
P2P tourism platforms regarding the repeat consumer. With respect to the motivational variables,
neither the price nor the ease of use are significant in repeat consumers´ behavior anymore. Therefore,
the strategies that derive from these results for such platforms focus on the product rather than on the
price or the distribution channel.

Other relevant managerial implications that can be drawn are the reorientation of the targeting
between traditional and P2P tourism businesses. This is the case of several traditional international
hotel chains, like Accor or Marriot, that are entering home-sharing business targets. The recent
powerful incorporation of the collaborative tourism business model is a clear threat to conventional
businesses and, at the same time, an important opportunity for the collaborative accommodation and
transportation sectors. In many cases, the separation between the traditional tourism segments and
those based on the sharing economy has disappeared.

On one hand, the smart P2P platforms should consider older people and business travelers as an
important new target as they tend to be higher frequency repeat users. Therefore, it would be advisable
for these platforms to direct specific actions aimed at these targets to strengthen their loyalty. On the
other hand, hotels should increase their marketing actions and review the approach of their products
aimed at these segments. In the specific case of transportation, the P2P platforms are considered to
be a source of sustainability that can hardly be replicated by traditional businesses, which favors the
repetition of their use.

In short, the repeat consumer has become an intangible resource of major value to tourism
businesses based on the sharing economy principles, since it is an efficient strategic tool to counteract
any lack of confidence. Coherently, given the importance of the reviewer consumers, it is recommended
that platforms address these consumers using direct marketing strategies and try to strengthen
their loyalty.

This work presents several limitations that will guide the development of future research.
The results are limited to Spanish users of more common social media. Therefore, the evidence shown
in this paper cannot be generalized to different social or geographical contexts. Moreover, there is a
need to develop a broader study that compares traditional and collaborative services and analyzes
consumer behavior, motivational factors of adoption, frequency of use, and satisfaction.

Given the results of this work, two lines of research in smart P2P tourism platform are raised for the
future: (a) to deepen the study of the business segment, considering accommodation and transportation,
since there are some notable differences between this and other segments when explaining repeat
consumer behavior, and (b) to extend the research on reviewing consumers and their loyalty.
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