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The rise of peer-to-peer platforms has represented one of the major economic and societal developments

observed in the last decade. We investigated whether people engage in racial discrimination in the sharing

economy, and how such discriminationmight be explained andmitigated. Using a set of carefully controlled

experiments (N = 1,599), including a pre-registered study on a nationally representative sample, we find

causal evidence for racial discrimination. When an identical apartment is presented with a racial out-group

(vs. in-group) host, people report more negative attitudes toward the apartment, lower intentions to rent it,

and are 25% less likely to choose the apartment over a standard hotel room in an incentivized choice.

Reduced self-congruence with apartments owned by out-group hosts mediates these effects. Left-leaning

liberals rated the out-group host as more trustworthy than the in-group host in non-committing judgments

and hypothetical choice, but showed the same in-group preference as right-leaning conservatives when

making a real choice. Thus, people may overstate their moral and political aspirations when doing so is cost-

free. However, even in incentivized choice, racial discrimination disappeared when the apartment was

presented with an explicit trust cue, as a visible top-rating by other consumers (5/5 stars).

Public Significance Statement

In three experiments (N = 1,599), which included a pre-registered study on a nationally representative

sample (Norway), we find causal evidence for racial discrimination against minority Airbnb hosts.When

an identical Airbnb apartment was presented with a racial outgroup (vs. in-group) host, people reported

more negative attitudes toward the apartment, lower intentions to rent it, and were 25% less likely to

choose the apartment over a standard hotel room in a real choice.
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The rise of peer-to-peer platforms has represented one of the

major economic and societal developments observed in the last

decade, typically referred to as the sharing economy. Each year, 730

million people stay at Airbnb apartments around the globe (Airbnb,

n.d) and over 10 billion Uber trips have been completed worldwide

(Uber, 2018). Unfortunately, there is growing evidence of racial

discrimination on these platforms. Field experiments have demon-

strated that guests with distinctively Black names are 16%–40% less

likely to be accepted by Airbnb hosts (Cui et al., 2020; Edelman et al.,

2017). An observational study found that apartments belonging to

Black Airbnb hosts were priced approximately 10% lower than similar

listings belonging to White Airbnb hosts (Jaeger et al., 2019). These

findings mirror the results from prior research showing that ethnic or

racial minorities face discrimination in various markets (Bertrand &

Mullainathan, 2004; Ondrich et al., 1999), and suggest that such

discrimination on peer-to-peer platforms may also be pervasive.

Discrimination in marketplace settings is a topic of high societal

importance, but psychological research on the subject has been
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surprisingly sparse. Although economic research has provided a useful

overview of the extent of discrimination in domains such as housing

(Ondrich et al., 1999), labor (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004),

and product markets (Zussman, 2013), less is known about psycho-

logical drivers and effective remedies. Field experiments, where

fictitious requests are sent to real Airbnb hosts with either prototypical

white- or black-sounding profile names, provide evidence of discrimi-

nation against ethnic minority Airbnb guests (Cui et al., 2020;

Edelman et al., 2017). Both studies found that requests sent from

profiles with black-sounding names were significantly less likely to be

accepted by the hosts. However, providing reviews by previous hosts

eliminated discrimination, whereas a positive self-description written

by the guests themselves did not have any impact (Cui et al., 2020).

Although previous research provided initial evidence for racial

discrimination on Airbnb, the psychological process underlying

these decisions has been left unexamined. Why do people act

this way? The studies by Cui et al. (2020) and Edelman et al.

(2017) both applied a theoretical framework from economics,

namely the notion of “statistical discrimination” as opposed to

“taste-based discrimination” (Guryan & Charles, 2013). The

taste-based discrimination model states that some people might

have a preference not to interact with members of certain social

groups, and that they will be willing to pay a cost in order to

discriminate against members of the disliked group (Becker, 1957).

Statistical discrimination theory argues that discrimination in vari-

ous transactions happens not because the discriminating party has a

distaste for certain groups, but because a lack of precise knowledge

about the specific individual leads to greater reliance on stereotypi-

cal, group-based information (Phelps, 1972).

What neither of the previous studies provides, however, is a test of

which stereotypical beliefs and specific judgments are at work in

producing racial discrimination on Airbnb. That is, the theoretical

framework applied in previous studies does not predict what specific

traits judgments are likely to place minority individuals in a negative

light, which trait judgments that will influence consumer choice, and

whether specific beliefs about the Airbnb host might have “spill-

over”-effects on how the rental apartment is perceived. Finally,

statistical discrimination theory does not indicate whether there are

certain groups of individuals who will be more or less likely to

discriminate than others.

In our view, this suggests that a broader psychological perspective is

needed to understand the drivers and remedies of racial discrimination.

Moreover, by using controlled experiments, hypotheses about the

underlying decision process can be tested empirically. The studies

by Cui et al. (2020) and Edelman et al. (2017) both employed a field

experimental design in an Airbnb setting, which enables causal infer-

ence but does not easily allow for survey questions or other process

measures. For that reason, these studies did not indicate whether

discrimination was related to certain types of beliefs and not to others,

or establish why externally provided information was more effective

than self-provided information (Cui et al., 2020). As a natural next step

in racial bias research in the sharing economy, we suggest that a proper

understanding of the process driving discrimination is crucial for both

psychological theory and applied interventions.

Theoretical Framework

In the current investigation, we apply a theoretical framework that

integrates social psychological theories of prejudice and

discrimination, as well as theories of identity-related consumer

behavior to understand racial discrimination in the sharing econ-

omy. Specifically, we build on elements from the social identity

perspective (Hornsey, 2008), theory of group-based trust (Foddy

et al., 2009), intergroup threat theory (Stephan et al., 2009), and

theories of identity and self-concept in consumer behavior (Berger &

Heath, 2008; Escalas & Bettman, 2005; Sirgy, 1982). On this basis,

we conducted three controlled experiments to test a set of specific

hypotheses about racial discrimination on Airbnb and the psycho-

logical process underlying such discrimination.

In-Group Bias and the Social Identity Perspective

A vast literature in social psychology has been dedicated to the

issues of group-based prejudice and discrimination. At the core of

this research is the phenomenon of in-group bias. Across a wide

range of outcomes, people display a tendency to favor their own

group, seemingly only because they belong to it (Brewer, 1979;

Dunham, 2018). The seminal framework of Social Identity Theory

(Tajfel, 1982) was built from this observation, suggesting that the

mere act of categorizing people as in-group or out-group members

will tend to produce in-group favoritism, even when the groups are

assigned based on minimal criteria and there is no history of conflict

between the groups (Tajfel et al., 1971). According to Social

Identity Theory people derive parts of their identity from their

attachments to different groups, and they tend to behave in ways

that support a positive view of their in-groups (Hogg, 2016). This in-

group bias manifests itself in a wide range of outcomes, from

evaluating in-group members more favorably on positive traits

(Platow et al., 1990), to allocating more rewards to the in-group

at the cost of an out-group (Tajfel, 1970).

Social Identity and Trust

One particularly important category of group membership for

many people, is race and ethnicity (Richeson & Sommers, 2016).

When people encounter different potential hosts on the Airbnb

platform, the social identity perspective suggests that people will

have a systematic tendency to form more positive impressions of the

racial in-group hosts than racial out-group hosts—even when other

sources of information are identical. Building on this, we argue that

there is one kind of trait judgment that is especially relevant to

people’s attitudes and willingness to rent an Airbnb apartment and

that is trust. Trust is key to facilitate economic exchange, since

marketplace interactions often involve a combination of future uncer-

tainty and asymmetric information between seller and buyer. On

Airbnb, the host possesses more information about their apartment

than the guest, and distrust in the host can lead to uncertainty on part

of the guest as to whether photos and descriptions provided are

actually accurate. The relative lack of formal regulation of Airbnb

might further elevate the importance ofmutual trust. However, people

tend to rate in-group members as more trustworthy (Falk et al., 2014;

Platow et al., 1990) and trust in-group members more than out-group

members based on the belief that in-group members will favor each

other (Foddy et al., 2009). Further, the perceived untrustworthiness of

out-groups is uniquely predictive of actual marketplace discrimina-

tion (Zussman, 2013). For these reasons, we predicted lower demand

for apartments that are owned by out-group hosts than in-group hosts,
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and that lower trust perceptions of out-group hosts would partly

explain this effect through statistical mediation.

If trust perception is a factor underlying discrimination, providing

explicit trust cues may mitigate bias. Prior research has found that

reputation-based information can reduce racial discrimination among

Airbnb users (Cui et al., 2020). However, as the previous research has

not included measures of psychological variables, there is still a

lacking understanding of why, when, and for whom reputation-based

information is effective. The current experiments were designed to

investigate those questions as well, to build a deeper understanding of

racial discrimination in the sharing economy.

Social Identity and Self-Object Congruence

In addition to trust perceptions, a second path through which social

identity might lead to discrimination on Airbnb is through feelings of

perceived congruence between oneself and the apartment (hereafter

referred to as self-object congruence). Theory of identity-based

consumer behavior states that people use products, brands, and

services in order to construct and communicate their own identity

(Belk, 1988; Berger & Heath, 2008; Reed et al., 2012). People prefer

products and brands that converge with their real or desired sense of

self (Aguirre-Rodriguez et al., 2012; Sirgy, 1982), and prefer pro-

ducts and brands used by in-groups rather than out-groups (Escalas &

Bettman, 2005). In light of Social Identity Theory these preferences

can be seen as ways to express attachment to the in-group, or they

might reflect people’s tendency to use group norms to guide their

behavior. In any case, if we conceive of an Airbnb apartment as an

experiential product that an individual can choose to consume or not,

we would expect people to favor an in-group host’s apartment, in part,

because people will experience greater self-object congruence with

the apartment. Put differently, people will tend to prefer an apartment

if they know it belongs to someone like themselves.

This prediction is also supported by research on sharing, as people

are generally more willing to share items with people belonging to

their in-groups, such as family or close friends (Hellwig et al.,

2015). Conversely, people are often averse to share items with

strangers (Hazée et al., 2017), and particularly with disliked in-

dividuals (Newman et al., 2011). In sum, the literatures on identity-

based consumer behavior, sharing, and contamination all support

the prediction that perceived self-congruence will make a consumer

more positive to use or consume an object.

If lower self-object congruence is a driver of racial discrimination,

a possible strategy to mitigate discrimination could be to signal

similarities between the out-group member and the in-group. Ac-

cording to the social identity perspective, the categorization of

people into groups is a flexible process, and the criteria for parsing

the social environment into “us” and “them” can vary across

situations (Tajfel, 1970; Turner et al., 1994). Both highlighting

multiple social identities (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007), and making

a common social identity salient has been shown to be effective in

some contexts of intergroup discrimination (Gaertner et al., 1996;

Van Bavel & Cunningham, 2009). We experimentally test this

explanation in the current research.

The Moderating Role of Individual Differences

Although individuals from both sides of the political spectrum

can display discrimination (Brandt et al., 2014), racial

discrimination against the out-group in the current experiments

(non-Western immigrants) is more common among people with a

conservative or right-leaning political ideology (Ceobanu &

Escandell, 2010; Sidanius et al., 1996). We therefore predict that

people with a right-leaning (vs. left-leaning) political orientation

will be more negative toward the Airbnb apartment with an out-

group host. We also predict that political orientation is related to the

degree to which people experience the hosts as trustworthy, and the

degree to which people experience self-object congruence with the

Airbnb apartment. Specifically, we expect that conservatives (to a

larger extent than liberals) will rate the out-group host as less

trustworthy than the in-group host, and rate the out-group host’s

apartment as less self-congruent.

Another dimension of enduring individual differences likely to

affect evaluations of an in-group versus out-group host and their

apartments, is beliefs about the threat of the out-group in question.

Perceived out-group threat is viewed as a central antecedent of

discrimination across various theoretical perspectives (Böhm et al.,

2020; Sherif et al., 1954; Stephan & Stephan, 2000). Threat percep-

tions have been found to explain out-group hostility better than

general prejudice measures, because they relate more closely to the

specific emotional and behavioral response evoked by an out-group

(Cottrell et al., 2010). Previous research has also found threat to be

predictive of out-group distrust and out-group derogation (Voci,

2006). We predicted that participants’ perceptions of an out-group

as threatening to important aspects of their society would make

participants more distrustful when encountering a member of that

group on the Airbnb platform. We also predicted higher levels of

perceived threat to increase motivation to dissociate oneself from the

threatening group, which would manifest as reduced perception of

self-object congruence with the out-group host’s apartment.

Research on symbolic contamination has shown that people devalue

products they perceive to have been in contact with a source they

regard as immoral (Newman et al., 2011), and we expect a similar

effect to arise from perceptions of a group being threatening. We

expect that people who perceive an out-group as more threatening

will display more reluctance toward renting an Airbnb apartment

from an out-group host.

Current Research

The main goal of the current investigation is to build a better

understanding of discrimination based on race and ethnicity in the

sharing economy. In constructing our theoretical framework, we

included variables from different perspectives, which made our

framework more comprehensive than other models. For instance,

research applying a threat-based approach to discrimination seldom

measures self-congruence, and vice versa. By combining insights

from modern social psychological theories of intergroup relations

with insights from identity-related consumer behavior, we extend

previous research on discrimination. By including measures of

ideology, beliefs, and social perceptions as moderator and mediator

variables, we attempt to provide a more fine-grained explanation for

the possibility of biased treatment of racial out-groups in this real-

life marketplace setting. Crucially, we also experimentally test

whether the psychology of trust can reduce racial discrimination,

by testing the effect of reputation-based trust cues.

Relying on controlled experiments, we manipulate the racial

group membership of the host (in-group vs. out-group) of an
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otherwise identical Airbnb apartment, and examine the mediating

roles of self-object congruence and trust, and the moderating roles of

perceived out-group threat and political orientation (see Figure 1).

As outcome measures we include general evaluations of the apart-

ment, willingness to pay (WTP), intentions to rent it, and an actual

choice between the given apartment versus a standard hotel room.

Crucially, we also test the effectiveness of two distinct approaches to

reduce discrimination. We add an in-group signal to the profiles of

out-group hosts and vary the peer ratings from previous guests

to provide an explicit trust cue. To ensure generalizability and

robustness of our findings, two of our experiments use nationally

representative samples of actual consumers, and our final study is a

high-powered and pre-registered experiment using incentivized

choice as the outcome measure.

Experiment 1: Investigating Discrimination and Effects

of an In-Group Signal

Experiment 1 had three main goals: First, we sought to test

whether people discriminate against an out-group Airbnb host

when evaluating an Airbnb apartment. Second, we aimed to test

the moderating and mediating factors proposed in our theoretical

framework. Third, we wished to test whether discrimination would
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Figure 1

Theoretical Relationships Tested in the Current Experiments

Note. Panel a shows the predicted main effect of experimentally manipulating host group membership, as well as mediation

effects through host trustworthiness and self-object congruence, and moderated mediation effects of political orientation and out-

group threat perceptions. Panel b shows the predicted moderation effects by political orientation and out-group threat, and the

predicted mitigating effects of two interventions (in-group signal and an explicit trust cue).

4 NØDTVEDT ET AL.



be reduced by adding in-group signaling information to the out-

group host’s profile.

Method

Sample

For Experiment 1, we recruited a sample of students from a

Norwegian higher education institution, through invitation by email.

Sample size was based on achieving at least 80% statistical power for

a one-way F test to detect a medium sized effect (Cohen’s d = 0.5),

which indicated that we needed at least 159 participants. However, we

put no upper restriction on participants, since a larger sample would

only be desirable.We collected data over a 1-week period, after which

we had exceeded our sample size goal. Two hundred and twenty-five

participants entered our experiment, but incomplete responses

(n = 11) were excluded from analyses (leaving a total sample of

214 participants who completed the whole experiment and were

included in our analyses). The final sample consisted of 56.1%

females, and the mean age was 23.7 (SD = 2.47).

Manipulations

Participants were assigned to one of three different host descrip-

tions: (a) in-group, (b) out-group, or (c) out-group with in-group

symbol. We manipulated the group membership of the fictitious

Airbnb hosts through stated nationality, name, and picture. We chose

to use a Norwegian host as the in-group host, and a non-Western

immigrant host as the out-group host. The choice of non-Western

immigrants as the target of discrimination reflects an attempt to

operationalize racial bias in a European context. Previous investiga-

tions of ethnic discrimination in Nordic countries have often used

non-Western immigrants, especially immigrants from Muslim-

majority countries (Carlsson & Eriksson, 2014; Midtbøen, 2016).

In Experiment 1, the out-group host’s nationality was Iraqi. The Iraqi

nationality was selected because Iraqi immigrants are one of the

largest groups of non-Western immigrants to Norway (Statistics

Norway, 2017a), and research shows that there are negative stereo-

types against this group in Norway (Bye et al., 2014).

The name selected for the Norwegian host was Martin (one of the

top 15 most common male names in Norway, and the most popular

name for 25-years old men in Norway, Statistics Norway, 2017b).

The name used for the Arab host was Ahmed, the second most

common Arabic male name in Norway1 (Statistics Norway, 2017b).

The profile pictures of the hosts were drawn from a pool of male face

photos which are composites a large number of photos of individuals

from different countries (The Postnational Monitor, 2011a, 2011b).

The photo used for the Norwegian host was the photo for averages of

European American males, since no photo has been constructed for

Norwegian males. The photo used for the Iraqi host was the average

photo of Iraqi males.

For the out-group host w/in-group signal, the name and photo were

identical to the out-group host, but nationality was described as

Norwegian-Iraqi. We also added information meant to signal affilia-

tion and similarity with the Norwegian student sample in Experiment

1, through including information about common personal interests

among students (such as an interest for travel, and outdoor sports), and

a statement highlighting the host’s bonds to Norway (see experimen-

tal stimuli in the supplemental materials for further details).

For all conditions, we made it clear through the apartment infor-

mation that the host would not be present during the time of rental, in

order to avoid potential confounds stemming from participants’

expectations about in-person interaction with the host. However,

previous research has found that discrimination is just as common

for shared as for non-shared apartments (Edelman et al., 2017).

Measure

The main dependent variables were (a) attitudes toward the

Airbnb apartment, (b) intention to rent the Airbnb apartment, and

(c) willingness to pay to rent the Airbnb apartment. Attitudes were

measured with a scale composed of five items. The items were

designed to tap both participants’ general liking for the apartment

(“How much did you like the apartment?”), their impression of

attractiveness to other consumers (“How attractive do you think this

apartment would be to the average student?”), and their impression

of how the apartment scored on the attributes of cleanliness,

standard, and niceness (“Based on your general impression, how

do you believe this apartment has been rated by previous guests?”).

We focused the questions on attitudes toward the apartment to

minimize the influence of the host and make these items conceptu-

ally similar to a decision to rent the apartment. By posing questions

about participants’ beliefs about attractiveness to others and per-

ceived previous ratings by others, we aimed to reduce social

desirability in responding. Intention to rent the Airbnb apartment

was measured with a single item: “If you were to make a decision

here and now, how likely is it that you would choose this apart-

ment?” Willingness to pay for the Airbnb apartment was measured

with a single item: “This apartment is in the price range of 500–1500

NOK (approximately $60–180 USD) per night. How much would

you be willing to pay for this apartment per night?”

We measured three items pertaining to how participants experi-

enced the Airbnb host. One item tapped general trustworthiness

perceptions: “I think [host] can be trusted.” One item tapped

perceived benevolence: “I think [host] is someone who first and

foremost cares about what is best for his guests.” The third item

tapped the perceived overlap between the self and the host: “[Host]

and I probably have similar values and principles.” We initially

conceptualized the first two items as our measure of host trustwor-

thiness, and the third item as a separate construct, labeled self-host

congruence. However, as a part of the analysis process, we realized

that there were signs of collinearity problems for these two mea-

sures. We therefore eventually chose to include the self-host con-

gruence item as a part of the host trustworthiness measure, both

because of its strong correlations with the other trust items, and

because theoretically, it reflects the integrity facet of trustworthiness

(Mayer et al., 1995). See the supplemental materials for further

details. In our supplemental analyses in the supplemental materials,

we also present findings using both versions of the measures for full

transparency. The results obtained with the different versions of the

measure are almost identical, and the few discrepancies that exist do

not change our main conclusions.

Self-object congruence was measured with one item: “I immedi-

ately felt that this apartment is ‘typically me.’” This measure was
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1 Themost commonArabic name in Norway is Mohammed, which we did
not select because we wanted to avoid obvious connotations to Muslim
religion.
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partly based on the measure of self-brand connection developed by

Escalas and Bettman (2005), and was intended to capture partici-

pant’s emotional experience of overlap between their self-image and

the Airbnb apartment.

Political orientation was measured on an 11-point scale ranging

from 1 (Left) to 11 (Right). Perceived out-group threat was mea-

sured with two items, and referred to Muslims as the out-group: “To

what extent do you think Muslims pose a threat to Norwegians?”

and “To what extent do you think Muslims pose a threat to Western

culture?.” The reason we chose to measure threat with reference to

Muslims, and not Iraqi people, was that we expected beliefs about

Muslims to be central in predicting discrimination against people

from Muslim-majority countries such as Iraq. Police statistics in

Norway indicate that racist and anti-Muslim speech and behavior

often coincide, and that it in many cases is difficult to distinguish

between these two motivations for reported hate crimes (Norwegian

Police, 2019). Research also shows that stereotypes about Iraqi and

other Muslim-majority country immigrants resemble stereotypes

about Muslims in general (Bye et al., 2014).

All responses were recorded using 11-point Likert scales, except

for willingness to pay, where responses were given as numbers in an

open-ended text box. In the main text, we only present findings from

variables that were applied in all three studies. For overview of all

variables measured, see the measurement chapter in the supplemental

materials.

Procedure

Participants who confirmed their voluntary participation in the

experiment were randomly assigned to one of the three host con-

ditions (in-group, out-group or out-group w/in-group signal). They

were then presented with the following scenario:

Imagine that you are traveling to Copenhagen for a week-end, and are

interested in renting an Airbnb apartment in the price range of 500–1500

NOK [approximately $60–180] per night. On the next page you will be

presented with an apartment in the central area of Copenhagen within

this price range.

Participants were then shown a page displaying information and a

photo of the Airbnb apartment (identical across all host conditions).

On this page, host name and photo were also visible, and this was

manipulated across conditions. After viewing the first page for at least

10 s, participants would click to continue to the page containing

information about the host. This page displayed the name and photo

of the assigned host, as well as a short text description of the host. In

this text, we varied nationality of the host. [“I am a (Norwegian/Iraqi/

Norwegian-Iraqi) student living in Copenhagen.”] For the out-group

host w/in-group signal, the text contained additional information, as

described in the manipulation section. Participants had to spend at

least 10 s on this page before they could continue to the post-

manipulation survey. In the post-manipulation survey, we first mea-

sured dependent variables, then mediating variables, then moderating

variables and demographic/background variables. See the supplemental

materials for all the stimuli used in the experiments.

Analyses

For mediation, moderation, andmoderated mediation analyses we

used the PROCESSMacro (Hayes, 2018). Mediation was estimated

using Model 4, moderation was estimated using Model 1, and

moderated mediation was estimated using Model 7.

Results

We first examined whether host group affected attitudes, inten-

tions to rent, and willingness to pay by running a one-way ANOVA

with the three host group conditions as independent variables.

Contrary to our predictions, we found no significant main effect

of host group on any of the dependent variables [attitudes: F(2,

211) = 1.35, p = .260, partial η
2
= 0.01, intentions: F(2,

211) = 1.02, p = .363, partial η
2
= 0.01, willingness to pay:

F(2, 211) = 1.36, p = .260, partial η2 = 0.01]. As Table 1 shows,

mean scores on attitudes, intentions to rent, and willingness to pay

were lower for the out-group host’s apartment than for the other two

conditions, but none of the planned contrasts testing the mean

differences between conditions were statistically significant. Neither

age nor gender significantly interacted with the host group manipu-

lation (see supplemental materials).

When estimating mediation, moderation, and moderated media-

tion effects, we conducted separate analyses contrasting two and two

conditions rather than analyzing all three experimental conditions

together. The main reason for this was to ease the presentation of

results, since the alternative would be to use dummy coding in order

to represent the three different conditions in the same analysis.

Importantly, the results and conclusions for mediation, moderation,

and moderated mediation analyses remain the same independent of

which approach is chosen. We first present results focusing on the

in-group versus out-group contrast, before we present results involv-

ing the out-group w/in-group signal condition.

As the previous analyses had shown that there was no main effect

of an out-group versus an in-group host on the dependent variables,

it was not surprising that there were not any significant indirect

effects through the mediators either (see Table 2).

However, analyses involving the moderating variables (political

orientation and out-group threat) present an interesting picture. In

order to test for potentially moderating effects of political orientation

and out-group threat perceptions, we used regression analyses where

we estimated the interaction effects of political orientation by host

group, and out-group threat by host group. These moderation analyses

revealed that the hypothesized discrimination of the out-group host was

conditional on participants’ political orientation and out-group threat

perceptions. Specifically, out-group threat beliefs significantly moder-

ated the effect of host in-group versus out-group membership onT
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Table 1

Mean Scores on Attitudes, Willingness to Pay, and Intentions to Rent

in Experiment 1

Experimental group

Attitudes
Willingness to

pay ($) Intentions

M SD M SD M SD

Ingroup 7.12 1.46 80.85 25.20 6.17 2.19
Outgroup 6.81 1.49 74.37 23.93 5.73 2.08
Outgroup w/ingroup signal 7.19 1.44 76.45 22.90 6.24 2.58
Total 7.04 1.47 77.24 24.07 6.05 2.29

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. None of means are
significantly different in planned contrast tests.
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participants’ attitudes (b = −0.24, 95% CI [−0.45, −0.04], p = .023),

intentions to rent (b = −0.38, 95% CI [−0.68, −0.07], p = .015) and

willingness to pay2 (b = −5.02, 95% CI [−8.51,−1.54], p = .005) for

the Airbnb apartment. To probe these interactions, we conducted

floodlight analyses (Spiller et al., 2013), by estimating the simple

effects of the independent variable (in-group vs. out-group) at all

levels of the moderator. The floodlight analysis reveals a region of

significance, which refers to the range of values of the moderator for

which the simple effects of the independent variable are significant.

This analysis revealed that participants with higher levels of threat

responded significantly more negatively to the Airbnb apartment with

an out-group (vs. in-group) host, whereas there was no significant in-

group-out-group difference for participants with low threat levels. The

effect of the out-group host (vs. the in-group host) was significant and

negative for threat levels above 4.80 for attitudes (23.9%of the sample),

above 4.55 for intentions (23.9% of the sample), and above 3.84 for

willingness to pay (42.6% of the sample). Figure 2 displays this finding

visually for attitudes as the dependent variable.

Out-group threat also significantly moderated the mediational

effect through host trustworthiness on attitudes (95% CI [−0.19,

−0.03]), intentions (95% CI [−0.25, −0.03]), and willingness to pay

(95% CI [−3.52, −0.30]). Among low-threat participants, the out-

group host was rated as significantly more trustworthy than the in-

group host (reverse discrimination), whereas among high-threat

participants, the out-group host was rated as less trustworthy than

the in-group host (discrimination). This was further reflected in

different mediational effects for low-threat versus high-threat parti-

cipants (see the supplemental materials for details).

Political orientation did not moderate the effect of an in-group

versus out-group host on any of the dependent variables (attitudes:

b = −0.21, 95% CI [−0.45, 0.03], p = .091, intentions: b = −0.25,

95% CI [−0.60, 0.10], p = .167, willingness to pay: b = −1.63,

95% CI [−5.71, 2.44], p = .430). However, as for out-group threat,

political orientation significantly moderated the mediational effects

through host trustworthiness on all the dependent variables (atti-

tudes: 95% CI [−0.23, −0.04], intentions: 95% CI [−0.31, −0.05],

willingness to pay: 95% CI [−4.14, −0.42]). Conservative partici-

pants rated the out-group host as less trustworthy, whereas liberal

participants rated the out-group host as more trustworthy, which

again resulted in different mediation effects for conservative versus

liberal participants (see the supplemental materials for details).

To examine the effects of the out-group host w/in-group signal,

different analyses were conducted. First, we examined whether the

in-group signal led to any mediational effects through host trust-

worthiness or self-object congruence. Results showed that partici-

pants rated the out-group host w/in-group signal as more trustworthy

(M = 7.54, SD = 1.71) than both the out-group host (M = 6.77,

SD = 1.43, t(211) = 2.79, p = .006) and the in-group host

(M = 6.58, SD = 1.78, t(211) = 3.47, p = .001), and that there

were positive indirect effects of the in-group signaling out-group

host through host trustworthiness on all the dependent variables (see

Table 3). There were however no significant effects of the out-group

host w/in-group signal on or through self-object congruence. In sum,

results show that the in-group signal served to increase participants’

perceived trustworthiness of the host (compared to both the in-group

and the out-group host), and that this positively impacted attitudes

toward the apartment and intentions and willingness to pay to rent it.

Further, we examined how the moderators interacted with the in-

group signal. Based on the finding that people with opposing political

orientations and out-group threat beliefs seemed to respond differ-

ently to the out-group host, we were curious about whether the effects

of the in-group signal would also be moderated by the same factors.

Results were to a large extent similar for the out-group host w/in-

group signal as for the out-group host. Out-group threat perceptions

significantly moderated the effect of an out-group host w/in-group

signal (vs. an in-group host) on attitudes (b = −0.31, 95% CI [−0.52,

−0.11], p = .002), intentions (b = −0.62, 95% CI [−0.95, −0.29],

p < .001) and willingness to pay (b = −5.44, 95% CI [−8.83,

−2.06], p = .002). Floodlight analyses revealed that for attitudes

and intentions, there were two regions of significance: for threat

scores below 1.57 and 1.89, there was a significant positive effect of

the out-group host w/in-group signal on respectively attitudes and

intentions. For threat scores above 5.39 and 4.73, the effect on

attitudes and intentions was estimated as significant and negative.

The region of significance for willingness to pay was for threat scores

above 3.89 (30.8% of the sample). This means that responses to the

out-group host w/in-group signal (vs. the in-group host) remained

significantly negative for participants with high levels of out-group

threat (see Figure 3 for an illustration). However, participants with

low levels of perceived out-group threat displayed more positive

attitudes and intentions to rent the apartment presented with the in-

group signaling out-group host to the apartment presented with an in-

group host. Thus, for the out-group host w/in-group signal, discrimi-

nation by high-threat participants remained, but reverse discrimina-

tion by low-threat participants also occurred.

When comparing the out-group host with the in-group signaling

out-group host, neither political orientation nor out-group threat

moderated the effect of host group on the dependent variables

(all ps > .05). This means that the general finding of no mean

differences on the dependent variables between the out-group host

and the out-group host w/in-group signal, was robust across political

orientation and out-group threat perceptions.
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Table 2

Mediation Effects of In-Group Versus Out-Group Host in Experiment 1

Mediator

Attitudes Intentions Willingness to pay

b 95% CI b 95% CI b 95% CI

Self-object congruence −0.09 [−0.36, 0.18] −0.11 [−0.44, 0.23] −0.72 [−3.18, 1.48]
Host trustworthiness 0.06 [−0.10, 0.24] 0.07 [−0.13, 0.31] 0.86 [−1.57, 3.77]

Note. b = coefficient for the indirect effect; CI = confidence interval. Results are from bootstrapped mediation analyses with 10,000 resamples. In-group host
was coded as 1, out-group host as 2 in the analyses. None of the indirect effects were significant, as indicated by confidence intervals including zero.

2 All results for willingness to pay are reported in U.S. dollars.
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Moderated mediation effects were also similar for the out-group

host w/in-group signal and for the out-group host (see the

supplemental materials for details). Liberal and low-threat partici-

pants rated the out-group host w/in-group signal as more trustworthy

than the in-group host, and they rated the out-group host w/in-group

signal’s apartment as more self-congruent than the in-group host’s

apartment. For conservative and high-threat participants, these

ratings were either neutral or more negative for the out-group

host w/in-group signal. Thus, the in-group signal increased trust-

worthiness, but it did not eliminate the differences related to political

orientation and out-group threat.

When comparing the out-group host w/in-group signal with the

out-group host, out-group threat moderated the indirect effects

through both host trustworthiness and self-object congruence. The
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Table 3

Mediation Effects of the Out-Group Host w/In-Group Signal in Experiment 1

Mediator

Attitudes Intentions Willingness to pay

b 95% CI b 95% CI b 95% CI

Out-group host w/in-group signal versus in-group host
Self-object congruence 0.01 [−0.23, 0.26] 0.01 [−0.44, 0.51] 0.04 [−1.55, 2.23]
Host trustworthiness 0.26 [0.09, 0.48] 0.33 [0.10, 0.61] 4.29 [1.31, 8.07]

Out-group host w/in-group signal versus out-group host
Self-object congruence 0.10 [−0.16, 0.40] 0.14 [−0.23, 0.57] 0.80 [−1.16, 3.82]
Host trustworthiness 0.19 [0.05, 0.36] 0.19 [0.01, 0.41] 2.54 [0.24, 5.26]

Note. b = coefficient for the indirect effect; CI = confidence interval. Results are from bootstrapped mediation analyses with 10,000 resamples. The out-
group host w/in-group signal was coded as 2 in the analyses, and the comparison group (either in-group host or out-group host) was coded as 1. Significant
effects as indicated by 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals not including zero are marked in bold.

Figure 2

Effect (Slope) of Out-Group (vs. In-Group) Host on Attitudes Toward the Airbnb Apartment,

Showing That Out-Group Discrimination Was Stronger for Participants With Higher Levels of

Out-Group Threat

Note. The blue area indicates the region of significance for effect of the out-group (vs. in-group) host on

attitudes. Participants who were near the midpoint or higher on the threat scale displayed significant out-group

discrimination. The stapled line indicates the Johnson–Neyman point, which is the point where a region of

significance begins. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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in-group signal was more effective in increasing trustworthiness and

self-object congruence among low-threat participants than among

high-threat participants, resulting in the indirect effects through these

variables being moderated (see supplemental materials).

Experiment 1 revealed no main effect of host race on attitudes or

choice, which contradicted the previous field studies and correla-

tional data. We did nonetheless observe discrimination against the

out-group host among certain subgroups of participants, but also

reverse discrimination among other subgroups. These opposing

effects can contribute to explaining the lack of a main effect. Further,

it seemed that adding in-group signaling information to the out-

group host’s profile had positive effects in terms of increasing host

trustworthiness, but that these effects did not hinder discrimination

among high-threat participants.

Experiment 2: Conceptual Replication in a Large

Representative Sample

Although Experiment 1 revealed interesting results, the experi-

ment relied on a non-representative student sample, which poses

some limits on the generalizability of the findings (Henrich et al.,

2010). Students tend to express less prejudice than the general

population (Henry, 2008), which might have led to an underesti-

mation of racial discrimination in Experiment 1. In Experiment 2,

we therefore ran a large-scale conceptual replication of Experiment

1 on a nationally representative sample of Norwegian consumers

(N = 584) recruited through an online market research panel. The

much larger, representative sample in Experiment 2 allowed us to

determine which findings were robust as well as ensure they were

generalizable to the national population.

Method

Sample

For Experiment 2, we recruited participants who were mem-

bers of a consumer panel run by a Norwegian market research

agency. We purposely obtained a nationally representative sam-

ple in terms of gender, age, and geographical location. We

estimated our required sample size based on getting 80% statis-

tical power for a one-way F test to detect a small effect of Cohen’s

d = 0.25. The expected effect size of d = 0.25 was based on the

effects observed in Experiment 1 (d = 0.21–0.23), but with a

slight upward adjustment due to changes in the sample
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Figure 3

The Conditional Effect of the Out-Group Host W/In-Group Signal (vs. In-Group Host) on

Attitudes Toward the Airbnb Apartment, Showing That the Out-Group W/In-Group Signal Had a

Negative Effect When Conditioning on Higher Threat Levels, and a Positive Effect When

Conditioning on Very Low Threat Levels

Note. The blue area indicates the region of significance for effect of the out-group (vs. in-group) host on

attitudes. The stapled lines indicate the Johnson–Neyman points, which indicate the levels of the moderator

where the regions of significance begin. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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demographics and the experimental design. This power analysis

led us to aim for a sample of at least 576 participants. Data were

collected from 601 participants through the market research

agency (only including participants who responded correctly

to an initial attention check, and completed the full experiment,

as in Experiment 1). Unfortunately, because of a coding error,

some participants were not forced to view the manipulation pages

(apartment info and host info pages) for the full length of 10 s.

Seventeen participants (nine from the in-group condition, three

from the out-group condition, and five from the in-group-signal-

ing out-group conditions) spent less than 7 s on either of these

pages, and were therefore excluded from analyses.3

The final sample consisted of 584 participants. The mean age was

50.13 (SD = 16.41), and 52.1% were female. Our sample closely

matched the general Norwegian population in terms of age distri-

bution and geographical location (see the supplemental materials for

details).

Manipulations

As in Experiment 1, we randomly assigned participants to one of

three different host descriptions: (a) in-group, (b) out-group, or (c)

out-group with in-group symbol. The in-group host was described as

Norwegian, and we used the same name (Martin) as in Experiment

1. The picture for Martin’s profile was a Stockphoto image of a

Scandinavian man.

Both the out-group host and the out-group host w/in-group signal

were described as Norwegian-Somali (named Abdi, photo display-

ing a Somali man). The reason we switched from an Iraqi immigrant

to Somali immigrant as the out-group host was in order to increase

the potency of our manipulation, based on knowledge that in

Norway, attitudes toward Somali immigrants are somewhat more

negative than attitudes toward Iraqi immigrants (Bye et al., 2014).

Further, we chose to use the mixed nationality in both these

conditions in order to avoid large differences in beliefs about

socio-economic status of the hosts.4

In Experiment 2, we also varied the in-group signal in a more

controlled manner compared to in Experiment 1. In Experiment 1,

the in-group signal consisted of both a mixed nationality, informa-

tion about personal preferences and hobbies, as well as a stated

attachment to the in-group country. This made the in-group signal

condition inequivalent to the other two conditions, because it

provided not just different information, but more information. In

Experiment 2 we only varied whether the out-group host expressed

attachment to the out-group (Somalis) or to the in-group (Norwe-

gians) through the following statement in the text description of the

host: “I am renting out my apartment as I frequently travel to

(Somalia/Norway) to see my friends and family.”

Measure

All the dependent, mediating, and moderating variables were

measured in the same way as in Experiment 1, except for perceived

out-group threat. In Experiment 1, we measured out-group threat

with respect to Muslims. This was based on an assumption that

participants would apply stereotypes toward Muslims to their

judgments of the out-group host. However, we could not be sure

that participants actually regarded the out-group host as Muslim. In

Experiment 2, we decided to include items that tapped both

perceived threat of Muslims, and perceived threat of Somalis in

our threat measure, in order to avoid this potential limitation. We

used the same items as in Experiment 1 for both these groups. See

the measurement chapter in the supplemental materials for an

overview of all variables measured.

Procedure

The procedure was identical to the one used in Experiment 1, with

one addition. In order to ensure that participants attended suffi-

ciently to the experimental instructions, we included an attention

check question at the very start of the experiment, and screened out

participants who failed this check. The attention check consisted of a

question asking “Which of the following sports interest you the

most?,” but where instructions indicated that participants should

select a specific option in order to confirm they had read the

instructions.

Results

Table 4 displays the mean scores on attitudes toward the apart-

ment, willingness to pay, and intentions to rent, for the three host

group conditions. Results from one-way analyses of variance

comparing participants presented with the three different hosts

revealed significant differences across the groups for attitudes

toward the apartment, F(2, 581) = 7.42, p = .001, partial

η
2
= 0.03 and intentions to rent it, F(2, 581) = 6.13, p = .002,

partial η2 = 0.02. Planned comparisons indicated that participants

reported significantly more positive attitudes, t(581) = 3.12,

p = .002, d = 0.31, 95% CI [0.11, 0.51] and intentions,

t(581) = 3.03, p = .003, d = 0.30, 95% CI [0.10, 0.50], for the

Airbnb apartment presented with an in-group (vs. out-group) host.

For willingness to pay, the one-way ANOVA was not significant,

F(2, 581) = 1.61, partial η2 = 0.01, p = .200, but planned contrast

analysis revealed a significant in-group versus out-group difference,

t(376.07) = 2.32, p = .021,5 d = 0.24, 95% CI [0.04, 0.44].

For attitudes and intentions to rent, there were no moderating

effects of gender or age on discrimination, but for willingness to pay

there was a significant interaction between the in-group-out-group

manipulation and age. Floodlight analyses showed that older parti-

cipants (above 46.9 years old, 58.7% of the sample) reported

significantly lower willingness to pay for the out-group host’s

apartment, whereas younger participants (below 46.9 years old)

did not differ in their willingness to pay for the out-group versus in-

group host’s apartment.
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3 We judged 7 s as the minimum time that participants would need in order
to read through the information on the Airbnb ad, and therefore the minimum
time necessary to be able to count participants as sufficiently exposed to the
experimental stimuli. Follow-up analyses including the 17 participants who
fell below this time limit produce results that are almost identical to the
results when excluding these participants. Two divergent findings exist, and
are reported in the supplemental materials.

4 By using a mixed-nationality target as an out-group host in Experiments
2 and 3, we made our test of discrimination in these experiments more
conservative, as a clear national out-group would be more likely to evoke
discrimination.

5 For willingness to pay, there were significant differences in variances
across groups (Levene = 5.56, p = .004), and therefore, equal variance of
the groups was not assumed in this planned comparison test.

10 NØDTVEDT ET AL.



Together, these results from a large, nationally representative

sample are consistent with prior fieldwork and correlational studies

finding evidence of racial discrimination in peer-to-peer

interactions.

Self-object congruence significantly mediated the effect of the

out-group (vs. in-group) host on attitudes, intentions, and willing-

ness to pay, but there was no significant mediation through host

trustworthiness (see Table 5). This means that people reported lower

levels of self-object congruence with the out-group host’s Airbnb

apartment, and this partially explained participants’ reduced atti-

tudes, intentions, and willingness to pay for this apartment, whereas

for host trustworthiness, there was no significant mediation pattern

for the whole sample.

Political orientation moderated the negative effect of an out-group

(vs. in-group) host on the dependent variables (attitudes: b = −0.14,

95% CI [−0.29, −0.001], p = .048, intentions: b = −0.29, 95% CI

[−0.51, −0.07], p = .009, willingness to pay: b = −3.27, 95% CI

[−5.56, −0.98], p = .005). Floodlight analyses indicated that the

effect of the out-group (vs. in-group) host was significantly negative

for moderate and conservative participants, and not significant for

liberal participants (see Figure 4 for illustration and supplemental

materials for details). The regions of significance began from

political orientation scores above 4.48 for attitudes (68.8% of the

sample), above 4.92 for intentions (68.8% of the sample), and above

5.35 for willingness to pay (58.8% of the sample).

The four items used to measure out-group threat were highly

correlated, and displayed almost identical relationships with the

other variables in the dataset, and we therefore combined these items

into a single out-group threat scale (Cronbach’s α = .97). Out-group

threat beliefs did not significantly moderate the effect of host group

membership on the dependent variables (attitudes: b = −0.07, 95%

CI [−0.18, 0.05], p = .238, intentions: b = −0.11, 95% CI [−0.29,

0.07], p = .230, willingness to pay: b = −1.38, 95% CI [−3.24,

0.48], p = .146).

The moderated mediation effects in Experiment 2 followed the

same pattern as in Experiment 1 (see the supplemental materials for

details). The indirect effects were more negative for high-threat and

conservative participants, and more positive for low-threat and

liberal participants. For instance, political orientation significantly

moderated the mediational effects through host trustworthiness on

attitudes (95% CI [−0.18, −0.0]), intentions (95% CI [−0.18,

−0.04]), and willingness to pay (95% CI [−2.05, −0.45]). Among

conservative participants, the out-group host was rated as less

trustworthy, which led to a negative indirect effect through trust-

worthiness on the dependent variables. Conversely, among liberal

participants, the out-group host was rated as more trustworthy,

which led to a positive indirect effect through trustworthiness

(another reverse discrimination effect).

The in-group signal had mixed effects in terms of reducing

discrimination in Experiment 2. Participants expressed less positive

attitudes, t(581) = 3.53, p < .001, d = 0.36 [0.16, 0.56] and inten-

tions, t(581) = 3.05, p = .002, d = 0.31 [0.11, 0.51] for the out-

group host w/in-group signal’s apartment than the in-group host’s

apartment. However, participants’ willingness to pay for the Airbnb

apartment of the in-group host and the out-group host w/in-group

signal did not differ, t(288.63) = 0.04, p = .968, d = 0.004 [−0.20,

0.20]. The presence of an extreme outlier (more than three standard

deviations from the mean) in the in-group signaling outgroup

condition prohibits a clear interpretation of this result, but even

when recoding this extreme score to the highest score within three

SDs from the mean, the mean difference remains insignificant,

t(378.39) = 1.14, p = .253.

In contrast to in Experiment 1, the out-group host w/in-group

signal was not rated as more trustworthy than the other hosts in

Experiment 2, and there were therefore no positive indirect effects

through trustworthiness (see Table 6). As for the baseline out-group

host, there was a negative indirect effect of the out-group host w/in-

group signal (vs. the in-group host) through self-object congruence.
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Table 5

Mediation Effects of In-Group Versus Out-Group Host in Experiment 2

Mediator

Attitudes Intentions Willingness to pay

b 95% CI b 95% CI b 95% CI

Self-object congruence −0.19 [−0.36, −0.03] −0.36 [−0.66, −0.07] −2.42 [−4.71, −0.38]

Host trustworthiness −0.01 [−0.15, 0.12] −0.01 [−0.13, 0.11] −0.12 [−1.58, 1.37]

Note. b = coefficient for the indirect effect; CI = confidence interval. Results are from bootstrapped mediation analyses with 10,000 resamples. In-group host
was coded as 1, out-group host as 2 in the analyses. Significant effects as indicated by 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals not including zero are marked in
bold.

Table 4

Mean Scores on Attitudes, Willingness to Pay, and Intentions to Rent in Experiment 2

Experimental group

Attitudes Willingness to pay ($) Intentions

M SD M SD M SD

Ingroup 6.96 1.69 78.71 30.27 5.63 2.72
Outgroup 6.41 1.82 72.02 26.51 4.81 2.69
Outgroup w/ingroup signal 6.34 1.75 78.52 60.46 4.81 2.60
Total 6.57 1.77 76.39 42.04 5.08 2.69

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation.
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In moderation analyses including the out-group host w/in-group

signal versus the in-group host, there was no significant reverse

discrimination by liberal or low-threat participants of the out-group

host w/in-group signal. However, out-group threat moderated re-

sponses to the out-group host w/in-group signal in terms of attitudes

(b = −0.13, 95% CI [−0.24, −0.02], p = .018) and intentions to

rent (b = −0.20, 95% CI [−0.37, −0.03], p = .022). A floodlight

analysis showed that high-threat participants displayed more nega-

tive attitudes and intentions than low-threat participants. For atti-

tudes, the region of significance started at threat scores above 3.84

(65.4% of the sample) and for intentions, the region of significance

started for scores above 4.35 (61.0% of the sample). Political

orientation did not significantly moderate the effect of an out-

group host w/in-group signal (vs. an in-group host) on the dependent

variables (all ps for interaction effect > .05). Thus, whereas for the

baseline out-group host, it was a political orientation that signifi-

cantly moderated discrimination, for the out-group host w/in-group

signal, it was out-group threat that emerged as a significant

moderator.

As was the case in Experiment 1, none of the moderators

significantly interacted with the effect of the out-group host w/in-

group signal versus the out-group host (all ps for interaction effects

> .05). That means that the overall pattern was that the two out-

group hosts were not treated significantly differently, and that this

pattern held across different political orientations and out-group

threat levels.

In terms of moderated mediation effects, the findings were similar

for the out-group host w/in-group signal as for the out-group host

(see the supplemental materials). Taken together, the in-group signal

did not have clear mitigating effects on discrimination in Experi-

ment 2. Discrimination remained on two of three main dependent

variables, and there was no positive indirect effect of the in-group

signal through increased trustworthiness ratings. A possible expla-

nation for these findings could be that the in-group signal in

Experiment 2 was more subtle than in Experiment 1. In Experiment

1, the in-group signal consisted of both a mixed nationality and

information about hobbies and interests. In Experiment 2, the in-

group signal was operationalized as a statement about traveling

frequently to Norway. We conclude that this signal of in-group

affiliation was not sufficient to reduce discrimination.

Experiment 3: Trust Cues Counteract Racial

Discrimination

In Experiment 3, we sought to extend the findings from the first two

experiments using a realistic and incentivized choice of Airbnb

apartments, and to test whether a different type of intervention could

reduce discrimination. Participants in Experiment 3 were presented
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Figure 4

The Conditional Effect of an Out-Group (vs. In-Group) Host on Intentions to Rent the Airbnb

Apartment (Experiment 2), Showing That the Region of Significance for the Negative Effect of the

Out-Group Host on Intentions Is for Scores From 4.92 and Above

Note. Political orientation ranges from 1 (left) to 11 (right). See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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with a real choice between staying at an Airbnb apartment and a hotel

room, if they should be the lucky winner of a lottery among the study

participants. The previous studies provided initial evidence of racial

discrimination, but it was on attitudinal measures, which are only

modestly related to actual behavior (see Kraus, 1995). With a real

choice dependent variable, we sought to get a better estimate of

economic behavior and expected to reduce the amount of socially

desirable responding that might be driving the reverse discrimination

by left-wing and low-threat participants in our prior experiments.

Experiment 1 and 2 showed that the mitigating effects of in-group-

signaling informationweremixed. In Experiment 3, we therefore tested

whether more direct, reputation-based information would be effective,

by varying the presence and level of star ratings presented with the

Airbnb apartment. Experiment 3 was the largest of our studies, it

included incentivized choice, and the analyses were pre-registered. As

such, we have the highest confidence in the findings from this study.

Method

Before starting data collection for Experiment 3, we pre-registered

all hypotheses, measures, and analyses: https://osf.io/n8k6b/.

Sample

In Experiment 3, we recruited a nationally representative sample of

Norwegian consumers from the same online consumer panel as used

in Experiment 26. We calculated that for the current experiment, with

a 2 × 3 design, for an effect size of d = 0.28,7 in order to achieve at

least 90% power with an α of 0.05 for an F-test for both main effects

and interactions, we would need 649 participants (≈ 108 per cell).

Since the experiment included a dichotomous dependent variable

(choice) with an unknown effect size, we wanted to increase sample

size as much as our budget allowed, and we therefore aimed to recruit

data from a sample of 800 individuals (≈ 133 per cell). As in the

previous experiments, we only included participants who were not

screened out in the initial attention check, and who completed the full

post-manipulation survey (this exclusion criterion was also pre-

registered).

The final sample consisted of 801 participants. The mean age was

49.23 (SD = 16.95), and 49.6% were female. Our sample closely

matched the general Norwegian population in terms of age distri-

bution and geographical location (see the supplemental materials for

details).

Manipulations

Experiment 3 had a 2 (host group: in-group vs. out-group) × 3

(apartment rating: no rating vs. mediocre rating vs. top rating)

between-subjects design. Host group (in-group vs. out-group)

was manipulated similarly as in the previous experiments. We again

described the in-group host as a Norwegian male namedMartin, and

the out-group host as a Norwegian-Somali male named Abdi. In

Experiment 3, we used better controlled visual stimuli for the host

pictures. We selected pictures from the Chicago face database (Ma

et al., 2015, filename CDF-BM-029-024-N for the out-group host,

and filename CDF-WM-203-023-N for the in-group host), which

allowed us to match the pictures of the in-group and out-group hosts

in terms of pre-rated attractiveness, threateningness, trustworthi-

ness, and anger. Specifically, we made sure the differences in ratings

for these traits were no more than 0.5 scale point on a 7-point Likert

scale. This approach was chosen, as the rating data does not contain

standard deviations for the individual pictures’ ratings, which

precluded statistical tests of differences. Rating data for the pictures

are available at https://chicagofaces.org/default/.

Apartment ratings were manipulated by presenting a visual star

rating and a corresponding number. For the mediocre rating condi-

tion, 3.5 stars were displayed, for the top rating condition, 5 stars

were displayed, and for the no ratings condition, we displayed a

statement saying “This property has not yet received any reviews.”

We confirmed through pre-testing that the 3.5 star rating was

perceived by most people to be a mediocre or only slightly good

score.8 The hotel room option (the other option participants could

choose, apart from the Airbnb apartment) was presented with a

mediocre rating (3.5 stars), which was constant across all conditions.

The reason we presented the hotel room with a mediocre rating was

to avoid floor effects in Airbnb choice. Since most consumers prefer

hotels to Airbnb, we expected that a hotel with a top rating would

attract a large majority of choices. Because participants were told
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Table 6

Mediation Effects of the Out-Group Host w/In-Group Signal in Experiment 2

Mediator

Attitudes Intentions Willingness to pay

b 95% CI b 95% CI b 95% CI

Out-group host w/in-group signal versus in-group host

Self-object congruence −0.21 [−0.35, −0.06] −0.42 [−0.74, −0.12] −3.65 [−6.70, −1.03]

Host trustworthiness −0.01 [−0.17, 0.15] −0.01 [−0.14, 0.12] −0.06 [−1.53, 1.26]
Out-group host w/in-group signal versus out-group host

Self-object congruence 0.03 [−0.12, 0.17] 0.06 [−0.23, 0.36] 0.49 [−1.95, 3.00]
Host trustworthiness −0.01 [−0.17, 0.16] −0.004 [−0.12, 0.12] −0.03 [−1.12, 1.20]

Note. b = coefficient for the indirect effect; CI = confidence interval. Results are from bootstrappedmediation analyses with 10,000 resamples. The out-group
host w/in-group signal was coded as 2 in the analyses, and the comparison group (either in-group host or out-group host) was coded as 1. Significant effects as
indicated by 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals not including zero are marked in bold.

6 People who participated in Experiment 2 were not invited to participate
in Experiment 3.

7 The average effect size in the previous experiments.
8 Two pre-tests confirmed this: One used a convenience sample recruited

online (N = 83, mean age = 29.6), and one used a more diverse sample
recruited from a mall location (N = 24, mean age = 48.3). 3.5 stars is
actually an uncommonly low score on the real Airbnb platform, but most
Norwegian consumers have no or very little experience with Airbnb, and we
therefore calibrated our experiment for a sample who would not be familiar
with the distribution of scores on the real platform.
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they could win their choice of accommodation as part of a lottery

prize, we also wanted to avoid giving the hotel an unrealistically low

rating. Therefore, we kept the hotel room rating constant at a

mediocre level.

Measure

The dependent, mediating, and moderating variables were mea-

sured largely as in Experiment 1 and 2, with three exceptions:

In Experiment 3 we included an incentivized choice measure as a

dependent variable. Specifically, we informed participants that by

completing the experiment, they would enter a lottery where they

could win a week-end trip to London for two people, including

flights and accommodation.We then presented participants with one

Airbnb apartment and one hotel room, and asked them to choose the

accommodation option they would like to be included if they were to

win the trip.

We modified one of the items in the host trustworthiness scale to

the following: “I believe I have a lot in common with [host].”

For the perceived out-group threat measure, we decided to only

refer to Somalis, since responses in Experiment 2 were very similar

to questions about Muslims and questions about Somalis. We also

included two questions designed to tap the dimension of realistic

threat (e.g., “To what degree do you think Somali people pose a

threat to the Norwegian economy?”), in addition to the symbolic

threat items we had previously used (e.g., “To what extent do you

think Somali people pose a threat to Western culture?”). Previous

research on out-group threat has found that symbolic and realistic

threat can have different effects on prejudice and discrimination

(Stephan et al., 2009). We therefore wanted to include both dimen-

sions in our measure in order to make sure it reflected these twomain

subtypes of out-group threat.

Procedure

We applied the same attention check screening procedure as in

Experiment 2. Participants were randomly assigned to one out of

six experimental conditions, and were first presented with the

incentivized choice measure (choosing accommodation for the trip

they might win). After making a choice, they were asked to report

their attitudes and willingness to pay as in the previous experi-

ments. We then measured mediating and moderating variables. In

the survey, we also asked some filler questions about attitudes and

willingness to pay for the hotel room, in order to reduce demand

effects. Upon completing the post-manipulation survey, we de-

briefed participants about the real prize of the lottery, which was an

open travel voucher worth the same as trip presented in the

experiment (weekend in London for two).

Results

The critical dependent measure in this experiment was incen-

tivized choice. Results revealed that participants chose the Airbnb

apartment (vs. hotel) significantly more often when the Airbnb host

was an in-group member (38.4%, 95% CI [33.6, 43.1]) compared

to when the host was an out-group member (28.9%, 95% CI [24.7,

33.5], χ2(1, 801) = 7.80, p = .005, proportion difference = 9.3%,

95% CI [2.8, 15.8]). That is, in relative terms, people were

approximately 25% less likely to choose the Airbnb apartment

when it was presented with an out-group host compared to an in-

group host. There was a significant interaction between gender and

the in-group versus out-group manipulation on choosing the

Airbnb apartment versus the hotel room. Results from Chi-square

tests of independence revealed that men did not choose the Airbnb

presented with an out-group host less often than the Airbnb

presented with an in-group host (χ2 = 0.055, p = .825), whereas

women did (χ2 = 12.804, p < .001). This indicated that the dis-

crimination on this variable was driven by the women in the

sample. There was no moderating effect of age on discrimination

for the choice variable.

Participants also reported significantly more positive attitudes

toward the Airbnb apartment with an in-group (vs. out-group) host,

t(799) = 2.441, p = .015, d = 0.17, 95% CI [0.03, 0.31]. Partici-

pants did not report higher willingness to pay for the apartment with

the in-group (vs. out-group) host, t(799) = 0.169, p = .866,

d = 0.01, 95% CI [−0.13, 0.15], but signs of a ceiling effect on

this measure prevents strong interpretations of this null effect. For

attitudes and willingness to pay, there was no moderating effect of

neither age nor gender (see supplemental materials).

In terms of psychological mediators, self-object congruence

significantly mediated the effect of host group membership on

choice, attitudes, and willingness to pay, but there were no statisti-

cally significant indirect effects of host group membership through

host trustworthiness (see Table 7). This replicates the mediational

findings from Experiment 2 with a similar representative sample,

and supports the notion that reduced self-object congruence with the

Airbnb apartment can partly explain people’s reduced interest in

renting from an out-group host.

The four items measuring out-group threat were highly corre-

lated, and were combined into a single scale (Cronbach’s α = 0.90).

Perceived out-group threat moderated the effect of host group

membership on attitudes (b = −0.10, 95% CI [−0.20, −0.01],
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Table 7

Mediation Effects of In-Group Versus Out-Group Host in Experiment 3

Mediator

Choice Attitudes Willingness to pay

b 95% CI b 95% CI b 95% CI

Self-object congruence −0.19 [−0.36, −0.03] −0.09 [−0.17, −0.01] −1.89 [−3.85, −.31]

Host trustworthiness 0.01 [−0.01, 0.04] 0.03 [−0.04, 0.11] 0.40 [−0.51, 1.53]

Note. b = coefficient for the indirect effect; CI = confidence interval. Results are from bootstrapped mediation analyses with 10,000 resamples. In-group host
was coded as 1, out-group host as 2 in the analyses. Significant effects as indicated by 95% bootstrapped confidence intervals not including zero are marked in
bold.
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p = .027), and a floodlight analysis revealed that high-threat parti-

cipants displayed significantly more negative attitudes toward the

out-group (vs. in-group) host’s apartment, whereas there was no

host group effect for low-threat participants. The region of signifi-

cance started for threat scores above 2.98 (58.2% of the sample).

Out-group threat did not moderate the discrimination we observed

on the Airbnb versus hotel choice (b = −0.02, 95% CI [−0.16,

0.12], p = .759), or willingness to pay for the Airbnb apartment

(b = 0.16, 95% CI [−2.80, 3.11], p =.918). Furthermore, political

orientation did not significantly moderate any of the effects of host

group membership on any of the dependent variables (choice:

b = −0.03, CI [−0.14, 0.09], p = .672, attitudes: b = 0.07, CI

[−0.01, 0.16], p = .080, willingness to pay: b = 0.13, CI [−2.52,

2.78], p = .922). There were also fewer significant moderated

mediation effects in Experiment 3 (see supplemental materials).

This suggests that the effects of political ideology in the previous

experiments might be primarily expressive rather than shaping

actual choice behavior.

Finally, we tested whether experimentally varying trust cues had

an effect on discrimination. To examine whether the rating condi-

tions moderated the in-group–out-group difference on the binary

choice variable, we conducted a logistic regression analysis of the

interaction between host group membership (in-group vs. out-

group), and two dummy variables representing the three rating

conditions. Dummy variable number 1 represented the contrast

between any ratings and no ratings (mediocre and top rating vs.

no ratings), and Dummy variable number 2 represented the contrast

between the two types of ratings (mediocre vs. top). We chose this

coding scheme in order to test both whether the mere presence of

ratings would have an effect, and whether the level of the ratings

would have an effect. Dummy variable number 1 indicates whether

ratings are present or not, and Dummy variable number 2 indicates

whether ratings were mediocre or high (Table 8).

Results revealed a significant interaction between host group

membership and the mediocre versus top rating dummy

(b = −0.79, 95% CI [−1.54, −0.04], p = .038), which indicated

that discrimination depended on the level of the ratings. The mere

presence of a trust cue (comparing no ratings with the two rating

conditions) did not have a significant effect on the degree of

discrimination of the out-group host (b = 0.03, 95% CI [−1.14,

0.28], p = .921). See Table 9 and Figure 5 for an illustration of

Airbnb choice proportions in the different host and rating condi-

tions. Additional contrast tests are presented in the supplemental

materials.

Probing the significant Rating level × Host group interaction, we

found that when the host had a mediocre rating (3.5 star), there was a

statistically significant difference between the percentage of people

choosing the in-group (33.8%, 95% CI [26.3, 42.2]) versus the out-

group (17.9%, 95% CI [12.3, 25.3]) Airbnb apartment (proportion

difference = 15.9, 95% CI [5.4, 26.0], χ
2(1, 267) = 8.83,

p = .003). In other words, when the Airbnb apartment had a

mediocre rating, people were nearly twice as likely to choose the

apartment when it was presented with an in-group host compared to

when it was presented with an out-group host. However, when the

Airbnb had a top (5 star) rating, there was no significant difference

between the percentage choosing the in-group (44.4%, 95% CI

[36.2, 52.8]) and out-group (42.9%, 95% CI [34.8, 51.4]) Airbnb

apartment (proportion difference = 1.5, 95%CI [−10.3, 13.2], χ2(1,

266) = 0.06, p = .805). For the out-group host, there was also a

significant difference between having a top rating versus a mediocre

rating (proportion difference = 24.9, 95% CI [14.0, 35.1], χ2(1,

267) = 19.66, p < .001), whereas for the in-group host the differ-

ence between a mediocre and top rating was smaller and not

statistically significant at the .05 α level (proportion difference =

10.5, 95% CI [−1.2, 21.8], χ2(1, 266) = 3.10, p = .079).

Results from 2 (in-group vs. out-group) × 3 (rating condition)

factorial analyses of variance further revealed that there was not a

significant interaction between rating condition and host group

membership in predicting neither attitudes, F(2, 795) = 0.32,

p = .728, partial η
2
= 0.001, nor willingness to pay, F(2,

795) = 0.93, p = .394, partial η2 = 0.002, for the Airbnb apart-

ment. This means that the in-group-out-group differences on these

variables did not change significantly across the rating conditions.

See Table 10 for group means.

Internal Meta-Analysis

The central contribution in the current research, has been to gain a

better understanding of the psychological mechanisms involved in

racial discrimination in the sharing economy, and to test the effect of

possible remedies. To provide a quantitative overview of the simple

main effect of out-group versus in-group host on the dependent

variables, we end with an internal meta-analysis. In Experiment 3,

we measured real choice of an Airbnb apartment instead of inten-

tions to rent, and these two measures are treated as a single variable

in the internal meta-analysis because of their close conceptual link.

Based on Goh et al. (2016), we conducted the internal meta-

analyses using a fixed effects approach (Table 11). The meta-

analytic effect sizes were statistically significant for attitudes toward

the Airbnb apartment (d = 0.22, p < .001, 95% CI [0.11, 0.32]),

and for intention/choice to rent the Airbnb apartment (d = 0.25,

p = .002, 95% CI [0.14, 0.36]). For willingness to pay, the
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Table 8

Coding Scheme for Rating Condition in Logistic Regression

Analysis

Dummy variable No ratings 3.5 stars 5 stars

Dummy 1 0.667 −0.333 −0.333
Dummy 2 0 0.5 −0.5

Note. The table displays the values used to identify the three rating
conditions (no rating, 3.5 star rating and 5 star rating) in a logistic
regression analysis, by using two dummy variables.

Table 9

Percentage Choosing Airbnb Apartment in Different Host Group

and Rating Conditions in Experiment 3

Rating condition Ingroup Outgroup Difference

No ratings 36.6% 26.1% 10.5%
3.5 stars 33.8% 17.9% 15.9%*

5 stars 44.4% 42.9% 1.5%
Total 38.4% 28.9% 9.5%*

Note. * Chi square test significant at p < .05.
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meta-analytic effect size was not statistically significant (d = 0.10,

p = .060, 95% CI [−0.004, 0.21]). However, signs of a ceiling

effect on the willingness to pay measure in Experiment 3 prevents a

strong interpretation of this result.

Discussion

Across three experiments, we found that consumers discriminated

against out-group hosts on Airbnb, both in terms of their attitudes

and their actual choices (Table 12). Most strikingly, our findings

from the large-scale, nationally representative sample in Experiment

3 revealed that when an out-group (vs. in-group) host was presented

together with an identical Airbnb apartment, the amount of people

willing to choose that apartment in an incentivized choice dropped

by 25%. Extending a previous field observation that non-White

Airbnb hosts charge prices that are approximately 10% lower than

the prices charged by White Airbnb hosts for equivalent apartments

(Jaeger et al., 2019), the current investigation provides causal

evidence for such discrimination. Thus, people engage in costly

racial discrimination toward hosts of an identical apartment.

The findings also shed light on how to reduce racial discrimina-

tion against hosts. We found strong evidence that explicit trust cues,

in the form of reputation-based ratings from previous guests, can

reduce such discrimination. When the Airbnb apartments were

presented with either no ratings or a mediocre (3.5 star) rating,

29% and 47% fewer chose the out-group (vs. in-group) Airbnb

apartment as their preferred accommodation option—even when the
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Figure 5

Proportion of Participants Choosing the Airbnb as Their Preferred Accommodation (Relative to a

Hotel Room) in a Consequential Choice in Experiment 3

Note. We found evidence of discrimination in the mediocre rating condition (when the Airbnb host had 3.5

stars), but not in the top rating condition (when the Airbnb host had 5 stars). Error bars indicate 95% confidence

intervals. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

Table 10

Mean Scores on Attitudes and Willingness to Pay in Experiment 3

Experimental group

Attitudes
Willingness to pay

($)

M SD M SD

Ingroup total 8.60 1.42 124.74 44.70
Ingroup No rating 8.65 1.48 126.61 46.60
Ingroup 3.5 stars 8.40 1.36 124.11 44.99
Ingroup 5 stars 8.75 1.39 123.50 42.67
Outgroup total 8.34 1.62 124.17 51.90
Outgroup No rating 8.27 1.69 120.47 47.47
Outgroup 3.5 stars 8.17 1.54 123.26 61.68
Outgroup 5 stars 8.58 1.61 128.81 44.96
Total 8.47 1.52 124.46 48.41

Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. See supplemental materials
for results of planned contrast tests.
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accommodations were otherwise identical across hosts. When the

Airbnb apartments were presented with top (5 star) ratings, the in-

group versus out-group gap was almost completely eliminated

(1.5% difference). This indicates that increasing the salience of

top ratings for minority individuals could reduce discrimination on

Airbnb and possibly other platforms in the sharing economy.

Contrary to our initial predictions, we did not find convincing

evidence that highlighting points of similarity with the in-group

reduce discrimination against out-group hosts in the Airbnb context.

In Experiment 1, adding in-group signaling information to the out-

group host’s profile had positive effects in terms of increasing host

trustworthiness, but these effects did not hinder discrimination

among high-threat participants. In Experiment 2, with a more

stringent in-group signaling manipulation, we concluded that the

in-group signal did not manage to mitigate discrimination. Simi-

larly, Cui et al. (2020) found that self-claimed positive information

was less effective than reputation-based information in mitigating

discrimination. Future research could therefore test the effects of

providing signals of similarity generated by oneself versus by

trustworthy third parties.

However, we do not interpret our findings to mean that perceived

similarity is unimportant. After all, self-object congruence emerged

as the most reliable mediator across our three studies. This suggests

that people use host identity as a cue in forming an impression about

whether an Airbnb apartment fits with their own identity, and that

this judgment in turn leads to out-group host’s apartments being

seen as less attractive. This finding is a novel extension to the

literature on racial bias, illustrating the theoretical potential of

integrating consumer psychology with social psychology in order

to explain behavior in marketplace contexts.

Regarding the role of political orientation and perceived out-

group threat, the findings from all three experiments point to the

same general pattern, although not all findings are statistically

significant across the board (see the supplemental materials for

illustrations). The results converged in revealing that liberal political

views and low perceptions of out-group threat were related to more

positive responses to the out-group host, whereas moderate and

conservative political views and high perceptions of out-group

threat were related to more negative responses to the out-group

host. Across experiments, participants with either liberal political

views or low out-group threat ratings reported higher trustworthi-

ness for the out-group (vs. in-group) host, whereas participants with

conservative political views or high out-group threat ratings re-

ported lower trustworthiness for the out-group (vs. in-group) host.

This resulted in opposite indirect effects through host trustworthi-

ness for liberal/low-threat and conservative/high-threat participants,

and explains why we do not observe a simple mediational effect

through host trustworthiness in our results.

While we expected responses to the out-group host to be more

negative for conservative and high-threat participants, we did not

anticipate the phenomenon of reverse discrimination. One possible

explanation for this behavior comes from the justification-suppression

model of prejudice (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003), which states that

people might harbor negative prejudices about certain groups, but be

reluctant to express them because these prejudices conflict with

egalitarian values or concerns of appearing “politically correct.” In

our sample, this might have been characteristic of the liberal and low-

threat subgroup of our participants. Participants with liberal and pro-

immigrant valuesmight have (consciously or unconsciously) made an

effort to appear un-prejudiced in their evaluations of the out-group

host and his apartment, and therefore ended up rating the out-group

host more favorably than the in-group host.

Interestingly, when it came to the incentivized outcome variable

in Experiment 3, neither political orientation nor out-group threat

beliefs mattered for participants’ decisions: People chose the in-

group host’s apartment more often than the out-group host’s apart-

ment, regardless of ideology. Whereas political orientation and out-

group threat had significant moderation effects on hypothetical

outcomes (attitudes and willingness to pay), we found no such

effects when it came to a real and consequential choice. Addition-

ally, in Experiment 3, political orientation and out-group threat had

less impact overall, as there was no evidence for a liberal “outgroup

preference” on neither incentivized choice or the evaluative media-

tor variables. A possible explanation for this could be that different

psychological processes underlie bias on evaluative outcomes and

outcomes that have real-life implications for the individual. Indeed,

Dunham (2018) has made a convincing case for a distinction

between in-group bias in evaluations and in-group bias in coopera-

tive behavior. He argues that in-group bias in evaluations of others

(e.g., judging in-group members to be more friendly or intelligent

than out-group members) could be caused by a spill-over of positive

self-regard to groups that get associated with the self, whereas in-

group bias in cooperative behavior (e.g., deciding to reward in-

groupmembers more than out-groupmembers) seemsmore likely to

be explained by tacit norms and expectations about in-group

reciprocity (Dunham, 2018). Evidence supporting this view comes

from research showing that in-group bias in cooperation is reduced

when there is no interdependency of outcomes among group

members, but that evaluative biases can remain (Balliet et al., 2014).

As such, our own findings are consistent with prior work, and also

point to a possible extension. In Experiment 3, political orientation

did not matter for discrimination in terms of actual choice, and
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Table 11

Standardized Effect Sizes and Internal Meta-Analysis for the Effect of an In-Group (Versus Out-Group) Airbnb Host on Attitudes, Intentions/

Choice to Rent, and Willingness to Pay for an Airbnb Apartment Across Three Experiments (Total N = 1,332)

Dependent variable Experiment 1 (n = 143) Experiment 2 (n = 388) Experiment 3 (n = 801) Meta-analytic effect size

Attitudes d = 0.21 d = 0.31** d = 0.17* d = 0.22**

Willingness to pay d = 0.26 d = 0.24* d = 0.01 d = 0.10
Intention to rent/real choice d = 0.21 d = 0.30** d = 0.23** d = 0.25**

Note. d = Cohen’s d. Internal meta-analysis conducted according to Goh et al. (2016). Intention to rent was measured in Experiment 1 and 2, whereas real
choice to rent was measured in Experiment 3.
* p < .05. ** p < .01.
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unlike Experiment 2, it did not matter for evaluative ratings either.

One way to interpret this could be that for liberal participants,

choosing the hotel room over the out-group host’s Airbnb apartment

would have created an aversive state of cognitive dissonance in

Experiment 2, when expressing one’s moral aspirations was cost-

free. In Experiment 3, however, economic incentivization created a

practical dimension to the choice, which possibly reduced the

salience or weight of moral motives. Thus, when liberal participants

were placed in this real choice scenario, they showed a similar

ingroup preference as conservative participants, and presumably

were less bothered by it than they would have been in a purely

hypothetical exercise.

More generally, our results points to the importance of distin-

guishing between situations where discrimination is measured on a

purely evaluative level, and situations where discrimination happens

in a context of potential reciprocal behavior. For instance, evaluating

an Airbnb apartment can be seen as a mainly evaluative judgment,

whereas actually choosing to stay in an Airbnb apartment involves

cooperative aspects like enacting trust. One might speculate that

motivated cognitive processes like suppression of prejudice could

be more likely to affect the evaluative types of outcomes, compared

to the types of outcomes with real risk to the target individual. This

appears to us an interesting avenue for future research. Given that

most research in social psychology is based on attitude ratings and

hypothetical choices, with no measure of actual behavior

(Baumeister et al., 2007; Doliński, 2018), this discrepancy serves

as a reminder of why we should combine hypothetical outcomes

with incentivized choices as often as possible. Especially when

social desirability is relevant, the attitude-behavior gap is likely to

occur when the person can signal their political identity and moral

aspirations at no cost, possibly deceiving both themselves and others

at once (Von Hippel & Trivers, 2011). Systematic variation of the

real cost of decision-making can therefore be leveraged to provide a

better understanding of the underlying psychology, and may also

improve the applied relevance to the real world.

Generalizability and Limitations

Although our experiments focus on the specific marketplace

context of Airbnb, we suggest that the findings are relevant to

peer-to-peer platforms more generally, as well as other transactional

contexts where people must rely on trust perceptions and judgments

under uncertainty. Finally, our study findings also contribute to

general theoretical knowledge about drivers and mitigation

strategies that apply to racial discrimination. The degree of
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Table 12

Summary of Findings From the Three Experiments

Variable
Experiment 1 (N = 214,

student sample)
Experiment 2 (N = 584,
representative sample)

Experiment 3 (N = 801,
representative sample)

Main effect (H1)
Discrimination N.s. for sample as a whole Lower attitudes, intentions

and WTP for outgroup
apartment

Lower choice rate and
attitudes for outgroup
apartment, n.s. for WTP

Mediation (H2)
Trust N.s. N.s. N.s.
Self-object congruence N.s. Significant negative indirect

effect for attitudes,
intentions, and WTP

Significant negative indirect
effect for attitudes,
intentions, and WTP

Moderation (H3)
Political orientation N.s. Significant moderation of

effect of host on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP

N.s.

Out-group threat Significant moderation of
effect of host on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP

N.s. Significant moderation of
effect of host on attitudes

Moderated mediation (H4)
Host trustworthiness Significant moderated

mediation on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP by
both moderators

Significant moderated
mediation on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP by
both moderators

Significant moderated
mediation on attitudes and
WTP by out-group threat

Self-object congruence Significant moderated
mediation on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP by
political orientation

Significant moderated
mediation on attitudes,
intentions, and WTP by
political orientation

N.s.

Mitigation interventions (H5 and H6)
Ingroup-signaling

information
The intervention increased
trustworthiness ratings, but
did not eliminate
discrimination by high
threat participants

The intervention did not
increase trustworthiness
ratings, and yielded mixed
results in reducing overall
discrimination

—

Explicit trust cues (ratings) — — A top (5 star) rating
significantly reduced
discrimination

Note. N.s. = Non-significant; WTP = Willingness to pay.
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generalizability across different contexts and choice environments

should be examined empirically in future research.

In the theoretical framework applied in this research, we attempt

to strike a balance between comprehensiveness and parsimony. As a

consequence, there are additional variables that we imagine could

have contributed with further explanation of discrimination, that we

have left unmeasured. One example is measuring feelings of threat

as a mediating factor. It follows from our theoretical reasoning that

when encountering an out-group host, participants might experience

the host as threatening, which could result in negative evaluations

and intentions of the Airbnb apartment. However, we argue that by

measuring host trustworthiness, we should to a large extent be able

to capture the same phenomenon, since experiencing threat could be

seen as the opposite of experiencing trust. Similarly, we have chosen

not to measure general trustworthiness perceptions toward the out-

group, because we do measure out-group threat.

Our experiments focus on discrimination against racial minori-

ties, specifically immigrant hosts from non-Western, Muslim major-

ity countries, which is a group that is often the target of prejudice and

discrimination in Norway (Bye et al., 2014). Thus, findings might

be more relevant to discrimination of stigmatized groups as opposed

to any type of intergroup context. Part of the background for

selecting a negatively stereotyped group as the out-group was

that our design (a hypothetical survey experiment with restrictions

on maximum sample size) would not be sufficient to detect very

subtle discrimination effects. In short: we aimed for a strong rather

than subtle manipulation of the in-group-out-group dimension.

Future research may explore whether discrimination might also

arise for more minimal groups in the Airbnb context. Another

suggestion for future research is to include manipulation checks

at the end of the post-manipulation survey. We did not implement

manipulation checks in the current research, but we acknowledge

that this could have been useful.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the current research provides causal evidence for

racial discrimination in the sharing economy, and shows that

reputation-based information can be highly effective in reducing

such discrimination when real choices are made. Our findings not

only reveal how racial discrimination can enter these decisions, but

they also offer the possibility for change. Large platforms can easily

scale insights from research to reduce discrimination and promote

greater fairness in the sharing economy. In an age where the

economy has become decentralized, it is more important than

ever to understand the individual psychology behind economic

decision-making.
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