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Abstract
The platform economy has generated various new and highly successful busi-
ness models. However, certain models facilitate tax evasion for service providers 
on their income earned on these platforms. While tax evasion contradicts the pro-
social claim of many sharing platforms, it is unclear whether a provider’s tax hon-
esty constitutes a value for consumers at all. This study investigates the role of tax 
compliance for platform users by employing an online experiment ( n = 286 ). The 
results indicate that consumers perceive providers’ tax compliance and consider it 
as a trust-enhancing signal. In further analysis, we find that consumers’ moral norms 
moderate both the signal’s trust-building effect as well as the relation between trust 
and transaction intention. In light of recent policy debates around taxing the plat-
form economy, this study provides valuable practical insights for tax legislators.
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1 Introduction

Over the last two decades, we have witnessed a massive digitalization of our econ-
omy and society. As part of this development, we have seen the birth and rise of 
the so-called “sharing economy” (Sundararajan 2016; Teubner and Hawlitschek 
2018), in which idle resources are efficiently shared among different user groups. 
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Peer-to-Peer (P2P) platforms are considered particularly interesting in terms of user 
uptake, revenues, and firm value (Zijm et al. 2019).1 These platforms facilitate the 
exchange of goods and services between mostly private providers and consumers 
in various segments (e.g., accommodation, retail, mobility, Resnick and Zeckhauser 
2002; Ma et  al. 2017; Teubner and Flath 2015). One of these key sectors is P2P 
accommodation sharing (European Commission 2016). Airbnb, the most prominent 
player within this domain, provides listings from over 220 countries and regions and 
estimates to have facilitated over 500 million stays since its founding in 2008.2

Besides their increasing economic relevance, platform businesses are blamed for 
causing several economic and societal problems. For the prominent example of P2P 
accommodation sharing, the most pressing concerns include local side effects such 
as over-touristification (Oskam and Boswijk 2016), ever-increasing rent prices (Gur-
ran and Phibbs 2017), and illegal hospitality operations (Schäfer and Braun 2016).

Furthermore, P2P sharing platforms are criticized for facilitating illegal tax eva-
sion by service providers (e.g., hosts) who are suspected of under-reporting their 
income earned via such platforms (Bologna 2020; Shotter and Hancock 2020). Tax 
authorities, on the other hand, lack the proper resources to monitor the plethora 
of online transactions realized on the platforms effectively, thereby rendering tax 
enforcement costly and inefficient (Elliot 2018). In light of the volume of tax rev-
enues at stake, ensuring tax compliance3 is one of the most salient public interests 
in the platform economy (Frenken et al. 2019) and has been identified as one of the 
major regulatory challenges policymakers are concerned with (OECD 2019).

Prior research has mainly focused on quantifying the extent of non-compliance 
on P2P platforms (Bibler et al. 2021; Wilking 2020). Tax losses stemming from tax 
evasion are substantial. In the US, for instance, less than 25% of all Airbnb provid-
ers are assumed to meet local tax obligations (Bibler et al. 2021). While tax evasion 
appears to be widespread among service providers on P2P platforms, it is unclear 
whether providers’ tax behavior constitutes a relevant factor for platform consumers 
and influences their overall intention to enter transactions.

Against this backdrop, we provide insights from an experimental study on 
whether consumers actually value tax compliance on sharing platforms. More 
precisely, our research question is whether publicly communicated tax compli-
ance increases consumers’ trust towards the service provider and, in turn, their 
intentions to book at the tax-compliant provider. Understanding consumer reac-
tions to tax behavior on sharing platforms is essential for two reasons. First, 
providers may face mistrust from prospective customers if they are suspected 
of engaging in tax evasion. This threat is particularly pronounced for the plat-
form economy, where both market sides (i.e., hosts and guests) critically hinge on 

1 The worldwide gross volume generated by the platform-driven gig and sharing economy is estimated 
to grow to USD 455 billion by 2023, doubling the gross volume of USD 204 billion in 2018 (Mastercard 
& Kaiser Associates 2019).
2 See, https:// news. airbnb. com/ fast- facts/.
3 Here, tax compliance describes the decision of the income-earning individuals to declare their income 
truthfully and to pay the respective amount of taxes on that income, in accordance with applicable tax 
laws (Slemrod 2019; Mascagni 2018).

https://news.airbnb.com/fast-facts/
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each other’s activity and trust (McAfee and Brynjolfsson 2017). Second, beyond 
the scope of sharing economy platforms, the idea of holding taxpayers publicly 
accountable has gained considerable momentum in recent years, as evidenced by 
the discussions around public tax transparency measures (Lagarden et  al. 2020; 
Oxfam, 2020).

We address our research question by means of a scenario-based online experi-
ment ( n = 286 ). Participants take the role of consumers on an accommodation shar-
ing platform, evaluate a set of available listings and thus, implicitly, the associated 
providers. To make the providers’ tax behavior salient to consumers, we introduce 
a visual label that is granted to tax compliant providers (tax compliance label) in 
the experiment. This tax compliance label allows us to directly examine consumers’ 
reactions to publicly assured tax honesty.

In the domain of P2P sharing, platform operators implement several reputa-
tion mechanisms to address trust-related aspects (for a thorough review on the 
role of trust on platforms, see Soleimani , 2021). Visual labels (often referred to as 
“badges”) aim to propagate specific qualifications or service quality standards that 
are otherwise unobservable for consumers (Hesse et  al. 2020; Dann et  al. 2019). 
From a theoretical perspective, labels function as a signal to bridge information 
asymmetries between providers and consumers (Spence 1973). Studies document 
that the information inherent to these labels translates into increased levels of trust 
in providers (Teubner and Hawlitschek 2018), increased willingness to pay for offers 
from such providers (Abramova et al. 2017; Liang et al. 2017), as well as the result-
ing number of actually ensuing transactions (Ke 2017). We hypothesize that tax 
compliance signals advantageous qualities such as integrity and honesty, strength-
ening a provider’s trustworthiness in the eyes of prospective consumers and their 
willingness to book at tax-compliant providers.

In addition, the public commitment to tax honesty allows consumers to draw 
inferences on the providers’ moral values and beliefs. Tax evasion is a controversial 
topic and generally perceived as “immoral” or “unethical” (Kirchler et  al. 2003). 
Importantly, it contradicts the claim of the sharing economy to foster a fair and sus-
tainable economy (Martin 2016). Tax compliance, in contrast, relates to socially-
oriented values that emphasize cooperative and supportive behavior within society 
(Schwartz 2012). Personal values and moral beliefs are important determinants for 
individuals’ behavior (Bergquist et al. 2019) and influence their economic decision-
making (Frey and Torgler 2007; Antonetti and Anesa 2017). Therefore, we expect 
that consumers’ moral norms moderate the effect of the tax compliance label to 
the extent that the perceived values of the provider match with consumers’ own 
preferences.

The results of our analysis indicate that consumers do indeed embrace providers’ 
tax behavior in the process of selecting listings. In particular, we find that a visual 
tax compliance label positively influences participants’ trust in a provider. In line 
with prior research (Teubner and Hawlitschek 2018), this positive effect also trans-
lates into increased booking intentions with regard to such tax-compliant providers. 
Moreover, consumers’ moral norms take a moderating role in both the trust-foster-
ing effect of the tax compliance label and the positive impact of trust on consum-
ers’ willingness to enter a transaction. We supplement our findings with qualitative 
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insights into participants’ perceptions of tax-compliant providers based on open-
ended (textual) responses.

With our study, we contribute to two major streams of the literature. A nascent but 
growing body of research focuses on quantifying and explaining tax evasion on income 
earned via digital platforms (Bibler et al. 2021; Wilking 2020; Berger et al. 2020). We 
build on this research by adding the consumer perspective. To the best of our knowledge, 
this study represents the first to examine consumers’ reactions to an indication of the tax 
behavior/honesty of P2P accommodation sharing providers. Our results suggest that pro-
viders may actually benefit from signaling tax honesty. Moreover, the outlined research 
question also resonates with prior studies on consumer reactions to aggressive (but legal) 
corporate tax planning (Asay et al. 2018; Gallemore et al. 2014; Hardeck et al. 2021). 
However, we assess consumer reactions to tax behavior in the sharing economy, where 
the consumers interact with real peers (i.e., individuals) rather than companies.

Second, our results address the broader public debate on tax justice and taxing 
the emerging digital business models. Tax transparency is gaining ground with leg-
islators responding to the growing demand to hold taxpayers publicly accountable 
for their tax contribution (KPMG 2021). Our findings provide support to the notion 
that consumers may reward publicly communicated tax honesty on P2P platforms. 
Thus, increasing tax transparency on sharing platforms may constitute a cost-effi-
cient regulatory mechanism for policymakers. We, therefore, discuss how the label 
may be awarded to ensure high credibility and to keep administrative efforts at a 
minimum. In particular, a voluntary information sharing system with tax authorities 
as used in Estonia could be implemented to certify tax compliant service providers 
(Ogembo and Lehdonvirta 2020). Under this scenario, service providers have the 
free choice to signal their tax honesty on sharing platforms.

2  Related work and research model

2.1  Tax evasion in the platform economy

The recent scandals about secret offshore activities (e.g., Lux Leaks, Panama 
Papers) have increased public awareness for tax-related misconduct. Despite leg-
islators’ efforts to ensure tax compliance, certain areas still provide opportunities 
to evade taxes at low detection risks. Regarding the sharing economy, the key tax 
challenge consists of taxing service providers’ income. On virtually all sharing plat-
forms, service providers are represented by individuals rather than companies. In the 
case of Airbnb, for instance, the income from letting an apartment or room is treated 
as rental income from immovable property, which is taxed at the personal income 
tax rate. Notably, providers are responsible for filing and reporting their income 
together with related expenses in their tax returns (Beretta 2017).4

4 In addition to income taxes, most jurisdictions also levy consumption taxes (e.g., the value-added tax, 
VAT, in the European Union) on the monetary consideration paid by the consumer to the provider for the 
provision of goods and services. If the annual turnover of the provider exceeds a certain threshold, the 
provider is obliged to register with national tax authorities and to account for VAT (Beretta 2018).
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However, self-reported income is susceptible to manipulation (Alm et al. 2009; 
Kleven et  al. 2011). Taxpayers may either report low or no income from renting 
activities at all. The traditional economic model predicts that the level of tax com-
pliance depends on perceived detection probabilities and penalties (Allingham and 
Sandmo 1972). In the sharing economy, tax authorities typically lack information 
on the numerous online transactions between private providers and consumers. 
Monitoring providers through audits requires substantial resources and renders tax 
enforcement particularly burdensome (Elliot 2018). As a result, the overall detection 
probability of misreporting is relatively low. Besides anecdotal evidence on dishon-
est tax reporting covered by the media (Bologna 2020; Shotter and Hancock 2020; 
Ramthun 2018), two recent empirical studies provide evidence that Airbnb provid-
ers do not report their total income in the absence of additional compliance mecha-
nisms (Bibler et al. 2021; Wilking 2020).

Moreover, the issue of misreporting appears to be rooted in the design of sharing 
platforms. Sharing platforms are often characterized as a pathway to a more sus-
tainable and equitable economy (Martin 2016). Berger et al. (2020) argue that the 
pro-social benefits associated with sharing activities liberate service providers to 
dishonestly report their earned income. According to their findings, tax evasion rates 
are higher among service providers whose personal values are not in line with the 
values of the platform.

However, dishonest tax reporting leads to several undesirable outcomes. First, 
non-compliant providers gain an unfair competitive advantage over honest providers 
as they can afford to demand lower prices. Similarly, such behavior distorts com-
petition with traditional service providers such as the hotel industry, which is more 
regulated than sharing platforms (OECD 2019). Second, tax evasion results in a 
substantial reduction of tax revenues. Foregone tax revenues narrow the scope of 
governments to finance public goods and services. Thus, tax evasion contradicts the 
sharing economy’s sustainability narrative (Palgan et al. 2017).

2.2  Consumers’ perception of providers’ behavior: trust, labels, and moral norms

Demonstrating trustworthiness is essential for successful participation on P2P plat-
forms (Loebbecke 2003; Tussyadiah and Park 2018). Studies have shown that trust 
in a prospective transaction partner is a crucial factor and that a lack of trust is likely 
to hinder the realization of any transaction (Hawlitschek et  al. 2016; Soleimani 
2021). Unsurprisingly, major platforms explicitly state to “design for trust” (Gebbia 
2016) and give providers the opportunity to establish a reputation on the platform 
and thus to showcase their trustworthiness. This reputation is of vital importance 
for providers as they have to market themselves via the platform to generate demand 
(Tussyadiah 2016). To this end, platform operators make use of a variety of mech-
anisms such as star ratings or text review systems (Hesse et  al. 2020; Dann et  al. 
2020).

Among the most successful trust-building artifacts are platform-specific vis-
ual labels. Typically, these labels are granted by platforms themselves and are 
intended to certify a user’s superiority in terms of one or more value dimensions. 
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The separating component of superiority may relate to different aspects. It may, for 
instance, indicate that the provider has demonstrated an exceptionally high level of 
service quality in the past (e.g., consistently high evaluations), has achieved a par-
ticular proficiency or achievement on the platform (e.g., long-term membership), or 
has been verified in some form (e.g., by means of an ID card).

Indeed, scholars show that consumers are willing to pay more for offers from such 
providers (Abramova et  al. 2017; Liang et  al. 2017). On Airbnb, for instance, the 
Superhost label attests that a provider fulfills excellent standards in the dimensions 
communication, commitment, guest satisfaction, and experience (Airbnb 2014). The 
effectiveness of such labels is undisputed and users state to perceive providers with 
the Superhost label as high-quality and to be willing to pay a price premium (Liang 
et  al. 2017). Further empirical evidence reflects this pattern where quality labels 
appear to be a significant driver of prices (Teubner et al. 2016; Wang and Nicolau 
2017; Kakar et al. 2018; Teubner et al. 2017; Gibbs et al. 2018; Ert and Fleischer 
2019; Neumann and Gutt 2017) and the amount of realized transactions (Ke 2017).

Given that, as of today, no official nor otherwise visible verification of tax-com-
pliant behavior is available, consumers cannot differentiate tax-compliant (i.e., hon-
est) providers from non-compliant providers. Since, at the same time, individual tax 
evasion is perceived as immoral behavior (Kirchler et  al. 2003; Frey and Torgler 
2007), a non-compliant tax behavior on P2P sharing platforms poses a risk to their 
general reputation—and hence to the sharing economy as a whole.

2.2.1  Signaling theory

To provide a theoretical frame for the role of tax compliance labels in our study, we 
draw on signaling theory (Spence 1973). The theory assumes markets with infor-
mation asymmetry, for instance, between job seekers and employers or online ven-
dors and customers. According to signaling theory, the more informed side (i.e., job 
seekers, sellers) can use signaling (or signals) to demonstrate their otherwise unob-
servable quality (e.g., talent, skill, intelligence, product quality Basoglu and Hess , 
2014).

One of the fundamental principles of signals is that they are inherently costly. 
Individual signaling costs depend on the underlying trait that the signal is intended 
to represent, that is, higher quality is associated with lower signaling costs for qual-
ity. This cost differentiation for high- and low-quality sellers causes a separating 
equilibrium in which it is only worthwhile for high-quality sellers to acquire the 
costly signal. The signal itself, therefore, becomes a separating factor.

Within the context of platforms and accommodation sharing in particular, simi-
lar informational asymmetries between providers and consumers exist. This aspect 
becomes particularly aggravated considering that most offers are run by private 
individuals rather than corporate hospitality providers (Ke 2017). Traditional hotel 
chains typically build strong reputation and brand awareness, which reduces uncer-
tainty associated with the quality of the accommodation service. Public informa-
tion on private service providers is, however, limited to the content published on the 
platforms.
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In this sense, tax compliance labels constitute a signal of honesty, integrity, and 
a sincere interest in societal well-being and the common good through paying taxes 
(as credibly documented by the signal). The underlying premise here is that for hon-
est and sincere providers, paying taxes represents a matter of course. For them, in 
the sense of the theory, providing this signal does not incur any additional costs 
since they would pay taxes in any case. For dishonest providers who would rather 
refrain from paying taxes on their rental revenues, in contrast, providing the signal 
(i.e., the tax compliance label) comes at a much higher cost, that is, the cost of actu-
ally paying the taxes.

To understand how signals of tax compliance manifest themselves in consumers’ 
perceptions of providers and how this perception ultimately affects their willingness 
to enter into a transaction with them, our research model (Fig. 1) incorporates the 
dimensions of trust and moral norms. We argue that observing the signal increases 
providers’ trustworthiness in the eyes of prospective customers. Assuming that tax-
honesty is linked to honesty and benevolence in general, the observed tax-compli-
ance signal is likely to serve as a proxy for other characteristics such as reliabil-
ity and reasonable pricing. We approximate the transaction intention by means of 
customers’ intention to book an offer on a P2P sharing platform. Since the positive 
association of trust and booking intentions has already and repeatedly been demon-
strated by various studies (e.g., Teubner and Hawlitschek 2018; Teubner et al. 2014; 
Hawlitschek et  al. 2016; Liang et  al. 2018; Mittendorf and Ostermann 2017), we 
consider this positive relationship as given.

Existing literature shows that labels such as Airbnb’s Superhost label can imply 
quality (Liang et al. 2017) and establish trust (Teubner and Hawlitschek 2018). Pro-
viders seem to be well-aware of the effectiveness of these labels and claim to use 
them strategically (Neumann and Gutt 2017; Liang et  al. 2017). Signaling theory 
in the context of tax compliance hence implies that labels are a necessary means to 
establish a separating equilibrium in which only the actual tax-compliant providers 
will bear the cost of acquiring the label. Hence, we hypothesize that a label for tax-
compliant behavior constitutes a relevant signal that can promote consumers’ per-
ceptions of provider trustworthiness. Formally, our hypothesis states:

H1 The presence of a tax compliance label has a positive effect on consumers’ trust 
in the provider.

Moral Norms

Intention to BookTrust (in Provider)Tax Label

Age Risk Affinity PriceTrusting
Disposition

Control Variables

H1

H2 H3

Gender P2P Familiarity Tax Experience

Fig. 1  Research model
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2.2.2  The moderating role of moral norms

Our first hypothesis establishes a link between providers’ assurance of tax compli-
ance and their trustworthiness in the eyes of prospective consumers. To better under-
stand the relationship between the tax compliance label and consumers’ responses, 
we next turn to a potential moderator of this effect. In particular, we examine 
whether consumers’ moral norms on tax compliance influence their decision-mak-
ing. Scholars have pointed out that “personal moral norms” are a relevant predictor 
for human behavior (Ajzen 1991; Schwartz 2012). Moral norms explain, to some 
extent, specific behavior that cannot be traced back to merely rational, cost-bene-
fit considerations (Botetzagias et  al. 2015; Wenzel 2004; Frey and Torgler 2007). 
Moreover, moral norms reflect the personal feelings of moral obligation or responsi-
bility to perform a particular behavior (Ajzen 1991). In this regard, Schwartz (2012) 
postulates that a person’s evaluation of moral norms is based on its individual val-
ues. Consequently, personal values affect how inclined we are to accept or reject a 
particular norm.

Moral norms, however, do not only prescribe desirable behavior for oneself. Ethi-
cal expectations are also used to assess the observed behavior of others. For instance, 
several studies conclude that consumers’ reactions to corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) activities depend on the extent to which consumers identify with the com-
pany (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001; Bhattacharya and Sen 2004). Sen and Bhattacha-
rya (2001) suggest that individual factors influence the perceived overlap between 
their own and the company’s character (as indicated by CSR activities). These indi-
vidual factors relate to personality traits such as norms and values. The authors con-
clude that the perceived (value) congruence determines how consumers evaluate 
CSR activities (Sen and Bhattacharya 2001).

In the context of tax compliance, tax morale may constitute an essential deter-
minant of the level of congruence. Hardeck and Hertl (2014), for instance, provide 
evidence that consumers’ individual moral norms moderate the relationship between 
corporate tax behavior and corporate reputation. Consumers who disapprove tax 
evasion evaluate tax minimizing companies more negatively. Moreover, consumers’ 
evaluation of a company’s tax behavior is strongly linked to their personal attitudes 
towards taxation (Antonetti and Anesa 2017). These findings suggest that consumers 
reflect on the observed tax behavior based on their own moral standards and adjust 
their evaluation of the company accordingly.

We build on the congruence argument to conceptualize the interaction of moral 
norms with the tax compliance label. While we acknowledge that findings on consumer 
reactions to corporate behavior do not necessarily apply to a setting in which consum-
ers interact with peers rather than companies, the same mechanism may—to some 
extent—govern consumer behavior on P2P platforms. Two factors support this asser-
tion. First, information about a person’s tax compliance does affect the overall percep-
tion of that person. Confronted with different types of tax behavior (e.g., tax honesty, 
tax flight, and tax evasion), people consider tax evasion immoral and unfair toward 
society (Kirchler et al. 2003). Kasper et al. (2018) document that people attribute posi-
tive characteristics to honest taxpayers whereas tax evaders are judged least favorable 
and described as “aggressive” and “uncooperative”. Second, participants in the sharing 
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economy place a higher weight on socially-oriented values than the overall population 
(Piscicelli et  al. 2015, 2018). Therefore, they are likely to be more concerned about 
irresponsible, anti-social behavior such as tax evasion.

Applying Schwartz’s theory of basic values (Schwartz et al. 2012; Schwartz 2012) 
to our setting, the tax compliance label signals two socially-oriented values: conformity 
to rules and universalism. People who consider tax compliance as a moral obligation 
are likely to share a preference for conforming to rules. The second value refers to the 
protection and appreciation of the societal welfare and of nature and is in accordance 
with the general promise of the sharing economy of building a more sustainable and 
fairer economy.

For the context of this study, where non-compliance is virtually equivalent to tax 
evasion, we therefore expect that consumers considering tax compliance as a moral 
obligation towards society perceive strong congruence with providers holding a signal 
of tax-compliant behavior:

H2 The effect of the tax compliance label on trust in the provider is stronger if tax 
compliance is in line with consumers’ moral norms.

Apart from reputational aspects, moral norms also frame actual behavior. For 
instance, studies on pro-environmental behavior show that norms may help to address 
environmental problems (e.g., Bergquist et al. 2019). Beyond pro-environmental behav-
ior, moral norms also affect economic decision-making. A large body of literature con-
firms the positive effect of tax morale (i.e., the perceived moral obligation to pay taxes) 
on personal tax compliance decisions (Wenzel 2004; Alm and Torgler 2006; Frey and 
Torgler 2007).

Moreover, moral norms seem to moderate consumers’ willingness to enter into eco-
nomic transactions with companies (Antonetti and Anesa 2017). Participants with a 
negative attitude toward legal tax planning exhibit both lower purchase intentions and a 
reduced willingness to pay for a product of a company that was associated with corpo-
rate tax planning (Hardeck and Hertl 2014). These findings are in line with the results 
of Asay et al. (2018)—participants that are aware of specific incidents of dubious cor-
porate tax practices claim to have declined to purchase from those companies.

To summarize, consumers prefer providers whose presumably observable behavior 
(i.e., tax compliance) is in line with their moral norms and what they think is the right 
thing to do (Klöckner 2013). We thus hypothesize:

H3 The effect of trust in the provider on intention to book is stronger if tax compli-
ance is in line with consumers’ moral norms.

3  Method

We evaluate our research model by means of a scenario-based online experiment. 
Participants act as consumers on a P2P accommodation sharing platform and 
consider a set of listings from different providers. Employing a treatment-based 
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experiment allows for a high degree of control and, at the same time, for making 
causal claims on the exogenous treatment variables’ effects (i.e., presence of tax 
compliance labels) (Friedman and Cassar 2004).

3.1  Scenario and treatment design

Participants face the following scenario. They are looking for a place to stay in a 
foreign city for two nights for themselves and a friend. For this trip, they are looking 
for a suitable accommodation on a P2P sharing platform. Their friend has already 
pre-selected one of five available listings of different configurations (Table 1), and 
they are now in charge of evaluating this pre-selected listing in terms of how likely 
they would be to actually book it. The treatment design manipulates the configura-
tion of the pre-selected accommodation such that the listing either has a tax compli-
ance label or not (binary treatment design). Each participant is assigned to either 
one or the other treatment condition (between-subjects design). To ensure a high 
degree of comparability between treatments, two out of the five listings have the tax 
compliance label, while the other three do not. Depending on the treatment condi-
tion, the pre-selected listing is either one of the two with the label, or one of the 
three without.

3.2  Stimulus material

To create an engaging scenario and to mimic an actual search/booking process as 
realistically as possible, we visually align the stimulus material with that of popular 
accommodation sharing platforms such as Airbnb (see Fig.  2; right). After being 
welcomed and having read the scenario description, participants are forwarded to 

Table 1  Stimulus elements

Element Manipulation

Amenities Constant for each listing—private room in apartment: 2 guests, 1 bedroom, 1 
bed, WiFi, kitchen, washer

Images Randomly drawn (without replacement) for each listing and participant from set 
of five blurred images of real Airbnb listings

Titles Randomly drawn (without replacement) for each listing and participant from set 
of five blurred titles from real Airbnb listings

Star Rating Randomly drawn for each listing and participant 4.5 or 5 stars. The selection 
always has 5 stars

#Ratings Randomly drawn for each listing and participant between 14 and 17—aligned 
towards the 75-percentile of comparable Airbnb listings

Tax Compliance Label Treatment-based: Either the pre-selection and one other random listing has the 
label or the pre-selection has no label and two other random listings have it

Price Randomly drawn (without replacement) from a set of five prices—aligned 
towards the 25-, 50-, and 75-percentile of comparable listings on Airbnb. The 
pre-selected listing either has the 25- or the 75-percentile price
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the overview page, showing the five listings, including their friend’s pre-selection. 
Each listing’s rating is randomly set to either 4.5 or 5.0 stars, and the number of 
ratings is randomly chosen between 14 and 17.5 In order to prevent any inferences 
about the merits or drawbacks of individual listings (e.g., information about location 
or amenities), titles, descriptions, pictures, and the location markers are blurred.

3.2.1  Tax compliance label

Since tax compliance labels are not (yet) used by any major platform, we created 
such a label based on the following considerations (Fig. 2; left). Given the scenario 
is set in Germany and also the sample is recruited from Germany, the label uses 
typical design elements associated with German Federal Ministries (i.e., the federal 
eagle). Regarding color, the design is mainly kept in blue tones, following Sundar 
and Kellaris’ (2016) emphasis of color symbolism. During the experiment, partici-
pants were able to mouse over the label to see an explanation about its meaning, 
stating: “This provider is verified according to FAIRTAX and pays income tax for 
all bookings. The price shown includes all taxes.”

3.2.2  Prices

For prices, we select five different price levels, derived from the 25-, 50-, and 75-per-
centiles of comparable listings on Airbnb (Teubner et al. 2017). Rounded to the near-
est integer, we thereby generate the following set of prices: (1) 25-percentile -5%: 
€90, (2) 25-percentile: €95, (3) 50-percentile: €124, (4) 75-percentile: €165, and (5) 

This provider is 
verified according
to FAIRTAX and
pays income tax
for all bookings.
The price shown
includes all taxes.

Fig. 2  Tax compliance label stimulus with mouse hover (left) and exemplary screenshot of overall stimu-
lus (right)

5 Thereby, we align the number of ratings towards the actual distribution of Airbnb listings (Ke 2017; 
Dann et al. 2019; Cox 2019).
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75-percentile +5%: €173. These five prices are allocated to the five listings at random, 
whereby we ensured that the pre-selected listing is either associated with 25- (low) or 
75-percentile (high) price (i.e., not with any of the “extremes”).

3.3  Measures

All measurement instruments of this study are based on validated scales. We adapt the 
operationalization of intention to book (ITB) from Gefen and Straub (2003), moral 
norms (MN) from Botetzagias et al. (2015), and trust in provider (TIP) from Pavlou 
and Gefen (2004). All items were measured on 7-point Likert scales. Beyond these 
constructs, we survey demographic traits as control variables. These included age, gen-
der, individual risk propensity (Dohmen et al. 2011), general trusting disposition (DTT) 
(Gefen and Straub 2004), familiarity with P2P platforms (Gefen and Straub 2004), and 
tax experience. All measurement instruments are listed in Table 9.

3.4  Procedure and sample

Participants were recruited from the student subject pool at a large German university 
using the software hroot (Bock et al. 2014). We incentivize participation by monetary 
rewards (€10.26 per hour and person on average). The median time spent in the experi-
ment was 9.1 minutes, and 362 participants started the experiment. From those, 286 
participants passed all attention checks and finished the experiment completely. The 
resulting sample size is well above the threshold of samples needed for most applica-
tions (Hair et al. 2017; Cohen 1992).

We summarize all sample characteristics in Table 2. Within the sample, 34.3% are 
female, average age is 23.57 years (SD = 3.91) with a minimum of 18 and a maximum 
of 59 years. Average risk affinity (scale from 0 to 10) is 4.96 (SD = 1.85). Overall, 
55.2% of participants state to have experience declaring (their own or someone else’s) 
taxes.

Table 2  Sample demographics

Trait All Treatment ( n = 141) Control ( n = 145)

Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range Mean (SD) Range

Female .343 .333 .352
Tax experience .552 .553 .552
Age 23.6 (3.91) 18–59 23.8 (4.33) 18–59 23.3 (3.45) 18–37
Risk affinity 4.96 (1.85) 0–10 5.09 (1.84) 0–8 4.83 (1.85) 0-10
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4  Results

First, we analyze the tax compliance label’s overall effects on intention to book 
(see Fig.  3). A 2 (label: yes, no) × 2 (price: high, low) ANOVA reveals signifi-
cant effects for both the tax compliance label ( F(1, 283) = 7.88 , p = .005 ), and 
price ( F(1, 283) = 94.82 , p <.001), and no significant second-order interaction 
effects. Subsequent post-hoc analysis (TukeyHSD) confirms the significant dif-
ferences for both tax compliance label ( D

LAB-NO_LAB
= .391 , p = .005 ) and price 

( D
LOW-HIGH

= −1.36 , p <.001). Table 3 summarizes these main effects.

4.1  Measurement model

To initially explore the underlying structure of the measurement instrument, we con-
duct an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) (Reio and Shuck 2015). The EFA uses 
the Maximum Likelihood procedure and Promax Rotation resulting in an acceptable 
four-factor model with all factor loadings greater than .50. Table 4 lists the adequacy 
measures. Table  5 provides the corresponding pattern matrix. Item-level descrip-
tives are provided in Table  6. We summarize construct descriptives, correlations, 
and reliability measures in Table 7.

We ensure internal consistency by confirming that all constructs fulfill the thresh-
olds of .70 for Cronbach’s � and composite reliability (Bagozzi and Yi 1988). Next, 

Fig. 3  Main treatment effects. 
Error bars indicate 95% confi-
dence intervals

Table 3  Main effects on 
intention to book

Artifact Yes No

Mean (SD) 95% CI Mean (SD) 95% CI

Tax compliance label 4.77 (1.29) .215 4.38 (1.42) .233
Low price 5.24 (1.14) .190 3.90 (1.24) .206
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Table 4  Adequacy measures Adequacy measure Value

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin .813
Bartlett’s test of sphericity .000
Communalities .572
Non-redundant residuals 8 (6%)
Total variance explained 67.3%

Table 5  Pattern matrix Item Factor

DTT MN TIP ITB

ITB1 .725
ITB2 .702
ITB3 .823
MN1 .963
MN2 .695
MN3 .691
TIP1 .649
TIP2 .611
TIP3 .686
TIP4 .694
DTT1 .854
DTT2 .518
DTT3 .762
DTT4 .821
DTT5 .913
DTT6 .768

Table 6  Item descriptives Item Mean St. Dev Skewness Kurtosis

ITB1 4.09 1.75 – .200 – 1.13
ITB2 5.09 1.51 – .862 .006
ITB3 4.52 1.65 – .426 – .917
MN1 4.34 1.78 – .396 – .913
MN2 5.26 1.56 – 1.09 .618
MN3 3.94 1.84 – .063 – 1.19
TIP1 4.74 1.15 – .422 – .097
TIP2 4.22 1.25 – .218 – .542
TIP3 4.38 1.12 .003 .810
TIP4 4.58 .998 – .246 .741
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we confirm convergent validity by validating that all Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) values exceed the .50 threshold (Hair et  al. 2011). Regarding discriminant 
validity, the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell and Larcker 1981) is met, and we 
observe no influential cross-loading values in the pattern matrix (Table 5).

4.2  Confirmatory factor analysis

We proceed with the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using AMOS 26 (IBM 
2019). We follow the guidelines of Hair et al. (2017) to determine the factor struc-
ture within our data and to test our hypotheses. To assess assumptions of multivari-
ate normality, we confirm values within the range of ±2.2 for both skewness and 
kurtosis (Table 6; Skarpness 1983). For all models, we compare model fit by means 
of five fit indices, following the guidelines and thresholds of Hu and Bentler (1999).6 
For our initial model, we observe �2 = 161.7 , p < .001 , �2/df = 2.61, CFI = .941, 
SRMR = .052, RMSEA = .075, PClose = .002, indicating an insufficient model fit 
(particularly regarding the PClose value). Based on the standardized residual covari-
ances, we decided to drop DTT3 for the subsequent analysis. The resulting model 
achieves good model fit regarding all fit measures: �2 = 145.4, p < .001 , �2/df = 
1.73, CFI = .965, SRMR = .054, RMSEA = .051, PClose = .452.

4.2.1  Measurement model invariance

To ensure that the observed factor structure and loadings are equal across groups, 
we run invariance tests using a gender-based participant split. The model shows 
good fit, when assessed with both groups unconstrained ( �2 = 332.2, df = 196, �2/
df = 1.695, CFI = .934, SRMR = .061, RMSEA = .049, PClose = .527), confirming 
configural invariance. Next, comparing the measurement model to the unconstrained 
model, we observe no significant difference ( �2 = 19.6, df = 16, p = .237), meeting 
the requirements for metric invariance (Schmitt and Kuljanin 2008).

Table 7  Construct descriptives, reliability measures, and correlations

 Square roots of AVE on the diagonal of the correlation matrix

Mean (SD) Comp Rel. CR � AVE Correlation matrix

ITB MN TIP DTT

ITB 4.57 (1.37) .875 .788 .700 .837 .154 .304 .117
MN 4.51 (1.49) .881 .821 .714 .845 .013 .142
TIP 4.48 (.859) .840 .716 .636 .798 .366
DTT 4.48 (1.12) .921 .896 .665 .816

6 The recommended thresholds are: �2/df > .95, CFI > 95, SRMR < .09, RMSEA < .05, and PClose > 
.05.



424 D. Dann et al.

1 3

4.2.2  Common method bias

To account for potential Common Method Bias (CMB), we conduct a test of a 
unmeasured method factor (using a common latent factor) (Podsakoff et al. 2003; 
Gaskin and Lim 2017). We find that the unconstrained model is invariant from 
the constraint to zero model (unconstrained model: �2 = 53.0, df = 98; zero con-
strained model: �2 = 90.0, df = 98; delta: �2 = 37.0, df = 588, p > .999 ). We 
conclude to observe no CMB and remove the unmeasured method factor for cre-
ating our factor scores.

4.2.3  Manipulation check

To ensure that our externally manipulated treatment conditions are perceived 
as such by the participants, we included two manipulation checks in our survey 
(Table 10). Figure 4 depicts the manipulation’s effect on the respective items. The 
visual impression of a discernible difference in the means across the groups is 
supported by separate two-sided Mann-Whitney U tests showing significant dif-
ference for both the tax compliance label ( U = 3418.5, p < .001 ) and the price 
conditions ( U = 1287.0, p < .001 ). Consequently, we conclude that the manipula-
tion was successful.

4.3  Structural model and hypotheses testing

We build our structural model using the composites imputed from the previ-
ously validated measurement model’s factor scores. We validate the multivari-
ate assumptions of the generated composites by evaluating Cook’s distance val-
ues. We observe no values larger than .008 indicating no multivariate influential 
outliers (Aguinis et al. 2013). Regarding multicollinearity, all observed variance 
inflation factors are below the 3.0, and tolerance values above the .10 threshold, 

Fig. 4  Manipulation check for 
tax compliance label (left) and 
price (right). Error bars indicate 
the 95% level confidence 
intervals



425

1 3

How do tax compliance labels impact sharing platform consumers?…

indicating no multicollinearity issues (O’Brien 2007). The final model (Fig.  5) 
shows good model fit ( �2 = 6.62, df = 5.00, �2/df = 1.32, CFI = .994, SRMR = 
.020, RMSEA = .034, PClose = .595), allowing us to interpret the estimated path 
coefficients.

The model explains 44.2% of the variance in consumers’ intention to book and 
confirms all hypothesized relations. We observe a positive and significant effect 
of the tax compliance label on trust in provider ( H

1
, 𝛽 = .197, p < .001 ). Further, 

this effect is stronger for consumers for which tax compliance is in accordance with 
their moral norms ( H

2
, � = .109, p = .026 ). While the expected positive relation-

ship between trust in provider and intention to book is also reflected in the model 
( 𝛽 = .435, p < .001 ), it further shows that, consistent with our hypothesis, this effect 
is stronger for consumers for whom tax compliance is in accordance with their moral 
norms ( H

3
, � = .094, p = .035 ). Figure 6 depicts the moderation effects.

4.4  Control variable analysis

Next, we analyze the influence of the secondary variables on our structural model 
and hypotheses (Table 10). Control variable analysis shows three significant effects. 
First, participants’ overall trusting disposition positively affects trust in provider 

Moral Norms

Intention to Book
R2 = .442

Trust (in Provider)
R2 = .311Tax Label

.197*** .435***

.109* .094*

Fig. 5  Standardized estimate results of structural model testing

Fig. 6  Left: Moral norms × tax compliance label on trust in provider ( H
2
 ). Right: moral norms with trust 

× trust in provider on intention to book ( H
3
 ). Continuous variables (moral norms, trust in provider) split 

at median. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals
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( 𝛽 = .504, p < .001 ). Second, male participants show a lower level of trust in the 
provider ( � = −.132, p = .007 ). Third, the listing’s price negatively influences book-
ing intentions ( 𝛽 = −.441, p < .001 ). Importantly, none of the control variables 
alters our findings in terms of magnitude, sign, or significance.

4.5  Monetary equivalent of the tax compliance label

The two employed price levels (see Table 1) allow us to calculate a monetary equiv-
alent that participants assign to listings with the tax compliance label. Note that a 
price increase of €10 is associated with an average decrease of .194 on intention to 
book (7-point Likert scale). Contrasting this to the difference in booking intention 
induced by the tax compliance label yields a first proxy for its monetary equivalent, 
which amounts to €23.12 ( Δ = .450).

4.6  Qualitative assessment

To better understand participants’ perception of the tax compliance label, we col-
lected qualitative feedback from the experiment participants in the form of short free 
texts. Specifically, we asked participants to “please describe in your own words how 
the aspect of assuring tax compliance (i.e., the FAIRTAX label) has affected your 
evaluation of the selected listing.” This inquiry yielded 286 responses, which we 
classify on three levels. First, we assess whether the tax compliance label was stated 
to have a general influence on participants’ booking decisions or not. Second, pro-
vided that there was an influence, we classify whether a stated influence is perceived 
to be large or small. Third, we classify each response according to a set of 11 topic-
based categories (Table 8).

To create the set of categories, three researchers independently screened all 
responses and generated initial category sets. Subsequently, categories were 

Table 8  Categorization Schema

ecneuflnIs’lebaLyrogetaC#

1
Tax compliance (i.e., the label)
. . . increases trust/competence/transparency of the provider

Given and
large

2 . . . serves as signal/differentiation
3 . . . justifies small surcharge
4 . . . is a social responsibility

5 . . . is an additional criterion for equivalent providers
Given and
small

6 Other factors are more important
7 Credibility of the label is unclear

8 Tax compliance (i.e., the label) plays no/little role

Not given
9 Cheapest price is decisive
10 Solely the provider is responsible for tax matters
11 Labels are not very helpful in general
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discussed, refined, and synthesized. Regarding inter-rater reliability, the final clas-
sification yields an average Fleiss’ Kappa score of .660, indicating substantial agree-
ment among raters (Landis and Koch 1977).

Overall, we observe a distribution of themes as depicted in Fig.  7. The major-
ity (69.2%) of the respondents state to perceive an influence of the tax compli-
ance label (37.5% large; 31.7% small). Among those who stated to perceive a large 
influence, participants predominantly highlight the labels trust-, competence-, and 
transparency-fostering effect (31.8%) and regard it as a signal with differentiating 
character (31.3%). Further, participants describe the label as a signal that justifies a 
small surcharge (23.5%) and as a marker of social responsibility (13.4%). Statements 
referring to a small influence mainly consider the tax compliance label as a further 
criterion if the competing listings are otherwise equal (47.7%), but consider other 
things more important (27.3%). Some participants expressed uncertainty regarding 
the label’s credibility (25.0%). Participants that do not observe a general influence 
are characterized as strictly price-oriented decision-makers (23.4%), have a strict 
understanding of tax responsibility as a matter for the provider exclusively (13.4%), 
or question the usefulness of labels in general (10.0%).

5  Discussion

We study the effects of tax compliance labels on consumers’ booking intentions 
in the context of P2P sharing platforms. While platforms such as Airbnb have 
established systems that allow for an assessment of providers’ trustworthiness 
and service quality (e.g., text reviews, star rating scores, or number of reviews), 
providers’ tax compliance behavior is, as of today, not subject to any signaling 
device. Providers’ tax compliance, however, is of utmost importance from an 
economic and societal perspective. This holds specifically true given the sub-
stantial tax revenue associated with peer-based accommodation sharing and the 

Influence is
large

Influence is 
small

Tax compliance has 
no general influence

Tax compliance has 
a general influence

Increases trust/competence/transparency

Additional criterion for equivalent offers

Justifies small surcharge

Credibility of label unclear

Provider is responsible for tax matters

Serves as signal/differentiation

Other factors are more important

Cheapest price is decisive

Social responsibility

Plays no/little role

Labels are not very helpful in general

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500

Fig. 7  Categorization of participant responses. Categorization was non-exclusive (i.e., each response can 
be assigned to multiple categories)
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competitive dynamics in such markets where maintaining “a level playing field” 
represents an important goal (European Commission 2016, p. 13).

5.1  Theoretical implications

Much of the P2P platform literature examines how different design artifacts influ-
ence the (mutual) perceptions of prospective transaction partners. To the best of 
our knowledge, this study is the first to examine the effects of tax compliance 
by means of an online experiment. Thus far, existing literature mainly consid-
ered visual labels as signals of various quality dimensions directly related to the 
associated service or product (e.g., Airbnb’s Superhost label; Teubner et al. 2017; 
Ke 2017; Liang et  al. 2017). Given that tax compliance is at the host’s discre-
tion, we applied the theoretical lens of signaling and showed that there is in fact 
value in signals that refer to more indirect information such as behavioral moral-
ity. Thereby, tax compliance labels may be beneficial in a threefold way. First, 
they may increase tax honesty and the volume of tax payments to authorities 
that would otherwise not have been declared. Second, they may benefit platform 
users in that they represent a valuable signal that allows them to attract additional 
demand and/or enforce price premiums. As such, the tax compliance label may 
serve to distinguish between tax-honest and non-honest users in a meaningful 
way (separating equilibrium). Third, also platform operators may benefit by pro-
viding the infrastructure for tax compliance labels in that they a) may be able to 
generate additional bookings and b) may have a positive effect on the public and 
political narratives on their business models. The responses to our open-ended 
question corroborate these conclusions. Specifically, participants stated that:

“I would filter out the listings without the tax compliance label” (Participant 
203, 26, male).

“I would use a tax compliance label filter” (Participant 96, 19, male).

While providers’ tax compliance is not directly linked to their service’s quality 
per se (e.g., amenities or hospitality), it does affect consumers’ evaluation and is 
associated with an increased willingness to pay. Thereby, we show that signaling 
tax compliance seems to represent a way of cross-context signaling, which helps 
providers to establish the image of a trustworthy transaction partner (i.e., H

1
)—

ultimately reflected in booking intentions. We emphasize the instrumental role of 
platforms in designing, creating, and maintaining an environment that allows for 
and stimulates trust-building (Kim et al. 2015). Our findings suggest that credibly 
demonstrating one’s tax compliance represents a powerful lever in this regard.

“The tax compliance label shows that the provider pays their taxes and, 
therefore, should be more trustworthy” (Participant 146, 27, female).

“I would trust the provider [with the tax compliance label] more” (Partici-
pant 288, 20, female).
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Building on signaling theory, we contribute by showing how individual normative 
concepts influence the effects of this label. We extend existing findings describing 
the influence of consumers’ moral standards on the relationship of tax-compliant 
behavior and corporate reputation (e.g., Hardeck and Hertl 2014; Hoopes et  al. 
2018) to a setting where individuals interact with peers. The effect of signaling tax 
compliance on trust in provider is stronger for participants who consider tax compli-
ance as a moral obligation toward society (i.e., H

2
 ). In addition, conformity of moral 

norms affects consumers’ booking intentions and intensifies the (positive) relation-
ship between trust and booking intentions (i.e., H

3
).

“I would limit the variety of the available listings to my price budget and then 
choose from those that have such a tax compliance label to meet my moral 
standards and to ease my conscience” (Participant 261, 22, female).

Our assessment of the drivers behind participants’ intentions allows for a deeper 
understanding of how participants evaluate providers and how, within this process, 
moral norms guide their thinking. Previous literature primarily argued with the mere 
bridging of information asymmetry (e.g., with regard to product/service quality). 
Our results indicate that the consideration of consumers’ moral norms constitutes 
one necessary piece of the puzzle in understanding the signal-trust relationship. In 
addition, moral norms seem to gain in importance since the 1980s (Wheeler et al. 
2019), and their relevance should not be neglected. This insight is of vital impor-
tance for studies in the context of P2P sharing platforms since virtually all of these 
are associated with societal changes and, thereby, do not constitute ordinary (or neu-
tral) markets. Particularly the case of P2P accommodation sharing is value-laden 
and inherently associated with many conflicts such as over-touristification, increas-
ing rents, illegal hospitality operations, and—eventually—tax evasion (Frenken 
et al. 2019; Dann et al. 2019).

5.2  Practical implications

Our study has implications for platform users, operators, and policymakers. First, 
providers should be aware that consumers actually care about tax behavior, render-
ing it a key driver of trustworthiness. Signaling tax compliance thereby helps to gen-
erate an overall honest and trustworthy appearance.

“I would consider the provider holding a tax compliance label to be more 
trustworthy, as he/she tries to behave correctly. I would also be under the 
impression that he/she is trying to act as honestly as possible” (Participant 
318, 28, female).

Second, platform operators should consider implementing tax compliance labels. 
While the concept of tax labels is still novel to the platform economy, the “Fair Tax 
Mark” that is granted by a UK-based non-governmental organization to firms with 
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transparent tax practices may serve as a best practice example.7 Such labels not only 
strengthen consumers’ willingness to enter transactions with “tax-certified” provid-
ers, they also allow for charging price premiums for the associated offers. Our results 
indicate a feasible price markup of up to 18%. Some users even categorically refuse 
transactions with non-certified providers—an attitude, which may threaten the ongo-
ing realization of transactions, and, thereby, the continued existence of a platform 
(Hodapp et al. 2019). Besides, it can be assumed that a proactive step towards tax 
compliance will undoubtedly improve the platform’s reputation.

“I would also be willing to pay more for an apartment that has the tax compli-
ance label” (Participant 362, 24, male).

Third, policymakers should actively engage platforms to employ artifacts for signal-
ing tax compliance. Considering the flexibility in the design of digital platforms, 
integrating such a tax compliance label seems to be an acceptable effort for plat-
form operators and an effective means to take the first step towards transparent taxa-
tion of transactions. Furthermore, implementing a tax compliance label would keep 
administrative efforts at a reasonable level for tax authorities, platform operators, 
and providers (Fetzer et  al. 2020). At the same time, it may increase compliance 
regarding self-reported income. This notion is supported by Slemrod et al. (2022) 
who conclude that the social recognition associated with the public disclosure of tax 
payments induces tax compliance. Basically, there are two options for how such a 
tax compliance label may be granted to the provider.

The first option and one of the most direct ways is having the platform deduct 
and transfer the tax component directly to the tax authority. Banks have a very simi-
lar practice for security portfolios (Endres and Christoph 2015). Several countries 
and municipalities have already come to agreements with Airbnb and implemented a 
taxation at the source, for instance for occupancy taxes (Airbnb 2022). Beyond that, 
some countries implemented unilateral measures to ensure the taxation of platform-
related income. Belgium, for instance, has implemented a tax at source of 10% on 
certain types of sharing economy income. With this approach, the platform operator 
becomes liable for the collection and transfer of tax payments in every jurisdiction. 
Given that the platform operator disposes over all necessary information, granting 
the tax compliance label within this system of direct tax deduction becomes techni-
cally efficient.

Policymakers worldwide are currently also debating on standardized rules for 
platform operators to share information on the realized transactions with national tax 
authorities (OECD 2020). The exchange of information would enable tax authorities 
to identify and track cases of potential tax evasion. Moreover, a unified reporting 
format would reduce complexity and keep the administrative burden for the platform 
operators at a reasonable level. Airbnb, for instance, has begun to show cooperative-
ness in this regard (Airbnb 2020).

7 See, https:// fairt axmark. net.

https://fairtaxmark.net
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The second option for the certification procedure of the tax-compliant providers 
could follow three steps. (1): Providers give consent that the platform shares their 
transaction data with tax authorities, including name, address, tax ID, and details 
on realized transactions. A comparable voluntary income reporting system has 
been adopted by the Estonian government for all P2P platforms operating in Esto-
nia (Ogembo and Lehdonvirta 2020). (2): Tax authorities assess the information and 
compare it with income declared through the tax return. (3): The provider receives 
the tax compliance label if the tax authority confirms the correct and truthful dec-
laration of income over the previous year(s). Obviously, providers may still decide 
not to declare their total income in future periods, but then at a higher risk of detec-
tion and prosecution. As a side effect of this procedure, the verification of tax com-
pliance by local tax authorities would substantiate the label’s credibility, which we 
identified as a concrete requirement mentioned by consumers.

In light of our findings, policymakers might explore novel forms of cooperation 
that include, for instance, the official certification of tax-compliant providers as out-
lined above. Such interaction with taxpayers would meet frequently raised calls by 
scholars for more service-oriented tax authorities and may improve intrinsic motiva-
tion for tax compliance (Pickhardt and Prinz 2014; Ogembo and Lehdonvirta 2020). 
Overall, by ensuring tax compliance among providers, policymakers would create 
equal and fair competitive conditions among market participants and, thereby, might 
increase the platform economy’s overall societal acceptance.

5.3  Limitations and future work

We are aware of several limitations of our study. First, our experiment’s scenario 
is inherently hypothetical without monetary incentives. Hence, participants’ state-
ments may not fully reflect their behavior when using sharing platforms as consum-
ers. To mitigate this concern, all used stimulus materials were closely aligned to 
the look and feel of actual platforms. Moreover, individuals participating on sharing 
platforms might be less sensitive to prices due to (some degree of) idealistic motiva-
tion (Piscicelli et al. 2015; Jung and Lee 2017). Still, other study designs (e.g., field 
experiments) might yield higher external validity.

Second, our sample consists mostly of students within their 20’s. However, 
while our sample represents the target and most active user group of P2P platforms 
(Mittendorf et al. 2019; Godelnik 2017; European Union 2017), it also lessens our 
results’ generalizability to the entire population or society as a whole. To ensure that 
our results are not driven by the most apparent covariates, we control for a broad 
set of variables, including age, gender, tax experience, disposition to trust, familiar-
ity with P2P platforms, and general risk affinity. We explain 44.2% of the variance 
of consumers’ transaction intention, which indicates potential for future research to 
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investigate further drivers. Despite our controls, we are unable to disentangle the 
effect of having a tax compliance label from having a label of any other type, for 
instance, the Superhost label. Studying possible interactions and the relative weights 
of both labels may constitute an interesting path for future research.

Finally, our study considers only the perspective of consumers. Aspects of what 
would motivate or deter providers from acquiring a tax compliance label remain 
unanswered at present. Moreover, future research should investigate potential spill-
over effects for platforms themselves, which may improve their reputation just by 
offering a tax compliance label in the first place.

6  Concluding note

As the emergence of Airbnb and Uber has shown, the platform economy poses new 
challenges for regulatory bodies along several dimensions (Fitzsimmons 2018). 
Taxation and tax compliance in platform-mediated work and service delivery is one 
such aspect. For the case of accommodation sharing, we demonstrate that tax com-
pliance can function as a reputational signal with tangible economic value for ser-
vice providers (i.e., hosts)—particularly when it is in line with consumers’ moral 
norms. Implementing tax compliance labels is beneficial for all involved actors 
and constitutes an essential lever to establish a level playing field in the platform 
economy. If incumbent and/or entrant platform operators will not do so proactively, 
policy makers should seize the opportunity to address the matter of tax compliance 
and taxation. Doing so, they may fall back on options such as direct tax deduction 
via the platforms or establishing agreements with providers to share their transaction 
data.

Appendix

See Tables 9 and 10. 
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