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Abstract
Although it is generally known that companies can greatly benefit from radical innovations, a
lot remains unknown about how radical innovations are perceived. Therefore, the objective of
this research was to get more insight into the perceptions that exist of radical innovations. In
this case study, the focus was on how the framing of radical innovation Airbnb evolved over
time in Dutch newspapers. This was researched by analysing stakeholders’ frames, which
represent perceptions toward the company and its practices, and which were derived from news
articles published in three Dutch national newspapers between 2011 and March 2019. The
results show that the diversity of frames regarding Airbnb increases at first but gets stable over
time. Moreover, the sentiment regarding Airbnb is predominantly negative. Regional
governments stand out as an important stakeholder group, since they seem to act on their frames
and have the ability to influence the company’s continuation with rules and legislation. The
research contributes to the literature by applying the concept of framing to the process of sense
making of a radical innovation by stakeholders, developing a method to do so, and by giving
insight into the development of the framing of Airbnb by its stakeholders.
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1. Introduction
Companies invest heavily in the development of new products (Golder, Shacham, & Mitra,
2009). PwC reported that in 2017, the biggest corporate spenders in terms of research and
development together spent over 700 billion dollar (Digital Pulse, 2017). These large budgets
are not surprising, since innovating is crucial to companies. Innovation facilitates the
implementation of market orientation, which results in outstanding firm performance (Han,
Kim, & Srivastava, 1998), it helps differentiate the firm from competitors (Porter, 1985) and it
is important for long-term survival (Srinivasan, Pauwels, Silva-Risso, & Hanssens, 2004).
Radical innovations are a type of innovation with a high degree of novelty and high
market impact (Tidd & Bessant, 2009). These innovations can disrupt markets, create new
industries and even improve the quality of life of society (Golder, Shacham, & Mitra, 2009).
Radical innovations “open up new opportunities and challenge existing players to reframe what
they are doing in the light of new conditions” (Tidd & Bessant, 2009, p.30). They help firms
stay competitive and contribute greatly to firm profitability over long periods of time (Geroski,
Machin, & Van Reenen, 1993).
An excellent example of a radical innovation is Airbnb (Guttentag, 2015; Zervas,
Proserpio, & Byers, 2017), an internet-based people-to-people platform that permits
homeowners to rent out their home as accommodation for tourists. Airbnb has disrupted the
tourism industry with its novel business model and distinct appeal to tourists (Zervas, Proserpio,
& Byers, 2017; Guttentag, 2015). The company, which celebrated its 10 year anniversary in
August of last year, has access to over 5 million unique places to stay in 81,000 cities dispersed
over 191 countries (Airbnb, n.d.). Since the company’s foundation in 2008, the company has
grown explosively, and along with that its popularity (Guttentag, 2015), making its
establishment in the tourism industry indisputable. On average, two million people are staying
in an accommodation rented via Airbnb every night (Airbnb, n.d.). The company even joined
big tech corporations such as Apple and Google on Boston Consultancy Group’s most
innovative companies 2016 listing (Ringel, Taylor, & Zablit, 2017).
Despite its popularity and rapid growth, Airbnb has faced some serious opposition. The
company is being accused of stimulating tourist overcrowding, making housing unaffordable,
tax avoidance, and unfair competition (Guttentag, 2015). Also, reports of conflict between
Airbnb hosts and guests has even reached news channels (e.g. Leland, 2012).
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Some of these conflicts have resulted in anti-Airbnb stories being posted, for instance on the
website AirbnbHell (www.airbnbhell.com), which was brought into existence especially
because someone felt a need to warn people about what he or she considers malicious practices
regarding hosts and guests and a lack of protection provided by the company.
The opposition that Airbnb has experienced comes from various stakeholder groups,
which include people who are impacted by and have an impact on the firm’s activities
(Freeman, 1984). Stakeholders in the case of Airbnb are for example customers, hosts,
governments and municipalities, employees, area residents, activist groups, and society at large.
These stakeholders all have their own interests to look after, and therefore opinions of
stakeholder groups tend to differ from each other. However, stakeholder groups interact with
each other and can impact each other’s thinking (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). Through their
interactions, multiple stakeholders go through a process of collective sense making of a radical
innovation, based on shared knowledge (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). The perceptions that arise in
turn might influence their behaviour (Snow, Rochford, Worden, & Benford, 1986).
In case of radical innovations, stakeholder support is both very important and
challenging at the same time (Lipsey & Bekar, 1995; Freeman & Soete, 1997). That is the case
considering the fact that radical innovations have far-reaching implications and are often subject
of controversy. For example, the immense growth of Airbnb is considered to have a great
impact on the traditional tourism industry (Guttentag, 2015; Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017).
Furthermore, there is some controversy surrounding the company, such as the alleged illegal
practices of many Airbnb hosts, who are not allowed to rent out their apartments. Moreover,
radical innovations can cause resistance, since they usually diverge from consumers’
expectations and existing way of giving meaning to products (Jhang, Grant, & Campbell, 2012).
This research dives into how different stakeholders perceive or frame a radical
innovation. Framing in this case means simplifying an event or an issue by stressing certain
elements over others. This is done in order to try and understand them (Fiss & Zajac 2006).
Framing in this case thus means making sense of something (Lakoff, 2010). How something is
framed is influenced by a person’s life experiences, social interactions, and psychology
(Gamson & Modigliani, 1989).
In this research, Airbnb is used as a case to study how different stakeholders frame the
company and its actions over time. It thus uses the concept of framing to give insight into the
sense making process of a radical innovation that takes place in a multi-stakeholders context.

5

Besides Airbnb’s stakeholders, it is interesting to look at Airbnb itself. Airbnb representatives
present the organisation’s actions in a certain way, and this can influence the firm’s actions and
those of others. Therefore, it is also interesting to look at how Airbnb presents itself and past
and current events. By articulating a specific version of reality, organizations may secure both
the understanding and support of key stakeholders (Fiss & Zajac, 2006). Therefore, the way
Airbnb portrays itself will likely depend on the interests of different stakeholder groups.
Moreover, firms with great visibility in the media should face a lot of pressure to adapt
the presentation of their actions to pressure from multiple sources. It will be interesting to see
how Airbnb handles the opposition it got from different stakeholders and how it responds to its
stakeholders with its own communications, since valuable lessons can be drawn from this
regarding stakeholder management by looking at to what extent this had a positive effect on
stakeholder frames.
The framing of Airbnb by stakeholders can be studied with analysis of media texts, since
these give insight into how the stressing of certain words and phrases help shape public
perception (Entman, 1993). In this research, newspapers will be analysed, since they are likely
to give hearing to a variety of stakeholders, therefore acting as a platform representative of
public opinion and company associations (Gamson, Croteau, Hoynes, & Sasson, 1992;
Schudson, 2003). Therefore, news articles mentioning Airbnb that have been published in
Dutch newspapers provide insight into how Airbnb is viewed by various stakeholders over time.
This research thus takes a longitudinal approach, considering the period from the foundation of
Airbnb in 2008 until the end of March 2019.
A lot remains unknown about how radical innovations are perceived by stakeholders
(Story, Daniels, Zolkiewski, & Dainty, 2014), most likely due to the impact they have and the
ambiguity and uncertainty surrounding them. The objective of this research is to start to close
the gap in the literature of how radical innovations are perceived. This will be done by
conducting a case study research into the framing of Airbnb in Dutch newspapers by its various
stakeholders over time.
This research will advance the research field by 1) applying the concept of framing to
get more insight into the sense making process regarding radical innovations by multiple
stakeholders 2) developing a methodological approach to identify stakeholder frames in news
articles by means of a coding procedure, and 3) giving an indication of what perceptions exist
in a multi-stakeholder context regarding the radical innovation Airbnb, and elaborating on why
and how these frames evolve over time.
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For managers, the contribution of this research is that it sheds some light on what might be
important to consider for radical innovations with regard to stakeholder management. It shows
what perceptions towards radical innovations exist among different stakeholder groups, who
are important stakeholders to consider and what influence stakeholder frames might have on
stakeholders’ actions. This is important to know, since stakeholders’ actions can influence the
achievement of the organisation’s objectives (Freeman, 1984).
The research questions that will be answered in this research is the following:
How has the framing of Airbnb by its stakeholders evolved over time in Dutch newspapers?
It will be interesting to find out which frames are used to make sense of Airbnb’s
practices, which stakeholder(s) used which frame(s) and how that developed over time. Did
initial stakeholder frames remain important over time? Which stakeholders seem to be the most
important for Airbnb to consider? All of this is addressed in this research, contributing to the
knowledge gap of how radical innovations are perceived.
The remainder of this research is structured as follows. In the next section, an overview
is given of relevant literature, tying together the concepts of radical innovations, stakeholders,
and framing. Subsequently, the method is presented, which includes an explanation of the
sample collection and coding procedure. This is followed by the results section. Finally, what
follows is a conclusion and a discussion with managerial insights and suggestions for further
research.
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2. Theoretical background
Given its pertinence for long-term firm survival (Srinivasan et al., 2004), innovation is
omnipresent in the field of business. Both established firms and newcomers try to grasp the
opportunity to innovate (Tidd & Bessant, 2009).
This research focuses on a specific type of innovations, radical innovations, which can
be defined as “new products that provide substantially higher customer benefits relative to
previous means of providing similar benefits’’ (Golder, Shacham, & Mitra, 2009, p.168).
Usually, technology plays an important role for radical innovations (Tidd & Bessant, 2009).
Radical innovations can get companies ahead of the game, by assisting in entering or creating
new markets, which contributes to their sustained industry leadership and longevity (Wallsten,
2000; Salamenkaita & Salo, 2002). Moreover, radical innovations are even referred to as
engines of economic growth (Sorescu, Chandy, & Prabhu, 2003).
Although radical innovations come with high levels of uncertainty and risk (Bessant,
Öberg, & Trifilova, 2014), they present great opportunity for organisations to thrive. Therefore,
it is essential for firms to understand how consumers make sense of radical innovations.
Consumers make sense of innovations based on expectations and knowledge they have
about existing products (Moreau, Markman, & Lehmann, 2001; Campbell & Goodstein, 2001).
Evaluations of new products are often based on the degree to which the new product’s attributes
differ from consumer’s expectations for the product type (Campbell & Goodstein, 2001).
Research has shown that products perceived to vary only moderately from expectations
are preferred over extremely incongruent product alternatives (Mandler, 1982). Similarly,
consumers’ new product acceptance is increased if they can envision themselves using it (Zhao,
Hoeffler, & Dahl, 2009). This implies that innovations with a high degree of novelty are more
difficult to make sense of and are more probable to be perceived as risky. This is likely to be
true not only for consumers, but for other stakeholders as well, since they also only have limited
knowledge about the innovation and their expectations are likely to collide with reality.
Following the potential advantages that might accompany radical innovations, it is
evident from a profitability and long-term perspective why firms commit resources to pursuing
this type of innovations. This research dives into how firm stakeholders perceive radical
innovations, since not much is known about this yet (Story et al., 2014). This is important,
because if firms understand how radical innovations are perceived, they can better manage them
and try to positively affect these stakeholder perceptions.
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2.1 Stakeholders and radical innovation
A stakeholder is “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of
the organization’s objectives” (Freeman 1984, p. 46). Firms are concerned with multiple
stakeholders. These can include among others customers, governments, suppliers, and
advocacy groups (Hillebrand, Driessen, & Koll, 2015).
Stakeholders can have different interests. Take for example an organisation drilling for
oil, whose actions are driven by a profitability perspective, versus an environmental
organisation that might protest against the extraction of natural resources because of the strain
it puts on the earth. It is evident that conflicting interests and views on issues might co-exist
among stakeholders. This in turn might result in stakeholder ambiguity, which means that there
is a difference in the way stakeholders interpret a situation (Hall & Vredenburg, 2003). For
firms, this makes stakeholder management really challenging, since this variation in
interpretation across stakeholders and across time can affect whether and how they are acted
upon (Snow et al., 1986).
Not only do stakeholders have different interests and conflicting views, relationships
with different stakeholders are also becoming increasingly interrelated. That is because
stakeholders interact with each other, and stories that are told by stakeholders, directly or
indirectly, collectively shape each other’s thinking (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). These stories can
for example be about the offering’s attributes or personal experiences with the offering.
Usually, a subset of consumers articulate stories, whereas others are content to adopt the already
circulating stories. This way, individual interpretations can become part of the shared
knowledge structures that shape future behaviours. This implies that one stakeholder can
influence another, who takes over the story of another stakeholder and along with that a certain
interpretation of an event.
For organisations, this means that the treatment of one stakeholder group can impact the
exchange relationship with others. Therefore, organizations should pay attention to and balance
differing stakeholder interests. Good stakeholder management results in securing tangible and
intangible resources such as knowledge and reputation that may create organizational wealth or
value for shareholders (Clarkson, 1995). Moreover, developing and maintaining mutually
trusting relationships with stakeholders provides companies with a competitive advantage
(Jones, 1995). The mapping of frame use by different stakeholders over time helps to
understand stakeholders’ perspectives and therefore can inform stakeholder management.
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2.2 Framing
Events or experiences can be understood in different ways by different stakeholders. This
relates to the concept of framing. Framing has been of interest in a variety of research fields,
among which communication and management. In essence, framing comes down to the fact
that issues can be understood and defined from different perspectives (Chong & Druckman,
2007). Framing can be understood in two slightly different ways.
Firstly, framing is a way to present information, thereby providing context for an event,
a situation or an issue, which can influence people’s attitudes and opinions. To frame is to
“select some aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communication
text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, casual interpretation, moral
evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for the item described” (Entman, 1993, p.52).
Framing is used in abundance. For example, journalists can use news frames to structure their
representations of events to simplify them, to make them accessible to a large audience and to
keep the audience’s interest (Valkenburg, Semetko, & De Vreese, 1999). Frames in the news
may affect learning, interpretation, and evaluation of issues (De Vreese, 2005). Other examples
of framing and its impact can be found in politics. Think of the phrase pro life, which was used
by anti-abortion lobbyists to frame their viewpoint, thereby insinuating that abortion is immoral.
Or think of Bush’s war against terror after the 9/11 attacks, which instigated a war with Iraq
and Afghanistan (De Jong, n.d.). However, framing is not only applied in politics and in the
media, it is also found in the business field. For example, marketers frame their product
advertisements to influence buying behaviour of consumers (Smith, 1996) or their perceptions
of product attributes such as price (DelVecchio, Krishnan, & Smith, 2007).
Secondly, framing can also refer to how people understand information. A frame can
be defined as “a schemata of interpretation” (Goffman, 1974, p.21), which enables individuals
“to locate, perceive, identify and label” occurrences within their lives and in the world around
them. As a result of emphasizing some elements of a topic above others, a frame provides a
way to understand an event or issue. Individuals use frames to make sense of events in their
day-to-day lives (Lakoff, 2010). Individuals bring their own life experiences, social
interactions, and psychological predispositions to the process of constructing meaning (Gamson
& Modigliani, 1989). The process of framing often happens unconsciously (Lakoff, 2010).
The focus of this research will be on the second notion of framing, that is, how different
people make sense of, in this case, a radical innovation. That is, because in order to form an
opinion, first stakeholders need to frame radical innovations. Once stakeholders have made
sense of the innovation, they can decide whether they support it or not.
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Therefore, frames can be viewed as a prerequisite for understanding stakeholder support. In this
research, it is assumed that stakeholders’ frames are reflected in the way they communicate
about the radical innovation Airbnb. Consequently, news articles reporting on stakeholders’
opinions about Airbnb give insight into the frames that exist regarding the company.
Important to note is the fact that the media itself will not be considered to be a
stakeholder. Instead, the journalist who wrote the article will be considered to give an objective
representation of events. To prevent confusion, the opinion of the author is not taken into
account when looking for stakeholder frames in news articles. For that reason, articles in which
the opinion of the author is explicitly present, such as columns, are not included in this research.
In essence, the news articles, which give hearing to a range of different stakeholders (Gamson,
Croteau, Hoynes, & Sasson, 1992; Schudson, 2003), function solely as a mouthpiece for
stakeholders that use framing to make sense of Airbnb.

2.3 Framing radical innovations
Which frames are used by different individuals depends on a number of things, such as norms,
habits, personal characteristics (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), the media, and interactions with
others (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). An example in relation to personal characteristics is that
open-minded people are likely to be more receptive towards new products, and therefore their
frames might be more positive than those of people that are less open-minded. Concerning the
influence of the media, it is more probable that people frame those aspects that are made more
available in the media (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). Finally, perspectives offered by new
experiences or by interacting with others can influence frames over time, making framing a
dynamic concept (Chong & Druckman, 2007).
Framing research, in different fields such as communication and management, has
informed us about different methods to code news articles (De Vreese, 2005), that different
frames can arise in different news outlets, about different topics and in different contexts (e.g.
Semetko & Valkenburg, 2000), that framing can affect public opinion (i.e. that of stakeholders)
(Chong & Druckman, 2007), and perceptions of products (DelVecchio, Krishnan, & Smith,
2007) and that an issue’s frames can change over time (Chong & Druckman, 2007).
The management literature also informed us about the sense making process of radical
innovations. As mentioned before, interactions between stakeholders, and thus stories they tell
each other, shape their collective thinking (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). This means that stakeholders
together make sense of radical innovations over time; they socially construct its meaning based
on shared knowledge.
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Stakeholders’ negative utterances about brand experiences introduce brand meanings that exist
next to the brand meanings a company wishes to project (Giesler, 2012). When stakeholders
hear about negative brand experiences from others, this might lead to a perceived incongruence
of the innovation with existing social norms, values, and institutions, which might have a
harmful effect on the legitimacy of the innovation.
In order to try and influence stakeholders’ perception of a radical innovation, companies
need to understand what the shared knowledge about the innovation entails and how it has come
about (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). This requires insight into the process of sense making, which is
crucial, since sense making is essential in shaping different stakeholders’ beliefs and behaviours
(Weick, 1995) such as consumption (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005).
This research takes a framing approach to the sense making process of a radical
innovation by its stakeholders. It sets out to get insight into how various stakeholders frame the
radical innovation Airbnb over time, taking into consideration the interrelatedness of
stakeholders.
In the process of sense making of radical innovations, there are a lot of different
stakeholder opinions regarding a radical innovation at first, but over time more consensus is
reached about it (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005). In the beginning, a lack of experience with the
innovation requires each stakeholder to individually make sense of it, resulting in lots of
different views on the innovation. However, over time, more consensus is reached on what the
innovation actually entails. Some opinions eventually dominate market conversations because
of their higher compatibility with most market actors’ experiences, reducing the variance of
opinions. When linking this to the concept of framing, this suggests that at first, a bigger variety
of frames will exist in a multi-stakeholder context, but that this diversity gets smaller over time,
as some stories become dominant.
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3. Methodology
In this exploratory research, a case study was conducted, since this method is especially suitable
to take a longitudinal approach of, in this case, Airbnb (Yin, 2014). The development of the
framing of Airbnb by its stakeholders was investigated through analysis of Dutch newspaper
articles published between the foundation of Airbnb in 2008 and the end of March 2019.
3.1 The case of Airbnb
Airbnb is an internet-based platform for people to rent out their residence. The renting of living
space can be easily done by anyone, and therefore Airbnb’s accommodations on offer range
widely, from small rooms in a host’s living space, ideal for tourists on a budget, to chic, hotellike rooms or apartments, and even unique spaces like treehouses, boat houses, castles, and
farms (Airbnb, n.d.). Airbnb earns money by charging guests and hosts a fee when
booking/renting out an accommodation.
Airbnb provides an easy-to-use website that enables direct messaging between hosts and
tourists and the exchange of reviews, both on the rented accommodation and the (behavior of)
the guests (Guttentag, 2015). This, in combination with identity verification of hosts and guests
via their profiles on other platforms such as Facebook and LinkedIn, identity card, and phone
number, establishes trust between booker and host.
The Airbnb business idea came about in 2007, when three students in San Francisco
thought of renting out their living space to people who wanted to avoid high hotel prices
following a conference that was in town (Guttentag, 2015). Airbnb was officially founded in
2008 and went international in 2011 (Airbnb, n.d.).
Airbnb’s appeal to tourists is partially due to its relatively low prices. In addition to its
competitive pricing, Airbnb is popular because it offers a different experience to tourists, one
that allows them to ‘live like the locals do’ (as they frame it), with the advantage of local advice,
while at the same time benefiting from access to more diverse amenities that can be used in a
home but not in a traditional hotel (such as a washing machine), and staying at an
accommodation in a less touristy area, with more of a homey feeling (Guttentag, 2015).
Airbnb’s innovative business model is centered around its internet-based platform,
which offers free access to everyone with hospitality aspirations or in need of additional income
to become an Airbnb host with just a few mouse clicks. Due to the company’s novel business
model and distinct appeal to tourists, Airbnb can be seen as a radical innovation, which has
significantly impacted the traditional tourism industry (Zervas, Proserpio, & Byers, 2017;
Guttentag, 2015).
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3.2 Sample
In this research, newspaper articles were analysed, since newspapers are likely to give hearing
to a great variety of stakeholders. Thus, they can be used to represent public opinion and
associations about a particular subject (Gamson, Croteau, Hoynes, & Sasson, 1992; Schudson,
2003). A data set of newspaper articles that mention ‘Airbnb’ was created using the Nexis Uni
online database of paper version newspaper articles (Nexis Uni, personal communication,
2019), which is accessible through the Radboud University Library for anyone with a university
account. From the ten biggest national newspapers, articles that were published in De Telegraaf,
De Volkskrant and Het Financieele Dagblad were included in the data set. These newspapers
were chosen since they have high circulation rates of their paper newspapers: 353.009, 210.685,
and 45.037 respectively in 2017 (Hafkamp, 2018). Additionally, they each take a different
approach to the news, since De Telegraaf is more right-winged, De Volkskrant more leftwinged, and Het Financieele Dagblad takes an economic perspective. Finally, all three
newspapers published a fair amount of newspapers mentioning Airbnb over the years (see
figure 1), mostly from 2015 on.

Number of articles published mentioning Airbnb
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Figure 1. Number of published articles mentioning Airbnb
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The only key-word used to select news articles for the data set is “Airbnb”, since all articles
had to mention the company at least once. This resulted in 1613 news articles (533 from
Telegraaf, 503 from Volkskrant and 577 from Het Financieele Dagblad), published from June
21, 2011 up to and including March 23, 2019. This set of articles contained several articles that
came back more than once. 36 articles with the same title and content were removed, leaving
1577 articles in the data set. This research does not consider the media to be a stakeholder of
Airbnb. Instead it assumes that journalists remain objective while writing an article in order to
represent stakeholders’ frames. To be consisted in this and to avoid confusion, opinion pieces
in which the author does explicitly give an opinion are not taken into account in this research.
Therefore, 307 columns were removed from the data set, leaving 1269 articles in the
dataset. Finally, 707 articles did not contain any frames regarding Airbnb, resulting in a final
data set of 562 news articles with frames.
3.3 Coding procedure
Before starting the coding process, some expectations existed about what frames might be in
news articles because of pre-existing knowledge about Airbnb (e.g. frames about the disruption
of the tourism industry or its great success, etc.). However, in this research, which has an
explorative nature, the coding of news articles in Dutch newspapers was approached in an
inductive way. This beneficially leads to finding new, issue specific frames that can be valuable
to guide further research (De Vreese, 2005).
For this study, two researchers together coded the news articles. Any word, phrase, or
sequence of sentences that reflected an opinion about Airbnb, i.e. a perception of what Airbnb
is or does, was considered to be a frame. This perception was always linked to one or more
stakeholders to whom the perception belongs. This word, phrase, or sequence of sentences was
open to interpretation (De Vreese, 2005). For example, an article stating that a hospitality
association warns people about the increasing disturbance that Airbnb causes contains a frame:
the stakeholder hospitality association considers Airbnb to be a disturber. This reflects a frame,
because others might see the practices of Airbnb differently.
Although news facts might not immediately be considered when thinking of opinions or
perceptions, they can implicitly contain a frame as well. Sometimes, the words, in a literal sense,
make up a news fact, but an underlying sentiment can be sensed. An example is the following
statement, in an article about measures that Amsterdam municipality wanted to take to limit
Airbnb and with that the problems caused by tourism: “Less than five per cent of all visitors in
Amsterdam is staying in a home that is being rented out via Airbnb.”
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Here, what is actually meant with the statement is that Airbnb actually is not that big of a
problem, it is fairly innocent. To conclude, criteria used to determine whether or not a word,
phrase, or a sequence of sentences is a frame are this word, phrase, or a sequence of sentences
contains a perception of Airbnb, which is open to interpretation. Also, a stakeholder has to be
clearly linked to the frame. Moreover, the context of the news article is important and is taken
into account when the articles were coded to find implicit frames.
To create the codebook, the researchers took samples of 10 articles to code. The coding
was done using the data analysis software ATLAS.ti 8 (atlasti.com). After the researchers had
coded each sample individually, the frames that were found were discussed. All the codes for
the stakeholder frames were formulated in a way so that they represent characteristics of
Airbnb, to instantly show what the stakeholder considers Airbnb to be or do. This process of
coding samples and discussing the frames continued until no more new codes were added and
data saturation was reached. First, open coding was used, followed by axial and selective coding
(Bleijenbergh, 2013).
In total, 8 samples with a total of 80 articles were coded to complete the codebook.
Altogether, 33 different codes were used. 11 codes were objective codes, which captured
general information about the article. These were used so that every frame could be traced back
to the article it came from and to distinguish articles from each other, for instance based on the
year of publication. The general codes include the newspaper, date, author, and the number of
words of the article, the section it was published in, and “Airbnb” and “Airbnb-title” to count
how many times Airbnb was mentioned in the text and in the title. This was coded in order to
get an idea of how much Airbnb has really been talked about in the newspapers. The code
“column” was applied to opinion pieces, since these articles needed to be deleted from the data
set afterwards. Another general code was “event”, which was used to mark events that related
or were organised by Airbnb, which could have resulted in the publication of articles about
Airbnb, such as a restriction on the maximum amount of renting days via Airbnb. Other
interesting aspects that were mentioned in the articles were coded as “other”. For instance, when
the researchers got the idea that Airbnb was often mentioned in in a certain context or as an
example of a certain phenomenon, for instance as an example of the sharing economy, this was
coded in order to easily find examples of these occurrences after the coding was completed.
Newspaper articles that did not contain a frame were marked with the code “no frame”, to filter
these articles out and focus on the articles that did contain frames regarding Airbnb. Some of
these articles were still coded with “event” or with “other” when the article mentioned
interesting aspects about Airbnb.
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An overview of the general codes and an explanation of how they were applied can be found
in table 1.

Table 1
General codes used to gather basic information about the news articles
General code

Explanation

Airbnb

Applied every time Airbnb is mentioned in the main text. The highlight is not included,
and neither is the repetition of the title in case of a multi-page article

Airbnb-title

Applied when Airbnb is mentioned in the title of the article.

author

Applied when the author of the article is mentioned, either above the main text or in the main text

column

Applied when the text is considered to be an opinion piece, that is, the article mostly covers the
view of the author on a particular subject. These articles are not taken into account in this research

date

Applied to the date of publication of the article, including the day, month and year of publication

event

Applied when an event occurred that is likely to be written about in the press and/or that is
subsequently followed by frames regarding Airbnb

newspaper

Applied to note the name of the newspaper

no frame

Applied to the title of an article that does not contain any stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb

number of words

Applied to note the number of words of the article

other

Applied to a part of a text that is no frame or event but an interesting part to keep in mind

section

Applied to note the section of the newspaper that the article was published in

The other 22 codes represented stakeholder frames. When a stakeholder frame was found in an
article, this was marked, and the stakeholder to whom the frame belonged was added in a
comment. Also added in the comment of a stakeholder frame was the valence attached to it,
which was either negative, positive, or neutral. In this research, what is meant with valence is
whether the stakeholder evaluates the perception he or she has about Airbnb as being positive
or negative. It was coded neutral when no clear evaluation of the frame could be deducted from
the text. In essence, the valence thus reflects the sentiment of the stakeholder towards Airbnb,
linked to a frame. This was interesting to code, considering the fact that perceptions can
sometimes have different sentiments linked to them. For example, stakeholders might perceive
Airbnb to be innovative. However, while some stakeholders might think this is a positive thing,
other stakeholders might consider this to be negative. The final data set of 562 articles contained
1185 stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb. The codebook with all stakeholder frames and an
explanation of when they were used can be seen in table 2.
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In addition to stakeholder frames, the way Airbnb presented itself and its practices were also
coded. The same codes were used that were used to code stakeholder frames. In total, this
occurred 187 times. The way Airbnb portrayed itself was analysed separately from the
stakeholder frames, since adding Airbnb’s utterances to the dataset might give a distorted image
of the outcomes. In the results chapter, the data from Airbnb is not taken into consideration,
unless explicitly mentioned.
After completion of the codebook, the researchers coded 20 news articles individually.
From these 20 articles, the Cohen’s Kappa was calculated in SPSS in order to measure interrater
reliability (McHugh, 2012). Here, only the codes representing stakeholder frames were taken
into account. The objective codes were disregarded, since the consideration of these frames for
the calculation of the Cohen’s Kappa would have resulted in an overstating of the interrater
reliability. The interrater reliability of all the codes was moderate: κ = .61, p < .001. The
researchers kept in contact after completion of the codebook. In case of any difficulties, these
were discussed together in order to reach a decision regarding the coding.
The data was exported to SPSS Statistics 24 for analysis. For instance, the crosstabs
function was used to get an idea of what frames were used, what valence was attached to each
frame and who used the frames. This was all checked over time to look at the development of
the frames.
The data of the year 2011 was regarded as too limited, and therefore it was decided to
disregard this. The data from 1 January 2019 until 23 March 2019 was only considered in
sections were periods of months were compared, considering the fact that the data does not
cover the entire year, and thus showing the results for 2019, for instance in a graph, might lead
to a distorted image. When this data is taken into consideration, it is explicitly mentioned.
For convenience, the stakeholders were grouped into 11 categories. The stakeholder
groups and an explanation of who is included in each group are illustrated in table 3. The most
occurring stakeholders are experts (N=296), regional governments (N=250), and competitors
(N=148).
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Table 2
Stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb in Dutch newspapers
Frame code
professional

unprofessional
disturber

unwanted
controversial
vulnerable
cause of illegal renting
powerful
quality provider

creates unpleasant experiences
successful

Frame code applied when…
…it is mentioned that Airbnb acts responsibly, in terms of handling complaints, and taking its own rules as well as
legislation seriously, for instance when using user data, and also when it is mentioned that Airbnb is willing to work
together with others or work on solutions to problems such as illegal renting
…it is mentioned that Airbnb does not act responsibly, in terms of handling complaints, and taking its own rules as well as
legislation seriously, for instance when using user data or paying taxes, or is even misleading
…it is mentioned that Airbnb (potentially) causes disturbances like noise, trash, damage, conflict, or (tourist) overcrowding
or that it decreases the quality of life in neighbourhoods, hinders public order, or that residents do not feel safe or do not
enjoy living there
…it is mentioned that Airbnb is not wanted, not needed or even that it should be forbidden
…it is mentioned that there that there is a lot of discussion about Airbnb, and/or that they get a lot of resistance and/or
criticism
… it is mentioned have a fragile or negative image, or that the business or business model is vulnerable
.. it is mentioned that Airbnb allows rooms being rented illegally via Airbnb, as well as other forms of misconduct such as
unwanted subletting and committing fraud
… it is mentioned that Airbnb has a solid, powerful position as a player in the market or exercises control on others from
this position
…it is mentioned how Airbnb is beneficial for its users, for instance by stating that Airbnb as a platform is cheap, and/or
convenient, and/or easy to use,
or when it is stated that Airbnb provides (a great diversity of) authentic experiences
… it is mentioned that Airbnb is inconsistent in terms of quality, for instance unsanitary rooms, inconvenient in terms of
space and not delivering a total package
… it is mentioned that Airbnb is growing, either in demand, supply, and revenue or profit earned, and/or when it is
mentioned that Airbnb's market share has increased, and/or when it is mentioned that Airbnb is popular
(continued)
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Table 2 (continued)
Frame code

Frame code applied when…

supportive of the economy

… it is mentioned that Airbnb stimulates the economy, and/or when this is implicitly meant by stating that tourists buy things
from local businesses when they are renting through Airbnb, and/or when it is stated that Airbnb creates job opportunities

unsupportive of the economy … it is mentioned that Airbnb does not support the economy, e.g. Airbnb takes jobs away from the labour market
not environment friendly

… it is mentioned that Airbnb practices are not ecologically sustainable, meaning that Airbnb negatively affects the
environment

environment friendly

…it is mentioned that Airbnb practices are ecologically sustainable, meaning that Airbnb contributes to preservation of the
environment

innovative

… Airbnb is seen from an innovative perspective, for instance when it is stated that Airbnb has brought a new product, a new
experience that was not there before, or when it is mentioned that Airbnb is so innovative that it has changed (the rules of) the
entire hotel sector

influencer of housing
opportunity

… it is mentioned that houses are withdrawn from the market, and/or house prices have gone up, and/or when it is mentioned
that local residents were forced to move because of presence of lots of Airbnb rentals in the city

threat

… it is mentioned that Airbnb is seen as a threat for the stakeholder directly, or when it is stated that Airbnb is a threat for
businesses in the sector

source of income

… it is mentioned that renting a room by guests via Airbnb is a source of income for hosts or for municipalities or tax
authorities that earn money from it through taxes

risky

… it is mentioned that is dangerous to get involved with Airbnb because of safety risks, for example because hosts do not
follow the fire safety protocol

not risky

… it is mentioned that there is no risk in using Airbnb for platform users, because it is considered to be safe, and/or financially
risk free

influencer on social interest

… it is mentioned that social interest in general is affected by Airbnb or that social differences in terms of income and/or
possessions are brought about or increased by Airbnb
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Table 3
Explanation of categorisation of stakeholders in groups
Stakeholder group

Stakeholders included in stakeholder group

N

experts

Professors, researchers from knowledge institutes or banks,
professionals in their respective fields

296

regional governments

Representatives of municipalities, such as city councillors

250

competitors

Representatives of players in the hotel sector or interest
groups that protect the interest of businesses in the hospitality
sector

148

residents

Inhabitants of a city or neighbours telling about their Airbnb
experiences or local business in a neighbourhood

110

other governments

Representatives of political parties, ministers, as well as the
European government and the European commission

105

entrepreneurs

People with a business which does not operate in the hotel
sector, who view Airbnb from a business perspective

101

Dutch citizens

Dutch citizens that share their opinion in general and not from
a host or guest perspective

76

Airbnb hosts

People renting out (part of) their home via Airbnb

53

housing corporations

Organisations that focus on building, managing, and renting
out housing arrangements to people with limited resources

19

Airbnb guests

People telling about their Airbnb experiences as a renter

15

Airbnb mediators

Businesses that earn money helping out Airbnb with certain
arrangements such as pick-up of keys and cleaning

12

Total

1185

3.4 Research ethics
In this study, the research ethics regarding respondents were not applicable since it concerned
a qualitative analysis of news articles. In terms of proper academic behavior concerning data,
in this research, the data resulting from the coding of articles is presented fairly, without any
fabrication, misrepresentation or manipulation. The data will be preserved to stay accessible for
others for some time. Finally, no form of plagiarism was conducted.
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4. Results
In this section, the results from the qualitative research are presented. First, some general
observations regarding the mentioning of Airbnb in Dutch newspapers are disclosed.
Subsequently, the types of stakeholder frames and their initiation and development over time is
discussed. Next, the sentiment attached to the frames is illustrated, and along with that its
development over time and several events that are linked to this. What follows is a deep dive
into the stakeholders whose frames were featured in Dutch newspapers, and finally, the way
Airbnb presented itself and its practices in the news is discussed.

4.1 General remarks
In total, in the 1269 articles that were in the data set, Airbnb was mentioned 4098 times, of
which 237 times in the title. Although not all these articles contained stakeholder frames, in
general, a couple of things were notable considering the mentioning of Airbnb. What became
clear from the data set was that Airbnb has definitely conquered a place in the market and in
the minds of the people. Airbnb was reported on in such a way that it can be concluded that
overall, awareness regarding the company is high. Additionally, it became clear that Airbnb’s
business model is seen as a new way of doing business, and a lot of new initiatives followed
this business model. Furthermore, the company is often portrayed as a success story. The
following three observations with text fragments from the data set support this conclusion.
Firstly, Airbnb was often mentioned as an exemplar for the sharing economy, such as
“pet version of the popular house renting site Airbnb”, “Airbnb for health care”, and “Airbnb
for refugees”. Generally, it is known that Airbnb is an internet platform where demand and
supply come together. Therefore, in these examples, Airbnb is mentioned to clarify what these
new initiatives comprise.
Secondly, Airbnb was often mentioned as an innovative company: “the Dutch
government is pro innovation. For Uber, but also for Airbnb” and more specifically as a
disrupter: “they have completely flipped those sectors upside down”, and “this will change the
way people travel for generations to come”.
Lastly, Airbnb was often used as an example of a successful company: “It is a huge
success”, “The ambition is to accomplish this calibre organisation”, and “Everyone wants to be
the next Booking or Airbnb.” This indicates that generally, people are aware of the success of
Airbnb and, in case of entrepreneurs, the organisation is mentioned as successful to indicate
that this is something to strive for.

22

4.2 Frame initiation and development
In total, 22 types of stakeholder frames were found that each reflect stakeholder perceptions of
Airbnb. The occurrence and development of all frames can be seen in table 4, along with the
diversity of frames per year, and the total diversity of frames. The diversity of frames per year
indicates how many different types of frames were used in a year. The total diversity of frames
shows how many different frames have been used in total up to that point, meaning in that year
and in the years before.
As can be seen at the bottom of the table, the diversity of frames per year increased over
the first couple of years, but gets more stable thereafter. Moreover, the total diversity of frames
remained 22 from 2015 on. This means that no more new types of frames were initiated after
2015. The development of the diversity of frames might be explained by the fact that Airbnb
was still relatively small and unknown in the beginning, which resulted in a small diversity of
frames. Over the years, the company got more known and it became an established player in
the market. Stakeholders interacted more which each other, sharing stories and developing a
shared knowledge base about the company and its practices. This made the diversity of frames
increase. From 2015 on, this shared knowledge and the frames that are part of it seem to have
been enough to make sense of Airbnb, and therefore no more new frames were needed.
As can be seen in the left column of the table, in 2012, nine types of frames were
initiated. These first frames were successful, cause of illegal renting, disturber, quality
provider, source of income, influencer of housing opportunity, threat, professional, and
unprofessional. What is remarkable, is the fact that these frames that were initiated in 2012
remained important over the years. They each occurred every subsequent year, with the
exception of the frame professional, which did not occur in 2013. Frames that were initiated
after 2012 are circled in red. In 2013, these were the frames risky, creates unpleasant
experiences, and not risky. In 2014, the frames innovative, influencer of social interest,
controversial, environment friendly, and not environment friendly were initiated. In 2015, the
final frames to be initiated were powerful, supportive of the economy, unwanted, unsupportive
of the economy, and vulnerable.
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Table 4
Frame occurrences over and diversity over years
2012

N

2013

N

2014

N

2015

N

2016

N

2017

N

2018

N

successful
cause of illegal renting
disturber

5
4
4

unprofessional
disturber
successful

14
8
8

quality provider
unprofessional
innovative

20
18
15

innovative
unprofessional
disturber

30
28
27

49
45
27

disturber
unprofessional
successful

69
42
33

4

7

cause of illegal renting

13

cause of illegal renting

18

23

3

4

successful

11

successful

18

cause of illegal renting

18

influencer of housing
opportunity
quality provider

21

source of income

cause of illegal
renting
quality provider

disturber
successful
influencer of housing
opportunity
unprofessional

57
24
19

quality provider

unprofessional
disturber
influencer of housing
opportunity
successful

19

source of income

14

influencer of housing
opportunity

1

threat

4

disturber

10

influencer of housing
opportunity

15

innovative

17

influencer of
social interest

14

cause of illegal renting

13

professional
threat

1
1

risky
source of income

2
2

source of income
threat

10
9

quality provider
source of income

13
13

16
16

innovative
source of income

14
14

professional
quality provider

12
12

unprofessional

1

creates unpleasant
experiences

1

risky

6

threat

13

source of income
supportive of the
economy
quality provider

12

cause of illegal renting

13

threat

10

influencer of
housing opportunity
not risky

1

influencer of social
interest
influencer of housing
opportunity

5

powerful

7

11

controversial

8

supportive of the
economy

7

8

threat

8

creates unpleasant
experiences
influencer of social
interest

7

4

influencer of social
interest
professional

creates unpleasant
experiences
professional

3

risky

5

threat

8

powerful

7

innovative

5

3

4

professional

7

supportive of the economy

5

1

4

creates unpleasant
experiences
powerful

3

controversial

2

risky

6

risky

4

environment friendly

1

creates unpleasant
experiences
influencer of social
interest
professional

3

risky

2

supportive of the economy

5

unwanted

4

not environment
friendly

1

unwanted

3

vulnerable

2

vulnerable

3

powerful

3

not environment friendly
unsupportive of the
economy

2
2

controversial
environment friendly

1
1

unwanted
creates unpleasant
experiences

2
1

vulnerable
not risky

2
1

not risky

1

unsupportive of the economy

1

vulnerable

1

not risky

1

1

18

6

total number of frames

24

52

130

214

261

288

216

diversity of frames
per year

9

11

16

20

18

20

18

total diversity
of frames

9

12

17

22

22

22

22

Newly initiated frames are circled in red.
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The most occurring frames of each year are indicated in bold in table 4. From 2012 until 2018,
these were successful (N=5), unprofessional (N=14), quality provider (N=20), innovative
(N=30), unprofessional (N=49), disturber (N=69), and disturber (N=57), respectively. Their
development over the years in terms of number of occurrences is depicted in figure 2. For the
frames successful and disturber, there seems to be an increasing use of these frames during
most of the years. The development of these frames in terms of which stakeholder group used
them and what valence was attached to them will be discussed in more detail in paragraph 4.4.
80
70
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40
30
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Figure 2. Development of most frequently used frames from each year
4.3 Frame valence over time
Throughout the years, the valence attached to stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb was
relatively more negative than positive. The percentages of the frames that had positive and
negative valences attached to them as well as the degree of negativity for each year can be found
below in table 5.
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Table 5
Percentages of frames with positive, negative, and neutral valences
and the degree of negativity over the years
year

number of
frames

% positive

% negative

% neutral

degree of
negativity*

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
Total

24
52
130
214
261
288
216
1185

37.5
19.2
41.5
27.1
26.4
16.7
22.7
25.0

41.7
71.2
50.8
57.5
64.0
68.1
66.2
62.7

20.8
9.6
7.7
15.4
9.6
15.3
11.1
12.3

0.042
0.519
0.092
0.304
0.375
0.514
0.435
0.377

* Calculated by subtracting the number of frames with positive valences from the number of frames with negative
valences and dividing this number by the total amount of frames. When equal to 1, all frames were negative. The
closer the number is to 0, the more the number of positive and negative frames are equal. When negative, the
number of positive frames is bigger than the number of negative frames.

As can be seen in table 5, the percentage of frames with neutral valences was always smaller
than the percentage of frames with positive valences and the percentage of frames with negative
valences. This means that every year, there is a clear sentiment towards Airbnb, which is either
positive or negative. In the beginning, for instance in 2012 and 2014, a positive note was clearly
present, with 37.5% and 41.5% of the frames having a positive valence attached to them,
respectively. Later on, relatively less frames with positive valences occurred. In 2017, the
percentage of frames with positive valences was at its lowest at 16.7%. Looking at the degree
of negativity in the column on the right, it can be concluded that from 2012 on, stakeholder
frames with negative valences regarding Airbnb dominated.
An explanation for the sentiment surrounding Airbnb might be that it concerned an
innovation. This innovation was received with enthusiasm by some, for instance by
entrepreneurs. However, it was also paired with uncertainty, since it introduced a completely
new way of accommodating tourists that is done by ordinary people instead of traditional travel
agencies, and therefore it caused some resistance. Airbnb brought about change, and people
find change difficult.
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Considering the fact that practically any citizen can rent out their home thanks to the Airbnb
platform and also the fact that Airbnb had grown rapidly, mostly in bigger cities, the company’s
practices seem to have a lot of impact on a regional level. Different stakeholder groups have
complained about all sort of inconveniences. For local residents for instance, the dynamics in
the neighbourhood have changed, cities are crowded and disturbances are common. They
associate these issues with Airbnb, hence the negative frames.
What seems to play an important role in the negative framing of Airbnb is the fact that
regulations are not able to keep up with innovative, rapidly growing companies like Airbnb.
This has triggered negative response from Airbnb’s competitors, who perceive the lack of
regulation for their new competitor to be unfair. This is reflected in the following text from a
newspaper article from the data set that compared Airbnb to Uber: “what Airbnb and Uber have
in common, is the unprecedented strength of the network. Both have reached a critical minimum
of followers that causes their growth to increase rapidly. Both companies are difficult to grasp
for local regulations. That is why they evoke considerable resistance from parties that are forced
to conform to regional or national regulations. Hotel owners, for instance, or taxi companies.”
4.3.1 Events
In the following paragraphs, three events will be elaborated upon to see whether these had any
impact on the framing of Airbnb by its stakeholders and the valence that was attached to these
frames. The first event is the ending of an agreement between Airbnb and the municipality of
Amsterdam, the second event is the introduction of a new function on Airbnb profiles, and the
third event is a marketing campaign of Airbnb in Amsterdam. These events were chosen to
elaborate on for four reasons. First, all three events directly involve Airbnb. Second, all three
events relate to Airbnb’s practices in Amsterdam, the city in the Netherlands were Airbnb is
mostly present. Therefore, the stakeholders that framed Airbnb in Dutch newspapers, who are
mostly Dutch, are likely to know about the events and might have an (altered) opinion about
Airbnb because of them. Third, all three events took place in the period 2015-2018. Since
reporting about Airbnb also started to take off from 2015 on, better conclusions can be drawn
about any differences in frame use and valence due to the events. This is because Airbnb was
simply reported on more compared to the years before 2015. Events that took place in 2019 are
not considered, since the end date of the data set was 23 March 2019, meaning that there is not
a lot of data to see whether events in 2019 triggered any differences in frame use or valence.
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Finally, considering the nature of the events, they are expected to have an effect on the framing
of Airbnb by its stakeholders. For instance, the marketing campaign in Amsterdam was
executed with a certain purpose in mind. It is interesting to see what this event actually resulted
in and if the initial objective of this event reached. The nature of the events will be discussed in
more detail in the following paragraphs. The development of the valence of stakeholder frames
from January 2015 until 23 March 2019 is depicted in figure 3. The three events are marked
with a black star.
The first event marks the ending of an agreement that Airbnb had with the municipality
of Amsterdam on 1 January 2016. The years 2015 and 2016 are compared in terms of frame
use and valence, since they represent the period during and after the agreement. The agreement
between Airbnb and the municipality of Amsterdam meant that both parties would keep any
arrangements they had made together a secret and that they would only speak positively about
their relationship and collaboration.
It makes sense for Airbnb to make an arrangement with the municipality of Amsterdam
to solely speak positively about the company and their collaboration, since bad publicity could
be harmful to the company’s reputation. What is striking is the fact that the municipality agreed
to make such an agreement. Their motivation to do so did not became clear from the news
articles in the data set. However, they might have done this, because innovation is generally
thought of as a good thing, for instance in terms of being supportive of the economy. Therefore,
the municipality of Amsterdam might want to keep the relationship with Airbnb good to ensure
its contribution to the Dutch economy. In addition to that, they might have agreed to the terms
of the agreement in exchange for assistance with the handling of certain issues, such as illegal
renting practices. However, no facts were found to support this reasoning, and therefore, it
should be treated as a suggestion only.
What can be concluded from figure 3, is that in spite of the agreement between Airbnb
and the municipality of Amsterdam, the sentiment regarding Airbnb already was fairly negative
in 2015. However, after the agreement was discontinued, it got even more negative in 2016,
with a large peak of frames with a negative valence between March and August.
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*until 23 March 2019.
Frames that Airbnb itself used and the valence attached to them were not taken into consideration in this timeline.

Figure 3. Development of frame valence from 1 January 2015 until 23 March 2019 and related Airbnb events
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In table 6, the percentage of frames with negative valences are presented for 2015 and 2016,
along with the percentage of those negative valences regional governments were responsible
for. In 2016, 64.4% of the frames had a negative valence, and from these frames, 34.5% were
used by regional governments, an increase of 18.2 % point in comparison to 2015. When
looking at the frames that were used by regional governments in 2015 and 2016 respectively,
there is an increase in the use of certain frames, such as disturber, from 2 to 12 occurrences,
and unprofessional, from 4 to 17 occurrences.

Table 6
Percentages of frames with a negative valence in 2015 and 2016
and the part regional governments had in this
2015

2016

% negative valence

57.5

64.4

% of negative valence
attributable to regional
governments

16.3

34.5

The negative sentiment and the increasing use of the negative frames disturber and
unprofessional might be explained by the fact that the regional government has to guard the
municipality of Amsterdam and its inhabitants against negative trends that are present with
regard to overcrowding, house prices, and in general the quality of life. In essence, what the
regional government and Airbnb have in common is that inhabitants of the city, who are
(potential) guests and hosts for Airbnb, are a very important stakeholder group for both parties.
However, while it is in the interest of the government to steer away from any negative
consequences that might result from the use and growth of Airbnb, Airbnb’s own interest lies
mostly in this growth. The negative sentiment and frames therefore might be the result of
incompatible interests of Airbnb and municipality of Amsterdam or at least their approaches to
serve these respective interests.
The second event was on 1 January 2017. On this date, a new function that was added
to Airbnb profiles was introduced. This new function counts the number of days a host has
rented out its home in a year. When the 60 mark is reached, hosts are unable to further rent out
their home via their Airbnb profile that year. This new function thus helps Amsterdam
municipality to enforce the rule that hosts can rent out their homes for a maximum of 60 days
a year, which was introduced in 2014.
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The new function should therefore help prevent illegal renting practices. The period from the
introduction of the new function on 1 January 2017 until 27 July 2018 is compared in terms of
valence and frame use with the period after the introduction with the same number of days (9
May 2015 - 1 December 2016). The cut-off point of 27 July 2018 was chosen for two reasons.
First, on that date, Airbnb published a statement saying that illegal renting in Amsterdam was
brought back to 0%, and an Amsterdam city councillor also acknowledged a decrease in illegal
renting practices. Also, on 28 July, another event occurred that might have impacted frame use.
When looking at frame use, the month before the introduction of the new function as
well as the month following the introduction were disregarded, since these months might show
an increase in certain frames due to the announcement of the new function and the reporting on
the actual introduction, giving an unrealistic image of the influence of the event on frame use
over time.
What is remarkable when looking at figure 3 is that after the introduction of the new
function, from February 2017 until April 2017, there is a small peak of negative valence,
followed by a short period where the sentiment towards Airbnb is less negative than before. A
possible explanation is that people might consider Airbnb to be assertive in handling certain
issues it encounters.
However, after this period of reduced negative framing, a series of peaks can be seen
between April 2018 and January 2018, where the sentiment of Airbnb is very negative. Later
in 2018, the negative sentiment decreased again for a brief period of time. It might be the case
that the new function has contributed to the decrease in problems related to Airbnb, causing a
slightly better image to arise in 2018.
With regard to the frames used before and after the introduction of the new
feature, which can be seen in table 7, it can be concluded that the idea behind the introduction
of the new function, that is, reducing illegal renting practices, has also led to a decrease in the
perception that Airbnb is a cause of illegal renting from 31 to 19 occurrences.
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Table 7
Changes in frame use before and after the counting function was introduced
before new function
09.05.15 – 01.12.16

after introduction
of new function
01.02.17 – 27.07.18

frame occurrence
cause of illegal renting
professional
disturber
unprofessional

31
6
65
68

19
13
91
49

degree of negativity

0.38

0.46

In addition to that, use of the frame unprofessional has decreased from 68 to 49 occurrences
and the use of the frame professional has slightly increased from 6 to 13 occurrences, which is
also positive for Airbnb. However, the sentiment has still gotten significantly more negative,
which is reflected in an increased degree of negativity in the period after the introduction of the
new function. An explanation might be that although positive actions to contribute to the
prevention of illegal practices are acknowledged, other issues are still at play, which make that
the framing of Airbnb is still negative. This can be deducted from the use of the disturber frame,
which has increased in the period after the introduction of the new function from 65 to 91
occurrences. Although Airbnb seems to be on the way to tackle an important issue and attached
stakeholder frames, other problems still exist, an important one being that Airbnb is considered
to be a disturber.
The third event was on July 28 2018, which marks the start of an Airbnb campaign in
Amsterdam that was set up to address the company’s negative image. The campaign mostly
comprised posters that were put up in the Amsterdam city centre, and also advertisements in
newspapers. These both depicted Airbnb hosts explaining the benefits of renting out their homes
in Amsterdam. The periods that are compared here in terms of frame use and valence are the
period from the start of the campaign on 28 July 2018 until March 23 2019, since this date
marks the end date of the data set, and the period from 1 February 2018 until 27 July 2018,
which is the same amount of days as the period after the campaign.
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When looking at frame use, no period was disregarded, since the campaign was announced right
before the introduction, and the period right after the start of the campaign is interesting to look
at to see how the campaign was reacted to. The overall degree of negativity before and after the
campaign can be seen in table 8, along with some remarkable changes in frame use.
Table 8
Changes in frame use before and after Airbnb campaign Amsterdam
before campaign
01.02.18 – 27.07.18

after campaign
28.07.18-23.03.19

frames
disturber
unprofessional

11
5

47
13

degree of negativity

-0.016

0.588

In the period before the campaign, the sentiment was alternately a little bit more negative than
positive and the other way around. In the period after the campaign, a large peak of frames with
a negative valence is visible in August and September 2018. In October, this negative sentiment
had decreased again. Two explanations for the peaks in negative frame valence can be thought
of. First, this peak in negative sentiment may mean that the campaign was poorly received. This
might be the case because people did not feel like Airbnb was addressing important issues at
stake in big cities like Amsterdam and instead only focused on its selling points to guests and
hosts. One could even argue that with this campaign, Airbnb has disregarded some important
stakeholder groups. It has focused on the stakeholders who are most important to have “on their
side” for the company to grow, such as hosts, guests, and Amsterdam residents, who they want
to win over, but the company has not taken into consideration regional governments and
competitors. Also, the campaign only highlighted positive side of Airbnb and did not focus on
any of the issues that are at play for stakeholders. Remarkable changes in frame use before and
after the campaign that support the proposition that discontent regarding Airbnb is still present
with stakeholders are an increase of the frames disturber and unprofessional (see table 8).
Second, something that might explain the peak of frames with negative valences in
August and September 2018 is the season. The summer is the season that a lot of people go on
a holiday. Since Airbnb is often associated with problems that are linked to tourism, if in the
summer of 2018 lots of issues revolving around tourists gained importance, this might have
resulted in a more negative sentiment towards Airbnb in August and in the wake of the holiday
season in September. However, there is no way of checking whether either of these explanations
is the correct one with the current data.
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What can be concluded from these events, is that they seem to have had an effect on the framing
of Airbnb and the frame valence to some extent. However, big conclusions cannot be drawn
from the analysis of the events and their effect on the framing of Airbnb, since the changes in
frame use and valence are not that large. It also cannot be said for sure whether the events are
the explanation for the shift in frame use or valence that occurred. In the case of event 1 for
instance, the peak in negative valence does not occur until five months after the event, so it is
not sure that it has anything to do specifically with the event. What is interesting to mention,
however, is that event 2, the introduction of the new function on Airbnb profiles, seems to have
had the most positive effect for Airbnb of all three events. After all, the idea of the event was
that it would have a limiting effect on illegal renting practices. After the event, several parties
stated the occurrence of these practices had decreased, and the frame cause of illegal renting
had also decreased. It thus appears that actions of Airbnb regarding issues it is associated with
do have an influence on stakeholder perceptions, although this is a small influence.
4.4 Who framed Airbnb?
In order to manage stakeholders well, it is essential for companies to know which stakeholder
groups are important ones to consider. Questions that arise are: which stakeholder groups are
most important? With important, it is meant that the stakeholder group is relevant for an
organisation to consider. The question of who is important can be approached from different
perspectives, for instance by looking at the number of times a stakeholder group framed Airbnb,
their contribution to different sentiments regarding Airbnb, their relative importance over the
years in terms of occurrences, and the initiation and use of one or more important frames. Some
stakeholder groups might even be powerful, which means that they can exert some control over
Airbnb, for instances because they can do certain things that will limit Airbnb and its practices
and/or have a good position to negotiate with Airbnb.
The stakeholder groups of Airbnb can thus be approached from different perspectives
to see which one(s) are important for Airbnb to consider. First, looking solely at the number of
occurrences (see table 3), the most important stakeholder groups that have framed Airbnb in
Dutch newspapers are experts (N=296), regional governments (N=250), and competitors
(N=148). Looking at the number of occurrences is interesting, since there is strength in
numbers, and being a large stakeholder group means that if something happens, a lot of people
can be mobilized to take action.
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Second, it is interesting to look at which stakeholders were the greatest contributors to the
positive and negative sentiment towards Airbnb, since as a company, you are not only interested
in knowing who perceives you negatively, but also who your fans or allies are. An overview is
given in table 9. It can be concluded that experts were most important, followed by both
entrepreneurs and regional governments, and other governments and competitors. Experts and
entrepreneurs were the groups that framed Airbnb the most in a positive sense, with frames
such as innovative and successful. Regional governments and experts were the groups that
framed Airbnb the most in a negative sense, with frames such as disturber and unprofessional.
Table 9
Most important stakeholder groups contributing to different sentiments toward Airbnb
Important
stakeholder
groups for…

… the positive
sentiment

% of total
positive
valences

… the negative
sentiment

experts

26.4

28.3

experts

43.8

entrepreneurs

23.6

regional
governments
experts

20.7

competitors

15.1

other governments

12.2

competitors

15.1

regional
governments

12.3

% of total
negative
valences

… the neutral
sentiment

% of total
neutral
valences

Third, the relative importance of each stakeholder group in terms of occurrences per year can
be considered, to see whether any trends are visible over the years. The top three of stakeholder
groups that framed Airbnb the most each year is visible in table 10. As indicated with red circles,
remarkably, regional governments are in the top three every year, except for 2015. Regional
governments were the most occurring stakeholder group in 2012, 2014, 2016, and 2018, experts
in 2015 and 2017, and competitors in 2013. Housing corporations, other governments, and
residents are also among the most frequently occurring stakeholders that have framed Airbnb.
Table 10
Most occurring stakeholders framing Airbnb in Dutch newspapers over the years
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Fourth, some stakeholders stand out because they have initiated the frames that were the most
occurring over the years. These, along with the stakeholder groups that were the most important
stakeholders groups using each frame, can be found in table 11, just as the percentage of
occurrences each of those stakeholder groups was responsible for, the dominant valence
attached to the frame and the frame’s degree of negativity. Entrepreneurs, regional
governments, other governments, and Airbnb hosts might be influential stakeholder groups,
since they initiated important frames. However, no clear indication of what this influence entails
was found in the data. Following the information in table 11, entrepreneurs, regional
governments, and experts can be considered the most important stakeholder groups, considering
that they are each often an important stakeholder or have even initiated one or more of the
frames that occurred the most over the years. The development of these frames over time will
be briefly touched upon next.
Table 11
The initiating and most important stakeholders of the most
occurring frames of each year and their valence
frame

initiated by

most important stakeholders
over time

% of frame
occurrences

dominant valence
(+ or -)

degree of
negativity

successful

entrepreneurs

experts
entrepreneurs
regional governments

35.2
23.4
11.5

positive
positive
negative

-0.16
-0.86
0.74

unprofessional

regional governments

competitors
regional governments
experts

26.5
25.3
22.9

negative
negative
negative

0.93
0.98
0.92

quality provider

entrepreneurs

experts
Dutch citizens

29.8
26.2

positive
positive

-0.56
-0.86

innovative

other governments

experts
other governments
entrepreneurs

37.0
30.9
27.2

positive
positive
positive

-0.17
-0.96
-0.72

disturber

Airbnb hosts

residents
regional governments

32.3
27.3

negative
negative

1
96.7

.

First, the successful frame was initiated by entrepreneurs in 2012. Over the first couple of
years, experts and entrepreneurs were the biggest stakeholder group using this frame. As can
be seen in the columns on the right in table 11, they both used the frame predominantly in a
positive sense, although entrepreneurs more so than experts. The stakeholder group regional
governments gained importance in the later years, and it was mainly this group that used the
frame in a negative sense.
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Remarkable considering the use of this frame is the fact that the only stakeholder group that did
not use this frame were Airbnb hosts. This is perhaps the case, since Airbnb’s success or
popularity manifests itself in different ways for hosts, i.e. what is more pertinent for hosts than
the company’s success is the fact that this results in a source of income for them.
Second, the unprofessional frame was initiated in 2012 by regional governments. The
frame was quickly picked up by competitors and experts, who overall became one of the biggest
stakeholder groups using the frame. When looking at the right column of table 11 at the degree
of negativity, it becomes clear that almost all occurrences of this frame had a negative sentiment
attached to it.
The only group that did not use the frame were the Airbnb mediators. This makes sense,
since they benefit from Airbnb’s practices, and therefore it is smart from a business perspective
to not speak negatively about Airbnb, for instance using the unprofessional frame.
Unsurprisingly, the sentiment attached to this frame was negative.
Third, the frame quality provider was initiated by entrepreneurs in 2012. An explanation
for the initiation of the frame by entrepreneurs is again their enthusiasm for innovation and their
appreciation of benefits of the platform such as its ease of use and accessibility. For this frame,
the most occurring stakeholder groups were first entrepreneurs and experts, and later on Dutch
citizens. Not surprisingly, the sentiment attached to this frame was mostly positive.
Fourth, the innovative frame was not initiated until 2014, by other governments. Other
governments started out using the frame the most, followed later on by experts and
entrepreneurs. As can be seen in table 11, the overall sentiment attached to this frame was
positive. At first, the frame was only used in a positive sense. Thereafter, it was also sometimes
used negatively by experts, for instance to note that the innovation has disrupted the sector.
Remarkably, this frame was used by a small number of stakeholder groups. Aside from
the most important stakeholder groups experts, other governments and entrepreneurs, only
regional governments and competitors used the frame.
Finally, the disturber frame was initiated by an Airbnb host in 2012. This frame was
predominantly used in a negative sense, which is reflected in its high degree of negativity. It
was used mostly by regional governments and residents. This makes sense, because residents
are the first ones to come across disturbances, and the regional government has to do something
about this, being responsible for the order and quality of life in the municipality of Amsterdam.
No positive occurrence of this frame were found.
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Table 12
Most important stakeholder group for Airbnb from different perspectives
Most important
stakeholder groups
based on…

… number of
occurrences

…contribution to
sentiment

…relative
importance per
year
regional
governments

…initiation and
use of important
frames
entrepreneurs

experts

experts

regional
governments

entrepreneurs

experts

regional
governments

competitors

regional
governments

competitors

experts

When looking at all four perspectives on who are important stakeholder groups for Airbnb to
consider (see table 12), it can be concluded that both experts and regional governments form an
important stakeholder group from every perspective. An explanation for the importance of
experts lies in the relevance of their specialist knowledge for journalism. What characterizes
news items is that experts in the field are often invited to give their opinion on a certain issue,
and news articles are no exception to the rule. Experts are often contacted by journalists to add
to their articles, for instance by shedding a light on a current topic. Remarkable is that this
stakeholder group has greatly contributed to both positive and negative frames regarding
Airbnb, and even to the frames with a neutral sentiment (see table 9), probably because of the
great diversity of experts that have discussed Airbnb in the news articles.
An explanation for the importance of regional governments as a stakeholder group lies
in the fact that Airbnb and its practices have a lot of regional implications. Regional
governments are responsible for the well-being of the inhabitants of the city, but also the
attractiveness of the city for all kinds of purposes such as living, working, starting a business,
etc., i.e. they themselves have lots of different stakeholders and issues to take into consideration.
Since regional governments have to consider a great variety of things for the respective
areas that they are responsible for, stakeholder groups that have negative perceptions about
these areas can be called influential, since they in turn can influence regional governments. For
instance, when local residents complain about disturbance from Airbnb hosts, the regional
government might be inclined to do something about this.
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Finally, a case can be made that regional governments are the most important stakeholder group
for Airbnb because they can be considered to be powerful. That is, because it has become clear
that regional governments do not just frame Airbnb, they also seem to act upon their frames.
Considering the fact that their frames are mostly negative, what this means for Airbnb is that
negative consequences such as impairing rules and legislation are constantly being considered
and some have already been imposed. The influence of regional governments’ frames becomes
even clearer when looking more closely at some events that occurred.

Figure 4. Timeline of most frequently used frames of regional governments
As can be seen in figure 4, in 2012, 2014 and 2015, the frame cause of illegal renting was the
mostly used frame by regional governments. A lot of these occurrences were from the part of
the municipality of Amsterdam. Later on, towards 2016, significant efforts were made on behalf
of the municipality of Amsterdam to make arrangements to decrease the problem of illegal
renting that is often associated with Airbnb. This eventually led to the introduction of the new
function on Airbnb profiles (as explained in section 4.3.1). In 2017 and 2018, the frame
disturber was mostly used, and on 1 January 2019 the number of days Airbnb hosts in
Amsterdam can rent out their homes per year is limited to 30 days. This event is not elaborated
upon, since the data set only included articles until March 23 2019, leaving not enough months
after the introduction of the new rule to conclude anything about changes in frame use or
occurrence, but it is an example of the municipality of Amsterdam acting upon existing frames.
Despite the fact that most of the frames from regional governments in the data set are from
representatives of the municipality of Amsterdam, the suggestion that regional governments act
on their frames was supported by other publications in the data set that described actions of
other regional governments, such as those in Paris and Barcelona, who consider Airbnb to be a
cause of illegal renting. In 2017, the Barcelona city council hired a hundred auditors to conduct
a research into illegal renting practices, and in February 2019, the municipality of Paris fined
Airbnb for 12.5 million euro because its hosts do not follow French law regarding renting.
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In conclusion, there are multiple stakeholder groups that are important for Airbnb to consider,
such as experts, entrepreneurs, and competitors. However, the fact that regional governments’
frames have been followed by actions on their part show that their frames and their behaviour
are connected. Moreover, the fact that regional governments have a strong link with legislation
makes them a powerful stakeholder group. That is because 1) this means that their actions can
influence and even limit Airbnb’s practices and further growth by means of rules and
regulations, giving them a good position to negotiate with Airbnb, and 2) by introducing
restricting rules that limit Airbnb, this might instigate further negative framing from other
stakeholders. The regional governments that will likely be most powerful are those of big cities
like Amsterdam, since that is where Airbnb is mostly present. The stakeholders of regional
governments might be indirectly influential, since they can affect the actions of regional
governments.
4.5 Airbnb’s reactions to others
In this research, in addition to looking at stakeholder frames, it was also researched how Airbnb
reacts to these stakeholder frames. Overall, unsurprisingly, Airbnb speaks more positively
about itself than its stakeholders do. Airbnb presents itself in a positive way in 83.4% of all
occurrences in the press, whereas only 25% of all stakeholder frames are positive. Airbnb often
portrayed itself as being professional and supportive of the economy. It is interesting to compare
the most occurring frames of regional governments with how Airbnb has presented itself over
time, to see how the utterances of the company relate to the frames of a powerful stakeholder
group. Both are depicted in figure 5. It can be noticed that the frames of regional governments
are all frames that are often used negatively. In contrast, Airbnb’s own presentation is
represented by frames that are mostly used positively. It seems that Airbnb started out
portraying itself as successful, just as other stakeholders did in 2012. Comparing the frames of
the regional governments and the way Airbnb portrayed itself, it seems that Airbnb presents
itself a lot as being professional in response to the frames used by regional governments. This
is indicated with the green arrows in figure 5. Thus, over time it seems that Airbnb is being
more on the offensive side, either unconsciously or deliberately, bidding against the accusations
of regional governments.
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It is plausible that Airbnb presents itself like this to try and mitigate the perceptions that do exist
of the company, e.g. cause of illegal renting, unprofessional, and disturber, to turn its negative
image around. However, considering the overall negative sentiment regarding Airbnb, the way
Airbnb presented itself does not seem to have had a big influence on stakeholder frames.

Figure 5. Timeline of most frequently used frames of regional governments and Airbnb’s way
of presenting itself
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5. Conclusion
In this chapter, the research question “How has the framing of Airbnb by its stakeholders
evolved over time in Dutch newspapers?” is answered. This will relate to the type of frames
that were used, the attached sentiment, and the stakeholder groups that framed Airbnb. A brief
recap on how Airbnb reacted to the framing by its stakeholders is also provided.
In short, it can be stated that the framing of Airbnb has developed a lot over the years.
Looking solely at the type of frames that were most occurring at the beginning, in 2012, and at
the end, in 2018, it can be stated that while Airbnb’s success story was predominant in the news
at first, the disturbance that the company is perceived to have caused became the dominant
frame over the last couple of years. Other frames that were among those most used over the
years are unprofessional, quality provider, and innovative.
With 22 different types of frames, it can be concluded that the total diversity of
stakeholder frames was considerable. Airbnb seems to be a hot topic and a range of stakeholders
have opinions about and perceptions of the company. In 2012, nine different stakeholder frames
existed, and additional frames were found in the three consecutive years. No new frames came
about from 2016 on. This might be, because the company was still relatively unknown at first,
but later on stakeholders together had created a knowledge base about Airbnb and its practices.
From 2015 on, the built up knowledge and the frames that are part of it seem to have been
enough to make sense of Airbnb, and therefore no more new frames were initiated.
Generally, the frames regarding Airbnb were significantly more negative than positive.
After an initial enthusiasm, mostly present with entrepreneurs and experts from an innovation
perspective and with Airbnb hosts from an economic perspective, what followed was a more
sceptic view on the company because of the development of certain issues that are associated
with Airbnb, for instance regarding the availability of housing and house prices, disturbances,
and a lack of rules and legislation for the rapidly growing company that is mostly present is in
bigger cities.
Important stakeholder groups for Airbnb are entrepreneurs, experts, competitors, and
regional governments. They all framed Airbnb relatively often, and were either the initiator of
important frames, among the most frequent users of important frames over the years, or both.
Whereas entrepreneurs played a big part in Airbnb’s positive framing, experts were present a
lot considering the fact that their expertise is often demanded in news items, and competitors
mostly revealed their discontent with Airbnb, regional governments are perceived to be most
influential and even powerful.
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Thus, regional governments are an important stakeholder for Airbnb to consider. That is,
because regional governments do not solely frame the company, they also act on existing
frames. Regional governments are linked to legislation, and thus have the power to impose rules
on Airbnb and its practices, thereby possibly endangering the company’s further growth. This
puts them in a position where they can negotiate with Airbnb and motivate the company to take
certain actions.
The way Airbnb portrayed itself in Dutch newspapers was predominantly positive. Over
time, the company presented itself somewhat the opposite of how regional governments framed
them. A possible explanation is that the company to start defending itself against the
predominantly negative frames in an attempt to restore its image. However, considering the
predominantly negative sentiment that stakeholders have towards Airbnb, the way Airbnb
presented itself does not seem to have had a big influence on stakeholder frames.
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6. Discussion
With the data from this study, it cannot be said what exactly Airbnb’s approach to managing its
stakeholders is. Inside information or a more in-depth analysis is needed to get more insight
into that. Nevertheless, it seems that Airbnb is aware of the fact that it needs to balance different
stakeholder interests, since the company has taken action to work on relationships with different
stakeholder groups. For instance, the company has worked together with governments to tackle
the issue of illegal renting practices, as can be concluded from the introduction of the new
function on Airbnb profiles. Also, Airbnb has launched their marketing campaign in
Amsterdam in an attempt to better their image and show how they contribute to, as they call it,
a more responsible tourism experience.
However, when interpreting the results of this study in light of stakeholder management,
it can be suggested that Airbnb did not succeed in managing its stakeholders well. This is
reflected in the negative frames that stakeholders have used to make sense of the company and
its practices in Dutch newspapers. A reason why the sentiment is predominantly negative might
be that Airbnb, in the eyes of its stakeholders, failed to acknowledge and/or act on some
important issues that the company is partly being held responsible for, such as overcrowding
cities, increasing house prices, and disturbances. It can be argued that as a consequence, the
company is being punished with negative perceptions from a whole range of stakeholders.
Moreover, since stakeholders’ frames can be considered a prerequisite for stakeholder support,
the expectation is that stakeholder support for Airbnb is nog very high.
Airbnb’s business approach has brought them considerable growth so far. Even though
the literature suggests that good stakeholder management can create competitive advantage and
resources for organisations (Clarkson, 1995; Jones, 1995), lack thereof seems to not necessarily
lead to the opposite. However, with regard to intangible resources such as reputation, Airbnb
does seem to experience the disadvantages of their approach to stakeholder management. Also,
their approach has resulted in a diversity of stakeholder perceptions that are predominantly
negative. Since the sense making process shapes someone’s thinking and behaviour (Weick,
1995), in the long run, the negative perceptions that have developed over time can be harmful
for Airbnb if these result in behaviour. Already, the stakeholder group regional governments
has acted on existing frames with the introduction of rules and legislation, thereby restricting
the company and its practices. These may affect the company’s future continuation and growth
in big cities like Amsterdam.
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The main contributions of this research lie in 1) the application of the concept of framing to the
sense making process regarding the radical innovation in a multi-stakeholder context, 2) the
development of a method to approach this, and 3) an in-depth insight into how the frames of
Airbnb by its stakeholders have developed over time.
With regard to the first two contributions, it can be stated that the concept of framing
seems adequate to map the sense making process of different stakeholders of a radical
innovation. Since the frames capture the different perceptions that stakeholders have, taking a
longitudinal approach then provides an overview of how these frames have developed over
time, thus showing how different stakeholders have developed in the sense making of, in this
case, a radical innovation. In this research, the stakeholder frames were formulated in such a
way, that they immediately show what a stakeholder perceives Airbnb to be, for instance
innovative, or a disturber. This was linked to the stakeholder whose perception it was and the
attached valence, here approached as an evaluation of the perception of Airbnb, i.e. the
sentiment of the stakeholder relating to that specific frame. This approach makes it possible to
create a clear timeline of the most occurring frames that exist among stakeholder groups and
thus map the sense making process of a range of stakeholders over time. This approach can be
carried over to other studies investigating stakeholder perceptions. Since this approach is not
specifically bound to the context of radical innovations, this might also include research on
stakeholder perceptions in a different context.
With regard to the third contribution, the results show that the radical innovation Airbnb
has a range of stakeholders that frame the company and its practices, and that this framing is
frequent and divers. The results add to existing knowledge, since little is known about how
radical innovations are perceived. A number of observations stood out.
The first observation is that the diversity of stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb
increased at first, but got more stable over time. The literature says that in the process of sense
making of a radical innovation, lots of different opinions exist about an innovation at first, but
over time, more consensus is reached about what the innovation is exactly (Rosa & Spanjol,
2005). Some stories about the innovation become dominant, and the range of different
perceptions decreases. As mentioned before, when linking this to the concept of framing, this
suggests that at first, a bigger variety of frames will exist in a multi-stakeholder context, but
that this diversity gets smaller over time. This is a little different from the results of this case
study which first shows an increase in the diversity of frames and then a relatively stable pattern.
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The increase in frames in the beginning might be due to the fact that stakeholders just started
to make sense of Airbnb, which at the beginning of the period that was researched was still
relatively new, and this was not yet captured by newspapers. Therefore, less frames were found
in news articles than actually existed. Over the years, however, more articles were published
about Airbnb, giving hearing to more stakeholders, and therefore more perceptions.
The fact that the diversity of frames has been relatively stable over the last couple of
years and the fact that no more frames were initiated suggests that the sense making process of
Airbnb has not been completed yet. Stakeholders do seem to have a shared knowledge about
Airbnb, but no dominant stories seem to have replaced some of the other stories, which would
result in a more narrow number of frames regarding the company. Perhaps the sense making of
a radical innovation takes longer than for other innovations, since consumers make sense of
them based on their expectations and existing knowledge (Moreau, Markman, & Lehmann,
2001; Campbell & Goodstein, 2001), which are unlikely to be exactly in line with what the
radical innovation entails.
The second observation was that stakeholder frames regarding Airbnb were
predominantly negative over time. Possibly, this is due to the uncertainty that is linked to radical
innovations, as well as different interest that are at stake and incompatible approaches to serving
these interests.
The third observation was that regional governments seem to be a powerful stakeholder
group to consider. This is suggested because they have initiated important frames, and they are
among the most important stakeholder groups using of the most occurring frames, but first and
foremost because this stakeholder group clearly acts on existing frames by introducing rules
and legislation that the radical innovation has to comply to. This puts regional governments in
a powerful position, since limiting rules can seriously impair the organisation’s practices and
growth.
The second and third observation might are not likely to be true for all radical
innovations, since some might be positively perceived and deal more with governments on a
larger scale, such as national governments. However, the observations might hold for some
other radical innovations that have great regional implications and appeal to a great audience,
just like Airbnb.
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6.1 Research limitations
A limitation of this research project is that only the articles published in the paper versions of
the newspapers were taken into account, since these are the ones that are saved in the Nexis Uni
database that was available to the researchers. It is possible that some articles that mention
Airbnb are published in the online versions of the newspaper, and that for that reason, the data
set does not capture all articles that are published about Airbnb by a given newspaper.
In a similar vein, only the articles in three Dutch national newspapers were coded, which
might have presented a biased view of what frames exist about Airbnb. Whereas these were
selected with the idea of them being diverse and emphasizing different aspects and therefore
possibly different stakeholder frames, it cannot be said for sure that the selected newspapers are
representative for Dutch national newspapers.
Another limitation of the research project is that it cannot be said for sure that all
Airbnb’s stakeholders will have had their say in the newspaper articles or even that the
stakeholders that were heard are good representatives of their respective stakeholder groups,
i.e. are the perceptions of Airbnb guests that are featured in the newspapers in line with the
variation in perceptions and the overall perception of Airbnb by its guests? This cannot be stated
nor can it be checked with the data set.
Another limitation is that the interrater reliability of the coding of the articles was only
moderate. This is probably due to the relatively small number of articles that was coded to
calculate this statistic and the small number of frames that was present in these articles.
Therefore, a small absolute difference in frame use resulted in a moderate kappa. However, the
researchers acknowledged this and tried to safeguard the interrater reliability by organizing
regular briefings and discussing difficulties in the coding process together.
In addition, whether a text fragment was regarded as frame or not came down to the
interpretation of the researchers. The lack of experience of the researchers and also the
knowledge that the researchers had built up about Airbnb from the literature and from other
news articles might have influenced the coding of the articles, which might have resulted in a
slightly different picture of the perceptions that what they are in reality.
Finally, the external validity of the research is limited. Since it concerns only one case,
no statements can be made about radical innovations in general; the results are not
generalizable. The suggestions that were made in this chapter are solely that, suggestions, and
should be tested in further research in order to check whether they hold in different cases and
contexts.
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Despite these limitations, considering the resources available in terms of time and access to
databases, the scope of the research is considerable. More importantly, the outcomes are highly
relevant, since of the selected newspapers, articles over a large period of time were taken into
account and thus a good sense of how the framing of Airbnb has evolved over time was
developed.
6.2 Suggestions for further research
Several suggestions for further research can be made. First, it would be interesting research
whether the observations that resulted from this research about the predominantly negative
sentiment regarding Airbnb and the powerful position of regional governments hold for other
radical innovations with high regional implications. For instance, a study could be conducted
on Uber, since this is also a radical innovation with regional implications – in big cities, a lot
of taxis are demanded and thus Uber will be more present there than in small villages, just like
Airbnb is more present in the bigger cities.
Second, it would be interesting to extend the current research 1) by adding more
newspapers or 2) by continuing the research over a longer period of time. An extension of the
number of the newspapers would be interesting since it shows if the addition of other national
newspapers gives the same picture of the frames of radical innovations over time, i.e. are there
any differences between newspapers in what stakeholders have a say, and what frames are used
over time? This gives more information about the representativeness of the respective
newspapers of Dutch national newspapers and perhaps a more complete image of the
perceptions of Airbnb by its stakeholders.
An extension of the research over time would also yield additional insights. That is,
because some interesting events have occurred in 2019, of which influences on stakeholder
frames could not be deducted from the data set, since the end date was March 23. An example
of such an event is a restriction of Airbnb by the municipality of Amsterdam. On January 1
2019, the number of days an Airbnb host in Amsterdam can rent out its home per years was
further reduced from 60 to 30 days. It might be valuable to continue to research what
stakeholder frames exist after this event. Does the sentiment regarding Airbnb change after this
event? How does Airbnb react to this? Is the company able to again cooperate with the
municipality of Amsterdam to gain a bit of leeway in the future, or do the restrictions keep
piling up? Another event that has been talked about is Airbnb’s introduction on the stock
market, which sources suggest is about to happen in the near future (e.g. Dewitte, 2018; de
Jong, 2019).
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This would have several implications, one of which is that it requires Airbnb to be more
transparent about its practices and financial records. Here, the same question can be asked: how
does this influence the framing of Airbnb and how does the company handle this? All in all,
developments surrounding Airbnb are in full swing. It is relevant to see how the situation of
Airbnb develops, since valuable lessons for stakeholder management can be deducted from it,
whether the company is able to shake off the negative perceptions, or continues to be seen as a
company that disregards certain stakeholder issues. Also, it can be seen whether the diversity
of the frames will eventually decrease, because some stakeholder stories become dominant, as
suggested by the literature (Rosa & Spanjol, 2005).
6.3 Managerial implications
The outcomes of this exploratory study have several implications for managers. Firstly, it
confirms the notion that stakeholder management is important. Although support from a broad
range stakeholders does not seem to be necessary for radical innovations to establish
considerable growth, in the long run, radical innovations do encounter a whole range of
different stakeholders that form opinions about it and can potentially influence the company’s
actions. Therefore, it is important to have insight into who those stakeholder groups are. This
can be approached in different ways, for instance by letting an internal employer do a
stakeholder analysis or outsourcing this task to an independent third party from a consultancy
agency. The same method that was used in this research can be used, i.e. deriving stakeholder
frames from media sources, or another.
Secondly, as an organisation, it is important to show an interest in different stakeholder
issues. As suggested in this research, the negative sentiment regarding Airbnb that is present
among stakeholders might be due to the fact that the company is perceived to take no interest
in some of the issues it is associated with, for instance regarding its influence on the housing
market and disturbances. It might be good for organisations to recognize their part in certain
issues, even though these are negative. A stakeholder management approach that is
characterized by cooperation and taking responsibility might establish feelings of sincerity and
trust with stakeholders, which can contribute to a better long term relationship with stakeholders
and general company outlook.
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A more concrete suggestion in addition to the former statement, for Airbnb or another company
that faces the same issue for that matter, is to set up a marketing campaign with videos showing
a “behind the scenes” image of the company, which dive into how the organisation is in constant
conversation with a diverse set of stakeholders, with both positive and negative perceptions,
and how it is committed to contributing to society. The videos should give an honest picture of
the effort of the company and not paint a too positive picture. With this approach, some trust
might be restored with the stakeholders, who might feel like they can rely on the company that
has not only offered a new way to experience traveling, but also takes responsibility for the
implications it has on society.
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