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Abstract: In recent years, the collaborative economy has drawn a lot of academic attention. Most
research has focused on the consumer side, whereas the evidence regarding individuals as providers
is scarce. Based on the triple-p (planet, people, profit) framework of the sustainability approach, this
paper empirically investigates the reasons that lead individuals to offer services in the collaborative
economy. Using microdata from representative samples of national populations in the member
states of the European Union, Heckman-type probit models have been estimated for the provision of
transport and accommodation collaborative services. The results show that the decision to provide is
largely shaped by individuals’ sociodemographic features. Social and environmental reasons are
found to drive the decision to provide transport services. Meanwhile, economic reasons appear to be
the key drivers behind the offering of accommodation services.
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1. Introduction

In 1987, the Brundtland report of the United Nations (UN) General Assembly high-
lighted the importance for countries worldwide to foster sustainable development to ensure
that the needs of the present were met “without compromising the ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own needs” [1] (p.16). Since then, sustainable development has grown
in importance, culminating in the UN’s vow for the UN Sustainable Development Goals
to be reached by 2030 in 2015. Achieving these goals requires citizens to reconsider their
lifestyles in terms of their impact on society, the economy and the environment, i.e., the
three pillars of sustainability [2,3].

Recent attention has been drawn towards the collaborative economy (CE) (also known
as the sharing economy, platform economy or peer-to-peer economy, among others). The CE
is characterized by the matching of individuals who have resources with idle capacity with
other individuals who need such resources, doing so through internet-based platforms [4,5].
The CE has been claimed to bring potential benefits in all areas of sustainability [6,7].
First, it opens up new opportunities for employment, business and entrepreneurship [4].
Consumers now have access to more variety, generally at lower prices than those in
traditional markets [8]. Second, it brings some positive social effects: it facilitates the
meeting of new people and connects individuals and communities, which might build
up social capital and social cohesion and spur consumer empowerment [9,10]. As for the
environment, a central argument is that a smaller quantity of goods will be needed due
to the CE’s promotion of accessing rather than owning goods, which implies less energy,
water and greenhouse emissions, ultimately contributing to fighting global climate change
and reinforcing the circular economy [11–14]. However, these positive effects are far from
clear, and several critical voices have been raised [10,15,16]. The environmental effects
are very complex and might vary according to activity, business models and territory,
depending on how the CE evolves [17–19]. Rebound effects are also possible: since the
products available on collaborative websites are generally cheaper than those in traditional
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markets, there is more income to spend, leading to more consumption. The environmental
effect depends on how this extra income is spent [20].

To realize the potential of the CE for sustainable development, it is necessary to
understand people’s motivations to participate [21–27]. Economic reasons (such as lower
prices, savings on costs, access to variety and convenience) are important drivers for
participation [21,24,25,27,28]. Likewise, since CE-related interactions make it possible
to meet new people, get new social experiences, connect with others and be part of the
community, there are clear social reasons to participate as well [29–34]. Participation could
also be driven by environmental reasons; specifically, individuals might rather access goods
than own them, and owners would be able to facilitate the access to these goods for other
people in order to increase usage efficiency and, thus, contribute to the wellbeing of the
environment [9,35]. However, the empirical evidence in this regard is mixed. While several
studies find no relationship between environmental or sustainability reasons to participate
in the CE [27], others do find that it is an important driver [21,28,36].

The relative importance of the described drivers is likely to vary across product types
because their economic values, the degree of social interaction involved and the derived
environmental effects are different [10,21,23]. Accommodation and cars are by far the
goods with the highest (relative) economic value in the CE, and economic reasons might
be especially important in these cases. Social reasons might also play an important role
regarding accommodation [30,31] and car sharing compared to other types of services (e.g.,
food services). Meanwhile, environmental reasons are mainly related to car use [23].

Furthermore, these drivers might play a different role for users and providers, espe-
cially regarding economic reasons [23,24]. For example, if the good in question has a high
economic value, the user might obtain large economic benefits by renting or borrowing
compared to the option of buying it; in contrast, the provider might not be able to charge a
large amount of money for allowing access [23], except for some accommodation services.
In the particular case of car (ride) sharing, many providers might simply want to earn
back part of the cost of the trip. Moreover, users and providers face different types of
uncertainties about the economic benefits they might obtain. Users might be worried
about not getting what they expected, “what-if” problems and trust concerns [21,27,31,37].
Providers’ main concerns tend to be concerning legal issues, specifically in in terms of
how to offer the service legally, how to declare the derived income and their own work
status [4]. The empirical findings so far are not conclusive. Belloti et al. [24] and Böcker and
Meelen [23] both find that users are more economically motivated than providers, whereas
Hawlitschek et al. [22] and Sung et al. [26] show that social reasons (and not economic
motives) do matter for users, while providers are driven by economic, social [22,38] and
environmental reasons [26]. Nonetheless, the available evidence on providers is scarce.

This paper tries to fill this gap in the literature by investigating the drivers of people
acting as suppliers in order to gain a better understanding of their decision-making process.
Relying on the triple p (people-planet-profit) framework of sustainability [9,23], we focus on
the economic, environmental and social drivers that lead individuals to offer collaborative
transport and accommodation services. The contributions to the existing literature are as
follows. In the first place, we provide empirical evidence in an area with scarce one, i.e.,
providers in the CE [39] and we complement previous literature which has focused on
intended provision [23]. In the second place, we show evidence for the whole European
Union (EU). Previous research has focused on particular geographical areas [21,23] or
certain platforms [27,35]. Our analysis will make it possible to assess the situation of the
EU and to identify any significant differences between countries. Similar to Albinsson
et al. [40], we analyze data from the full population, not only from those that participate in
the CE; hence, we will be able to determine whether the decision to provide varies across
sociodemographic groups and, therefore, whether these findings would contribute to the
larger debate about the social effects of the CE. Finally, instead of studying the CE as a whole,
which would overlook the fact that different activities might be driven by different reasons,
we focus on two major activities: collaborative transport and accommodation services.
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2. Materials and Methods

To analyze the reasons that lead individuals to offer CE services, microdata were
collected from the Flash Eurobarometer 467 [41], which gathers information about European
residents’ perceptions and participation in the CE.

The survey population covered individuals aged 15 years old and older living in
one of the 28 member states of the EU (EU-28) (including the United Kingdom). Ran-
dom representative samples were drawn in each of the member states, with a total of
26,544 interviews collected by phone from the 23rd to the 30th of April 2018.

The survey questionnaire started by clarifying to respondents the concept of collabo-
rative platforms as stated by the EU (the definition was given as “specialist internet-based
websites or apps that provide an open marketplace where consumers can connect with
people offering services”) [41] (p.1). Next, respondents were asked whether they have ever
offered any service through these kinds of platforms. If the answer was ‘yes’, then there
was a follow-up question about the sectors of provision, the reasons for offering the service
and any problem faced in the provision of the services. All of these survey questions were
yes/no questions. Additionally, sociodemographic information was collected from all
survey participants regardless of whether or not they participated in the CE.

In our study, the variable of interest is whether or not an individual i (i = 1, 2, . . . , n)
has offered services in sector j (j = car, accommodation) in the CE. Given the binary and
discrete nature of this variable, the most appropriate methodological approach is the use of
discrete choice models. Specifically, the following latent variable model can be specified:

y* = Xβ + ε y = 1 [y* > 0] (1)

where y* is a latent variable and only the binary variable y is observed, taking value 1 if an
individual decides to offer services in sector j and is set at 0 otherwise, X is the vector of
explanatory variables, which includes economic, social and environmental reasons, and ε
is the error term. Under the assumption of ε being normally distributed with mean zero
and variance one, a binary probit model will be estimated.

The estimation of Equation (1) only makes sense for individuals who currently provide
services in the CE. Since the sample comes from the full population, if the estimation is
directly restricted to individuals reporting as being providers, some sample selection bias
could be introduced [42]. An appropriate empirical strategy consists of the estimation of
Heckman-type models, with a first selection equation to explain an individual’s decision
to provide services in the CE (base population: all respondents) and a second outcome
equation to explain the decision to provide a particular service (base population: respon-
dents having reported their provision of services in the CE). Since the dependent variables
in both equations are binary, the probit models will be estimated. The selection equation
regression includes respondents’ sociodemographic features as regressors. The outcome
equation, as described in Equation (1), includes variables related to the economic, social and
environmental reasons that lead people to provide transport and accommodation services.

The suitability of this approach can be checked through a chi-square test of inde-
pendence between the selection and outcome equations. The null hypothesis states that
the correlation between the error terms of the two equations (ρ) is equal to zero, i.e., the
selection and outcome equations are independent. In such a case, sample selection bias is
not an issue and Heckman-type models would present similar estimates to those obtained
by estimating separate probit models. In the opposite case, if the null hypothesis is rejected
because ρ is found to be statistically and significantly different from zero, then sample bias
might be an issue and Heckman-type models would be appropriate.

Table A1 describes the variables used in the analysis, as operationalized from the
survey questions.

The economic reasons that might drive the decision to provide services in the CE
are measured by a set of dummy variables which consider pecuniary and nonpecuniary
motives; specifically, income (INCOME), the flexibility of its hours (FLEXIB), the fact that
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it is an easy way to become a service provider (OP_PROV), the ability to offer additional
services (ADDITIONAL) and access to more consumers (ACCESS).

Nonetheless, these benefits are to some extent uncertain, due to the vagueness of some
legal and tax issues. Three variables are included to take account of these concerns (LEGAL,
TAX, WORK_STATUS).

Social reasons are proxied by a dummy variable (INTERACTION) which considers
that the respondent acknowledges the opportunity to interact with interesting people as a
reason to use collaborative platforms.

Environmental reasons are measured by a dummy variable (SUSTAINABLE) which
indicates that the respondent reported that the CE is a more sustainable and efficient way
to use available assets as a reason to provide services.

Finally, in the selection equations, we include variables related to respondents’ so-
ciodemographic features; in particular, gender, age, educational attainment, employment
situation and location. To control for potential cross-regional variation, we consider regional
gross domestic product per capita data at the regional (NUTS2) level (Reg_GDP). The latter
data are sourced from Eurostat [43]. In addition, to control for cross-country variation, we
consider respondents’ country of residence. This categorical variable has been coded using
“deviation from the means” coding method [44]. This method sets the category of reference
to −1 and the rest of the categories are codified as 0,1 correspondingly. This will allow us to
compare each category (each country) with the overall mean, i.e., the mean of all groups (the
EU-28), which appears to be of more interest than the standard simple binary coding.

3. Results

Tables 1 and 2 show the results of the estimation of the Heckman-type probit models
with sample selection. Columns (1) and (2) correspond to the selection and outcome equa-
tions for transport collaborative services, respectively. Correspondingly, columns (3) and
(4) refer to the selection and outcome equations for accommodation collaborative services.

Table 1. Probit estimated coefficients of the selection and outcome equations.

Dependent Variables PROVIDER TRANSPORT PROVIDER ACCOMMOD

Independent Variables (1) (2) (3) (4)

INCOME −0.146 ** 0.241 ***
FLEXIB −0.109 * −0.132

OPPOR_PROVIDE −0.027 0.050
ADDITIONAL 0.072 0.052

ACCESS −0.286 *** 0.372 **
LEGAL 0.026 0.056

TAX 0.081 0.143
WORK_PROB 0.204 * 0.106

INTERACTION 0.263 *** 0.038
SUSTAINABILITY 0.443 *** −0.106

FEMALE −0.108 ** −0.068
AGE −0.014 *** −0.014 ***

HIGHSCHOOL 0.218 * 0.301 **
COLLEGE/UNIVER 0.490 *** 0.572 ***

STUDYING 0.173 0.260 **
EMPLOYEES −0.184 *** −0.303 ***

MANUAL −0.349 *** −0.465 ***
UNEMPLOYED −0.283 ** −0.373 ***

INACTIVE −0.309 *** −0.404 ***
SMTOWN 0.063 0.057
LTOWN 0.190 *** 0.230 ***

Reg_GDP 0.053 ** 0.038
Rho −1.234 *** −0.276

Observations 26,544 26,544
Chi-square statistic (H0:ρ = 0) 42.81 *** 1.331

Note: ***, **, *, indicate statistical significance at 1, 5, and 10 percent levels, respectively.
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Table 2. Probit estimated coefficients for the “country” variable in the selection equations.

PROVIDER PROVIDER PROVIDER PROVIDER

(1) (3) (1) (3)

Belgium 0.134 ** 0.271 *** Cyprus −0.030 −0.128 ***
Netherlands −0.178 *** −0.220 *** Czech Republic −0.246 *** −0.282 ***

Germany 0.023 0.034 Estonia 0.050 * 0.146 ***
Italy 0.274 * 0.220 * Hungary 0.554 *** 0.618 ***

Luxembourg 0.082 ** 0.062 ** Latvia −0.276 *** −0.432 ***
Denmark −0.093 *** 0.022 Lithuania −0.051 0.007
Ireland −0.202 *** −0.163 *** Malta 0.011 −0.070 **

United Kingdom −0.334 *** −0.331 *** Poland 0.218 *** 0.265 ***
Greece 0.139 *** 0.144 *** Slovakia 0.237 *** 0.177 ***
Spain −0.258 *** −0.264 *** Slovenia −0.003 −0.030

Portugal −0.132 *** −0.077 ** Bulgaria 0.149 *** 0.170 ***
Finland −0.099 * −0.099 * Romania 0.106 *** 0.130 ***
Sweden −0.005 −0.010 Croatia −0.061 −0.098
Austria −0.559 *** −0.547 ***

Notes: See notes under Table 1. (1) and (3) indicate that these estimates continue those of columns (1) and (3) in Table 1, respectively.

The last row of Table 1 presents the results of the chi-square test of independence
between the selection and outcome equations. The results for the empirical model of collab-
orative transport services indicate the rejection of the null hypothesis, i.e., the independence
of the two equations. Hence, Heckman-type models are an appropriate methodological
strategy to control for sample selection biases. For collaborative accommodation services,
we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Then, sample selection problems seem not to be present
in this case, and estimates from the Heckman model will be similar to those obtained by
estimating each equation separately, i.e., as two independent probit models.

Focusing on the estimated coefficients of the selection equations (columns 1 and 3),
we note that the decision to offer services in the CE is mainly shaped by respondents’
sociodemographic features. It is important to note that, despite having the same dependent
variable and same regressors, there are some differences in the estimated coefficients
of the selection equations, as shown in columns (1) and (3). The reason for this is that
each selection equation is jointly estimated with the corresponding outcome equation.
In any case, practically all of the variables are statistically significant. Specifically, we
find that women are less likely than men to offer services in the CE. Age also has a
negative association with provision. Hence, as age increases, the likelihood of providing
collaborative services decreases. Regarding educational attainment, we find a positive
association with the provision of services. Compared to those who stopped education at
15 years old or less, individuals who stopped at 16–19 years old (high school education) and
those who stopped at 20 years old or older (college/university education) are significantly
more likely to offer services in the CE. In fact, the higher the educational level, the higher
the likelihood of offering services. As far as the employment situation is concerned,
self-employed individuals are more likely to provide services in the CE than any other
work-related group (note the negative and statistically significant signs of EMPLOYEE,
MANUAL, UNEMPLOYED, and INACTIVE). We also observe that offering CE services is
mainly associated to individuals living in large towns rather than in rural areas or villages.

Table 2 shows cross-country differences. As explained in the previous section, the
variable COUNTRY has been coded so that each estimated coefficient shows the individ-
ual (country) effect compared to the global average effect (EU-28), once controlled for
sociodemographic characteristics. Positive (negative) and statistically significant coeffi-
cients indicate that the country is above (below) the European average, ceteris paribus
sociodemographic features. Estimates show an uneven distribution by countries, with
some of them far above the European average (e.g., Hungary and Poland) and others below
it (e.g., Austria).
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As regards the reasons that drive an individual’s decision to provide collaborative
transport and accommodation services, estimates are shown in columns (2) and (4) of
Table 1, respectively.

Focusing on the provision of transport services, we observe either negative or non-
significant associations with economic reasons. Specifically, individuals providing collab-
orative transport services are less likely to indicate either income, the flexibility of hours
or the possibility to access more consumers as the reasons which drove them to offer this
service, compared to individuals providing other services. The results also suggest the
existence of some problems related to work status. In this sense, individuals providing
collaborative transport services are statistically significantly more likely to report the un-
clear impact that this might have on their employment status as a problem. As for social
and environmental reasons, the two variables included for measuring these issues are
statistically significant at the 1 percent level. Hence, individuals providing collaborative
transport services are significantly more likely to report that the reasons to offer services
are both the opportunity to interact with interesting people and that it implies a more
sustainable and efficient use of available assets. This latter reason appears to be especially
relevant given the magnitude of its estimated coefficient, which is a bit more than 1.6 times
that of social reasons.

Referring to the provision of collaborative accommodation services, the key point to
note in our estimates is that only some specific economic reasons are statistically significant.
We have not detected any significant problems that influence this decision. In particular, our
findings indicate that an individuals’ provision of collaborative accommodation services is
mainly driven by the income they can obtain and the opportunity to access more potential
consumers. The estimated coefficient for the latter is slightly larger than the former, which
might be related to the fact that the total income that the host can obtain ultimately depends
on the number of guests. Hence, the importance of accessing a large pool of potential guests.

4. Discussion

In this paper, we have explored to what extent economic, social and environmental
reasons drive individuals to offer transport and accommodation services in the CE.

Our findings indicate that the decision to offer services is largely shaped by respon-
dents’ sociodemographic features. Specifically, estimates suggest that young males with
high education, self-employed, and living in large towns are the most likely to provide
services. These results are in line with previous findings from the United States (US), which
showed that the use of CE internet-based platforms was mainly associated with young,
highly-educated individuals around urban population centers [45,46].

In addition, there are substantial differences across the EU’s countries once controlled
for sociodemographic features. Such differences might suggest the existence of various
cultural, institutional, and regulatory frameworks that influence the development of the
CE. In this sense, Schor [47] (p.12), indicates that the expansion of the practices of the
CE in Europe is “likely to be embedded in” their specific political, regulatory, and social
contexts. Specifically, social embeddedness might be a crucial element not only for the
development of the CE but also for its impact on sustainability [48]. There might be
at least three potential reasons for the observed differences across countries. First, the
existence of different cultural practices that make national populations more or less prone
to CE-related practices could be a reason. Hence, individuals’ decisions to provide or not
should be seen as the result of both personal and cultural differences [14,49]. Ianole–Călin
et al. [50] provide some evidence in this regard when analyzing collaborative consumption
in Romania and Italy. For Finland, Hamari et al. [28] find that, in the CE, sustainability
reasons are only important for environmentally-motivated consumers. For the particular
case of Hungary, which estimates show to be well-over the EU-28 average, peer-to-peer
sharing practices have a long tradition in the country since the 80s; in contrast, Austria
(well below the average) is characterized by a low level of risk-taking in new businesses,
including those of the CE [51]. Beaumont [52] suggests that the timid development of the
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CE is due to the lack of trust among the Polish population. Second, the institutional logic
in each country might influence the development of the CE. Frenken [20] outlines three
scenarios that depend on the prevailing institutional logic: market (US), state (Sweden),
and community (Germany). In fact, Sweden has launched a national program to actively
work on the sharing economy, the Sharing Cities Sweden Program [53]. Battino and
Lampreu [54] highlight the interest of the CE to promote the sustainable development of
Italian rural and inland areas. Finally, the existence of different levels in the development
and implementation of regulatory frameworks over these activities might be a reason [55].
In fact, Naumanen et al. [56] and Escande-Varniol [57] report large differences across the
member states in the regulations and measures in this area.

As to the provision of collaborative transport and accommodation services, our find-
ings point out that the reasons behind the decision to offer these services vary depending
on the particular service.

Specifically, social and environmental reasons are the main drivers for individuals to
offer collaborative transport services compared to the provision of other services. Inter-
estingly enough, these individuals are significantly less likely to report economic motives
as the reasons for providing this service. Similar results were obtained by Böcker and
Meelen [23] and Mugion et al. [58] who analyzed the reasons for participating in the CE in
samples of Amsterdam and Rome populations, respectively. Likewise, Wilhelms et al. [59]
and Mattia et al. [36] concluded that economic motives by themselves were not enough for
individuals to offer car sharing services, but social and environmental reasons did matter.
Income, work time flexibility and access to more consumers are all negatively associated
with the offer of collaborative transport services. Additionally, providers appear to be
concerned about the potential problems that the provision of these services might cause
on their work situation. In fact, the European Commission [4] highlights that the flexible
working arrangements, which characterize the CE, generate uncertainty about individuals’
employment situation, the corresponding rights and social protection.

In contrast, economic reasons are key motives for the provision of collaborative
accommodation services, both in terms of obtaining income and being able to access a
large number of potential customers. These results contrast with the findings by Sung
et al. [26] who suggested that the three types of reasons were important for accommodation
activity; however, we must notice that these authors focus on individuals’ attitudes and
not properly on their decision to provide.

It is important to take into account that, while we find that environmental reasons
drive the decision to offer transport collaborative services, this result does not directly
imply that there will be a positive effect on the environment. As previously argued, the
environmental effects of the CE are very complex, and some rebound is possible [20].

Analogously, the nonsignificance of environmental reasons in collaborative accommo-
dation services does not mean that individuals providing these services cannot support
and promote sustainability with these services. In fact, they could have some positive
influence on sustainable customer consumption behaviors by promoting, among their
guests, minimum energy waste and recycling, among other practices [35].

Some theoretical and practical implications can be derived from our results. In the
first place, this paper contributes to the field research on the CE, aiming to fill the gap
on the quantitative research that investigates the drivers of the participation in the CE.
Specifically, our work highlights the need to appropriately distinguish between the two
sides of the market (i.e., consumers and providers) to properly identify the set of reasons
behind the decision to participate. Findings emphasize the complexity of the CE, as it is a
phenomenon with very specific sectoral features. Hence, the importance of moving from a
general concept of the CE, as a whole, to more refined definitions of the CE in each sector
(e.g., the CE in transport services, the CE in accommodation services). Given the potential
of the CE to impact the different areas of sustainability, the framework of the triplet p
(planet, prosperity, people) reveals as an appropriate approach to identify the areas that
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providers’ reasons align with. Nonetheless, findings suggest the need to enrich this model
by taking into account cultural and institutional aspects.

In the second place, findings offer some insights for practical implications for both
internet platforms businesses and policymakers. Results show that the decision to provide
services in the CE is largely shaped by respondents’ sociodemographic features, with large
groups of population not taking part in it. On the one hand, for internet platforms, these
results offer information about the targeted groups in order to increase the offer viability
and variety of their services. On the other hand, policymakers should study whether or
not these divides are temporary due to the recency of the phenomena. In case they are not,
they should design targeted campaigns to foster participation in the CE in order to fulfill
its potential for sustainability. Such campaigns should have an integrated approach that
informs the population about the opportunities that the CE brings in the different areas
of sustainability. Moreover, they should clarify the implications that becoming a provider
make work status and related issues more complicated.

Some limitations might be considered in our analysis, specifically regarding collab-
orative transport services. This kind of service is defined too generally, and data do not
specify whether it refers to car-sharing, car-renting or other means of transport (e.g., bikes).
Accordingly, the results refer to the collaborative transport activity in general and no claims
can be made for particularized services (e.g., car-sharing).

Finally, more research is needed on the supply side (i.e., on individuals offering
services in the CE). In a context in which there is a lot of uncertainty about the future devel-
opment of the CE, with both business-to-consumers and consumer-to-consumer solutions
continuing, some authors have already noticed some trends with consumer-to-business-
to-consumer solutions [60]. If that trend continues, it might dilute individuals’ original
reasons to provide services and further professionalize the CE [20], making potential envi-
ronmental and social benefits even more uncertain. In addition, there is a need for research
on the role of cultural cross-national practices in the development of the CE; specifically,
on how they shape the diffusion of this phenomenon across their respective populations
and how they might influence sustainability practices.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Description of variables.

Dependent Variables Description

PROVIDER =1, if respondent reports having provided collaborative services (0, otherwise).
TRANSPORT =1, if respondent reports having provided collaborative transport services (0, otherwise).
ACCOMMOD =1, if respondent reports having provided collaborative accommodation services (0, otherwise)

Independent Variables

Economic reasons If respondent reports as a reason/problem to provide collaborative services:
INCOME =1, income (0, otherwise)
FLEXIB =1, the flexibility of working hours (0, otherwise)

OPPOR_PROVIDE =1, that it is an easy opportunity to become a service provider (0, otherwise)
ADDITIONAL =1, that it is an opportunity offer additional o more innovative services (0, otherwise)

ACCESS =1, the access to more consumers (0, otherwise)

LEGAL =1, that it is was difficult or there was a lack of clarity about how to provide the service legally (0,
otherwise)

TAX =1, that the system for paying taxes was complex (0, otherwise)
WORK_PROB =1, that the impact on his/her employment status was unclear (0, otherwise)
Social reasons

INTERACTION =1, the opportunities to interact with interesting people (0, otherwise)
Environmental reasons

SUSTAINABILITY =1, that it is a more sustainable and efficient use of available assets (0, otherwise)
Sociodemographic features

FEMALE =1, if female respondent (0, otherwise)
AGE Respondent’s age

Education Respondent’s age when stopped full-time education (reference: up to 15 years old)
HIGHSCHOOL =1, if respondent stopped full-time education when aged 16–19 years old (0, otherwise)

COLLEGE/UNIVER =1, if respondent stopped full-time education when aged 20 years old and older (0, otherwise)
STUDYING =1, if respondent is still studying (0, otherwise)
Employment Respondent’s employment situation (reference: self-employed)
EMPLOYEES =1, if respondent is an employee (0, otherwise)

MANUAL =1, if respondent is a manual worker employee (0, otherwise)
UNEMPLOYED =1, if respondent is unemployed (0, otherwise)

INACTIVE =1, if respondent is not in the labor market (0, otherwise)
Area Type of area where respondent lives (reference: rural area/village)

SMTOWN =1, if respondent lives in a small/medium-sized town (0, otherwise)
LTOWN =1, if respondent lives in a large town (0, otherwise)

Reg_GDP Logarithm of the Regional Gross Domestic Product per capita (purchasing power standards per
inhabitant) at NUTS2 level

COUNTRY Categorical variable, with each category indicating respondent’s country of residence
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