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GLOSSARY

Collaborative economy
(often also referred to

as the sharing economy)

Collaborative platform

Collaborative economy
business model

Peer-to-peer services

Peer-to-business
services

Business-to-peer
services

Business-to-business
services

Collaborative economy
service provider

Collaborative economy
customer

Collaborative platform
revenue

Funds raised by
collaborative finance
platform

Collaborative platform
employment

Collaborative economy

service provider revenue

Business models meeting all criteria simultaneously:

e Business transactions take place between three
parties - the service provider, the online platform and
the customer;

e Service providers offer access to their goods, services
or resources on a temporary basis;

e The goods, services or resources offered by the
service provider are otherwise unused;

e The goods, services and resources are offered with or
without compensation (i.e. for profit or non-
profit/sharing) !

An online platform connecting collaborative economy service
providers with their customers

Business model used by the online platform to connect
service providers and customers

Goods, services or resources offered by private individuals
to other private individuals (peer-to-peer)

Services provided by individual person to business units

Goods, services or resources provided by private individuals
to businesses

Services provided by business units to other businesses

A private individual offering goods, services or resources
through a collaborative economy platform

A private individual (or business unit) using goods, services
or resources offered through a collaborative economy
platform

Income generated through a collaborative platform

Collection of money by the platform for a particular purpose.
Funds raised shows how much the platform has been able to
attract for projects or business ventures advertised on the
platform, but not for the platforms themselves.

Persons employed by a platform (either full-time or part-
time)

Income generated by a collaborative economy service
provider

1 The definition of collaborative economy is contained in the Commission Communication, A European
Agenda for the Collaborative Economy (2016):
http://ec.europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/16881/attachments/2/translations
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Collaborative economy
service provider
employment

Collaborative economy
sector revenue

Collaborative economy
sector employment

Collaborative platform
investment

Cross-border
transactions

Labour productivity

Domestic collaborative
platform

International
collaborative platform

For-profit collaborative
platform

Not-for-profit
collaborative platform

Web scraping

Total website visits

Individual persons offering services via a collaborative
economy platform may not be directly employed (either full-
time or part-time), but as they spend at least some of their
time offering services, they are counted as employed
persons

Total income generated by platforms and service providers
in the sector

Total employment by platforms and service providers in the
sector

Total amount of money invested into development of a
collaborative platform for its activities

Transactions where the service providers, platforms or
customers come from at least two different countries

The amount of goods and services produced by one hour of
labour

Collaborative platform established and operating within the
borders of one EU Member State

Collaborative platform operating in more than one EU
Member State, established within the EU or outside the EU

Collaborative platform operating on the basis of a fee or
commission to generate profits, and where the service
providers receive a payment for the goods, services or
resources offered

Collaborative platform where the goods, services or
resources are offered voluntarily and without any fee or
commission

Extracting data from websites, either manually or
automatically, using bots or web crawlers

Represents the total number of times a website was visited
over a period of time, including repeat visitors
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ABSTRACT

The study measured the current level of development of the collaborative economy of the
EU-28 across the transport, accommodation, finance and online skills sectors. The size of
the collaborative economy relative to the total EU economy was estimated to be EUR 26.5
billion (0.17% of EU-28 GDP in 2016). Similarly, it is estimated that about 394 000
persons are employed within the collaborative economy in the EU-28 (0.15% of EU-28
employment).

The largest collaborative economy markets are found in France (EUR 6.5603 billion), UK
(EUR 4.6377 billion), Poland (EUR 2.7366 billion) and Spain (EUR 2.5243 billion). These
top four countries also offered the most jobs in the collaborative economy (approx.
74 600, 69 400, 65 400 and 39 700, respectively) in 2016. In general, the seven largest
collaborative economy markets in the EU (France, UK, Poland, Spain, Germany, Italy and
Denmark) represent about 80% of the total collaborative revenues of the EU-28 in 2016.

At the same time, the level of development of the collaborative economy in the EU varies
significantly. In Estonia, Poland, Latvia, Luxembourg, the Czech Republic and Sweden,
the collaborative economy plays a significant role in the overall economy - these countries
perform above the EU-28 average. On the other hand, in Denmark, Ireland, Romania,
Slovenia and Belgium, the collaborative economy plays a relatively minor role in the
overall economy.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The increasing use and development of digital platforms has resulted in the creation of
numerous new business models and opportunities in the field of commerce. Among these
is the collaborative economy, which has emerged as one of the new business models,
possessing substantial transformative potential and also being on course to change parts
of the conventional economic environment.

The European Commission has acknowledged the rapid growth and potential of the
collaborative economy in the EU.? The aim of this study was to describe the current level
of economic development of the collaborative economy in the EU and on the sector level.
For assessment, direct and indirect indicators were developed and calculated. The study
identified differences in the economic development of the collaborative economy in
Member States, while also improving awareness of the overall development of the
collaborative economy in the EU.

The study covered an in-depth analysis of the collaborative economy:
e in all EU Member States (EU-28), and

e developments in the four main sectors: transportation, accommodation, finance
and online skills (on-demand household services, on-demand professional
services).

For this study, the following definition of collaborative economy was adopted: A
collaborative economy builds on business models, where private individuals (service
providers) offer their unused goods, services or resources, with or without compensation,
to other private individuals or businesses (customer) via an online collaborative platform,
which facilitates contacts and transactions between them. Based on this definition,
collaborative platforms were identified in all EU-28 Member States. Most platforms proved
to operate on a peer-to-peer basis, although some also covered businesses as customers.
A majority of the platforms had been established specifically to operate based on the
collaborative economy business model; however, some commercial platforms with a
significant share of collaborative economy business were also included. Eventually, a total
of 651 collaborative platforms were identified.

The collaborative platforms execute a variety of business models, which are presented in
the table below:

Ridesharing Residence renting Reward-based On-demand

P2P vehicle rental Home sharing funding household services
Rides on demand Home swapping Equity funding On-demand

Parking spaces Debt funding professional services
Delivery transport

services

Online food delivery

The study is based on data gathered from the 651 collaborative platforms. The data was
aggregated to analyse the developments at the Member State, sectoral and EU levels.
The data was further complemented and analysed against statistical data, information
collected from Member States, and previous studies.

2 Commission Communication, ‘A European Agenda for the Collaborative Economy’, 2016.

10
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Methodology of the study

The overall methodological approach was based on the understanding of the fundamental
purpose of this study, which was to assess developments in the collaborative economy at
the EU Member State and sectoral levels. The study followed the methodological
framework described in the figure below.

Deliverables Tasks Methodologies used

Task 1 Defining
indicators

Task 2 Data collection
and analysis

Task 3 Analysis

The study began (Task 1) with the mapping of collaborative economy platforms,
stakeholders and data sources in Member States using desk research - available literature
and studies in the Member States, as well as on the sectoral and EU level from publicly
available sources, was screened. An initial list of collaborative platforms across sectors
and Member States was developed. This was followed by the developing of indicators for
measuring the development of the collaborative economy at the sectoral and country
levels. A set of indicators was suggested, from which four indicators were used in data
analysis during a later stage (indicated in bold in the table):

Direct indicators Indirect indicators

Revenue Number of platforms

Employment Number of users from/outside of the country
Labour productivity Number of providers from/outside of the country
Cross-border trade Number of transactions per year

Investments into platforms Number of website visitors

While direct indicators measure the development of the collaborative economy directly,
indirect indicators describe the online environment and people’s mind set, giving some
indications of the potential for further growth.

In Task 2, the data was collected through a survey of collaborative platforms, desk
research (platforms’ webpages, literature, and previous studies), web scraping (e.g.
SimilarWeb.com, crunchbase.com) and interviews with stakeholders in Member States.
Different data sources enabled data triangulation and validation. All data collected was
for 2016. As a result of data collection, only two direct indicators (revenues and

11
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employment) could be calculated for assessment - data for the calculation of other
indicators was insufficient. All calculations were based on reported data. However, for the
purposes of filling in gaps in the data concerning revenues and employment, the following
estimation techniques were used:

- missing revenues for platforms were estimated using the number of web visits
and revenues reported by other platforms, assuming that there is a correlation
between platform revenues and the number of web visits;

- the employment of platforms was estimated based on the assumption that
there is a correlation between the revenues of platforms and the number of
persons employed;

- revenues of service providers were estimated based on average platform fees
(15% of the revenues generated by a platform goes to that platform and 85%
to service providers in the transport, finance and online skills sectors, and
12% in the accommodation sector);

- employment by service providers was estimated based on the assumption
that there is a correlation between the revenues of service providers and the
number of persons employed;

All results were aggregated at the Member State and the sectoral level.

The assessment of the economic level of the collaborative economy in Member States
(Task 3) was developed based on the selected indicators. Data for the first three
indicators (revenues, employment and the number of platforms) was based on the data
collected during the study, while Eurostat data was used for the last four indicators (level
of internet access in households, level of internet use by individuals, level of individuals
using mobile devices to access the Internet on the move, and purchased online services).
For the comparison of Member States, Eurostat data was also used to weigh revenues
with national and sectoral GDP, collaborative employment with total national
employment, and the number of platforms with the country’s population.

The overall size of the collaborative economy in the EU-28 in 2016 was
estimated to be EUR 26.5 billion.

A majority of activities can be found in four
sectors: the finance sector accounts for the
largest revenues in the EU-28 (EUR 9.6 billion),
followed by the accommodation (EUR 7.3 billion),
online skills (EUR 5.6 billion) and transport (EUR
4 billion) sectors. This constitutes about 0.17%
of total EU-28 GDP in 2016. The collaborative
platforms have enjoyed revenues reaching EUR
3.8 billion, while service providers operating
through these platforms have accumulated
revenues of EUR 22.7 billion. The collaborative
economy provides approximately 394 000 jobs
across the EU, representing about 0.15% of total
EU-28 employment.

= Transport

= Accommodation

Finance

= Online skills

12
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The largest markets in the collaborative
economy can be found in France
(EUR 6.6 billion; 25% of the total
collaborative  EU-28 market), UK
(EUR 4.6 billion; 17%), Poland (EUR 2.7
billion; 10%) and Spain (EUR 2.7 billion;
10%). These top four countries also
provided the most jobs in the
collaborative economy (74 600, 69 400,
65 400, and 39 700, respectively) in
2016. In general, the seven largest
collaborative economic markets in the EU
(France, UK, Poland, Spain, Germany,
Italy, and Denmark) represent about 80% of the total collaborative revenues in the EU-
28 in 2016. The remaining 21 Member States share 20% of the collaborative market.
Within the latter group are countries with rather modestly sized collaborative economies,
such as Cyprus (EUR 37 million), Lithuania (EUR 32 million), Malta (EUR 18 million) and
Slovenia (EUR 17 million), each individually comprising about 0.1% of the total
collaborative EU-28 market.

= Transport

= Accommodation

Finance

= Online skills

The level of development of the collaborative economy in the EU varies
significantly. Estonia has the highest share of collaborative economy in the national
economy in terms of the share of collaborative economy in GDP (0.88%), followed by
Poland (0.64%), Latvia (0.63%), Luxembourg (0.44%), Czech Republic (0.44%)
and Sweden (0.29%). In these countries, the collaborative economy plays a significant
role in the overall economy. Similar to absolute revenue volumes, the collaborative
economy has the lowest influence on the economies of Romania (0.05%), Slovenia
(0.04%) and Belgium (0.04%). The EU-28 average share of the collaborative economy
in the overall economy is 0.2%.

In all sectors and indicator
categories (revenues, employ-
ment or number of collaborative
platforms) there are as many as
five frontrunners, leaders in
terms of performance in that
sector or indicator category. The
performance of those countries is
two or more times the EU-28
average. In the UK, Latvia and
Estonia, for example, the
business environment in general
is quite conducive. Countries
where the government has
recognised the importance of the
collaborative economy and taken
steps to remove market barriers
soim are in a favourable position to

Share of collaborative economy
in national GDP (%, 2016)

~]0,04-0,1
M o1-03
M 03-09

develop the collaborative economy (Czech Republic, France). At the same time, there
are central or local governments that are more concerned when it comes to the
collaborative economy, for example, Germany or Italy. Some governments have
decided to remain neutral, although the business environment within the country is
already relatively positive towards the collaborative economy (Netherlands, Finland).
In places where the government is rather neutral and the business environment is not as

13
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encouraging, the collaborative economy (Bulgaria, Slovenia) seems to be developing
at a slower rate.

Countries that are performing above average typically have more than one
collaborative economy sector that is performing well. Estonia and Slovakia have three
above average collaborative economy sectors, whereas France, Latvia, Luxembourg,
Czech Republic and Poland have two. Although the Netherlands only has one, it shows
average development in all three of its other collaborative economy sectors.

In the accommodation sector, the market is largely dominated by Airbnb (U.S. origin),
which claims the top spot in terms of revenues (2016: EUR 4.5 billion in the EU-28) and
leaves fewer opportunities for domestic platforms. The Transport sector is
predominantly local and has not yet found its full power — Uber, BlaBlaCar (France) and
Taxify (Estonia) are expanding and testing EU target markets, and already have very
large operations in some Member States, but have not yet established their markets in
many of them (mainly due to the unclear regulatory framework in many Member States).
The finance sector, despite its international characteristics, is also surprisingly local, with
only a few platforms offering their services internationally (Funding Circle (UK), Ulule
(France), Bondora (Estonia), Twino and Mintos (both in Latvia). The online skills sector
is highly diverse, due to the variety of services offered, and includes significant growth
potential — as more people get used to online services and as the popularity of online
skills platforms grows.

In total, there are 651 platforms identified as collaborative domestic platforms in the
transport, accommodation, finance and online skills sectors. In addition to the platforms
originating in the EU and operating in Member States, there are 42 internationally
operating platforms originating from outside the EU (mainly from the United States)
and operating in international markets. Approximately 95% of collaborative platforms are
for-profit — their transactions are reward based. Not-for-profit platforms were included in
the study, but excluded from data analysis).

There are 51 (less than 1% of all

300 268 collaborative platforms in scope)

2 179 EU-origin collaborative plat-

igg 142 I forms operating in more than one

100 I 62 I Member State (15 in transport, 10

50 in accommodation, 13 in online
0 ]

skills, and 13 in the finance
R NG sector). The most well-known
oS - q\& & international platforms in the
& o® transport sector are Delivery Hero
and Foodora (both from
Germany), Takeaway (Nether-
lands), Deliveroo and JustEat (both from the UK), BlaBlaCar (France) and Taxify
(Estonia). In accommodation, the most well-known platforms are Wimdu (Germany) and
HomeStay (Ireland). Funding Circle (UK), Ulule (France), Bondora (Estonia), Twino and
Mintos (both from Latvia) represent the finance sector. Internationally operating EU-
origin platforms in the online skills sector are rather small in terms of their scale and size,
and often operate in a maximum of one to three target countries. At the same time, the
big international players (i.e. Uber, Airbnb, UberEats, Kickstarter, Indiegogo and others)
generate roughly EUR 10 billion (about 40%) out of the total EU-28 collaborative economy
revenue in Member States (Airbnb only generates about EUR 4.5 billion in the EU-28).

14
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INTRODUCTION

The general aim of the study was to measure and compare the current level of
development of the collaborative economy in the EU at the Member State and sectoral
levels. The study was carried out between March and December 2017. It was divided into
three stages: the development of indicators to measure the development of the
collaborative economy, data collection and analysis and, finally, synthesised analysis and
presentation of the assessment framework. The assessment framework identifies
differences in collaborative economy developments across Member States as well as
improves awareness of the overall development of the collaborative economy in the EU.

The scope of the study was to cover:

e the collaborative economy in the EU;
e the collaborative economy in all EU Member States (EU-28);

e the collaborative economy in the transport, accommodation, finance and
online skills sectors (including on-demand household services and on-
demand professional services);

The definition of collaborative economy is based on the European Commission

Communication published in June 2016:3

The term ‘collaborative economy refers to business models where activities are
facilitated by collaborative platforms that create an open marketplace for the
temporary usage of goods or services often provided by private individuals. The
collaborative economy involves three categories of actors: (i) service providers who
Share assets, resources, time and/or skills — these can be private individuals offering
services on an occasional basis (‘peers’) or service providers acting in their
professional capacity (‘professional services providers’); (ii) users of these; and (iii)
intermediaries that connect — via an online platform — providers with users and that
facilitate transactions between them (‘collaborative platforms’). Collaborative
economy transactions generally do not involve a change of ownership and can be
carried out for profit or not-for-profit.

Following the definition, business models meeting the criteria listed below were included

in the study:

e There are three parties in business transactions - the service provider, the online

platform and the customer;

e The service provider offers access to goods, services or resources on a temporary

basis;

e The goods, services or resources offered by the service provider are otherwise

unused;

e The goods, services and resources are offered with or without compensation (i.e.

for profit or non-profit/sharing)

3 A European Agenda for the Collaborative Economy, European Commission, 2016, available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/DocsRoom/documents/16881/attachments/2/translations
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Based on the definition above, the study covered the following platforms:

e Transaction relation: peer-to-peer (P2P) and peer-to-business (P2B) online
platforms;
e For-profit and not-for-profit online platforms.

This definition excludes platforms where traditional products and services are offered
for sale — eBay, Amazon or Netflix — as well as platforms where companies, such as
professional car rental services, are offering/selling these goods and services as their core
business and/or they conduct business under a professional license. Also, platforms
offering regulated professional services are out of the scope of this study, as they are not
considered to be part of the collaborative economy.

There are some mixed online platforms, where both businesses (licenced and non-
licenced) and private individuals offer their services. The study excluded those mixed
platforms that only offer a small share of their activities under a collaborative economy
model (i.e. Booking.com). However, those platforms where the majority of transactions
follow a collaborative economy business model (e.g. Airbnb) or which are generally
considered to be part of the collaborative economy and/or retain a significant number of
private individuals, such as service providers, even if they also include
licensed/professional service providers (e.g. UberX), were included.

A number of other studies have attempted to provide insight into the collaborative
economy developments in the EU (i.e. PWC 2015,* VVA 2017,° CEPS reports®). The results
of the current study are not directly comparable with these other studies. The main reason
is that the definition of collaborative economy has been interpreted differently in each
study, the studies have covered different types and numbers of platforms, while different
terminology (i.e. in the finance sector ‘market size’ vs ‘volume’ or ‘transactions’ vs
‘platform revenues’) and methodologies have been used. Therefore, comparisons with
previous studies must be made with due scepticism.

This final report consists of five chapters and an executive summary in English. The first
chapter describes the methodology used in the study: how the platforms have been
mapped and the set of indicators defined, how data has been collected and analysed, and
how the framework to assess the economic development of the collaborative economy in
the EU has been developed. The second chapter presents the main results of the study
and an assessment on the level of economic development of the collaborative economy
on the EU level. The third chapter describes the results and assessment of development
on the Member State level, and in the fourth chapter, all 28 county profiles are
presented. The country profiles describe the results of the study as well as discuss the
drivers for development of the collaborative economy in each Member State. The last
chapter presents the main findings and policy implications resulting from the study.

4 PWC, Assessing the size and presents of the collaborative economy in Europe (2016):
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/services/collaborative-economy en;

5 VVA, Milieu, GFK, Exploratory Study of consumer issues in peer-to-peer platform markets (2015):
http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/item-detail.cfm?&item id=77704

6 CEPS (Centre for European Policy Studies), The Impact of collaborative economy on labour market

(2016): https://www.ceps.eu/publications/impact-collaborative-economy-labour-market; CEPS, Impact
of digitalisation an the on-demand economy on labour markets and the consequences for employment
and industrial relations (2017): https://www.ceps.eu/publications/impact-digitalisation-and-demand-
economy-labour-markets-and-conseqguences-employment-and

16


http://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/services/collaborative-economy_en
https://www.ceps.eu/publications/impact-collaborative-economy-labour-market
https://www.ceps.eu/publications/impact-digitalisation-and-demand-economy-labour-markets-and-consequences-employment-and
https://www.ceps.eu/publications/impact-digitalisation-and-demand-economy-labour-markets-and-consequences-employment-and

Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU

Member States

1. METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

The overall approach was based on the understanding of the fundamental goal of this
study, which was to assess developments in the collaborative economy at the EU Member
State and sector levels. The assessment covers three levels (collaborative platform,
country, and EU) and four sectors (transport, accommodation, finance and online skills),
which presented a challenge when it came to developing indicators and compiling data.
This complexity required the use of various methodologies to cover the following aspects
(see methodological framework in Figure 1):

Indicators to measure development of the collaborative economy had to cover all
three levels - platform, country and the EU;

The data had to be available and collection possible for all three levels (company,
country and EU);

It had to be possible to distinguish collaborative platforms by their country of
origin — either national or international;

It had to be possible to distinguish data collected by sectors - transport,
accommodation, finance and online skills;

Indicators and the data collected had to describe all four sectors, which are very
different in their characteristics.

Figure 1 Methodological framework of the study

Deliverables Tasks Methodologies used

Task 1 Defining
indicators

Task 2 Data collection
and analysis

Task 3 Analysis

To address the objectives of the study, three main tasks were designed:

Task 1 Defining indicators, where indicators describing the collaborative
economy were identified. The aim was to develop at least eight indicators, out of
which two had to be measurable on the sectoral as well as Member State level.
The initial plan was for indicators to be quantitative; however, due to a lack of
data, qualitative indicators were also considered.

Task 2 Data collection and analysis where the data for the indicators identified
during Task 1 was assembled. The focus was on quantitative data, although
additional data was also used to compile complementary qualitative indicators.
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e Task 3 Analysis of the indicators and data collected during Task 1 and Task 2.
The analysis resulted in the description of collaborative economy developments
in the EU. In addition, 28 country profiles of EU Member States were produced.

1.1 Identifying indicators

The study started with the mapping of collaborative economy platforms, stakeholders and
data sources in Member States using desk research — available literature and studies in
Member States as well as on the sectoral and EU level from publicly available sources
was screened. An initial list of collaborative platforms across sectors and Member States
was developed. This was followed by developing indicators for measuring the
development of the collaborative economy on the sectoral and country levels.

A long list of economic indicators, used to assess the economic development of the
collaborative economy in the EU at the sectoral and the Member State levels, was defined
and examined. The assessment of the economic development of the collaborative
economy relied on the selected indicators. The indicators were selected so that they could
also complement the Single Market Scoreboard.” Possibilities for measuring the economic
activity in the collaborative economy, in both a direct manner (direct indicators) as well
as an in indirect manner (indirect indicators), was investigated:

e Direct indicators - measure the volumes of the economic activity itself, i.e.
economic activity resulting from the transactions on the collaborative platform
and/or the collaborative platform itself.

e Indirect indicators - measure the volumes of the economic activity on
collaborative platforms through proxy indicators on economic activity, i.e.
information that could indirectly indicate the volumes of economic activity in the
sectors of the collaborative economy.

The framework of selected indicators is presented in Table 1. A more detailed description
of direct and indirect indicators is presented in Annex 2.

Table 1 Indicators describing economic activity of collaborative economy

Economic activity of the collaborative economy

Direct indicators Indirect indicators

1. Revenue 6. Number of collaborative platforms

2. Employment 7. Number of customers from and
outside of the country

3. Labour productivity 8. Number of service providers from
and outside of the country

4. Cross-border trade 9. Number of transactions per year

5. Investments into collaborative 10. Number of website visitors

platforms

1.2 Data collection

Data collection focused on gathering indicator components and other sector specific
data - there are several key indicator components, which can be used to calculate direct
and indirect economic indicators (e.g. average time spent per provider to provide
services, fee per transaction to the platform, average transaction value, etc.) Further
sectoral data was collected to calculate indicators or the components thereof (e.g.

7 http://ec.europa.eu/internal market/scoreboard/performance overview/index en.htm
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average price per guest per ride, number of deliveries made, average number of bookings
per year, etc.) through the study.

Indicators were also selected and collected to describe the enabling environment for the
collaborative economy, to further understand how much economic activity could
potentially take place in the sectors. These enabling factors or proxies are not linked to
the activity of collaborative platforms per se but facilitate and enable the development
and use of collaborative platforms. These include, e.g. Internet access and mobile
Internet use. Data collection was available through Eurostat.

In the second stage, data was collected through a survey of platforms, desk research and
web scraping.

Data collection was started by launching an online survey for collaborative platforms.
The online survey was used to collect primary information on collaborative platform data,
such as the revenues of platforms and service providers, employment, investments, the
number of investors, the number of platform customers, etc., and to compare that to the
information gathered during desk research. The survey was designed and launched by
using the software Surveygizmo.® The survey was sent out to all 1 012 mapped platforms,
including for-profit and non-profit, as well as international platforms (the final list of
collaborative platforms included in the study is presented in Annex 1).° Main data
collection took place during July and October 2017 (see Table 2).

Table 2 Summary of survey results

Number of Date of Date of Nun;lljl?r el Nur;?t?arlof
recipients launching 2017 | closing 2017 P
responses responses
Sl 101210 20 July 29 August 36 70
survey
SIS 976 30 August 31 October 28 39
survey
Total 64 10811

After refining the list of platforms mapped, web scraping was used to collect further
information about platform website traffic. The biggest advantage of web scraping was
that it allowed for the gathering of harmonised information on the web traffic trends of
most of the identified online platforms in each Member State. Web scraping covered
country-specific websites of international collaborative platforms, where available (e.g.
Airbnb.be, Airbnb.nl, etc.). However, this also meant that if a platform did not have a
country-specific website, country specific website traffic data was not available, and
estimation techniques (see methodology in Section 1) had to be used.

After assessing different options and software available, SimilarWeb!? was selected for
collecting information about platform usage and web traffic. Compared to other
available data sources (such as, for example, Google Trends Data), the data from

8 https://www.surveygizmo.com/

° These 1 012 platforms included the multiplication of international platforms in each Member State, as
well as platforms not within the scope, and non-profit platforms. After double checking all platforms
against the scope of the study and eliminating duplications, data on 651 platforms was collected and
analysed.

10 Initially, we identified 1 012 collaborative platforms involved in the survey. During the study, a number
of platforms were eliminated due to the duplication of platforms or the elimination of non-profit or out of
scope platforms. Finally, there were 651 platforms on the list of the study.

1 The low rate of responses is mainly explained by the unwillingness of platforms to share their financial
data - platforms do not want their data in hands of their competitors. This was a major issue in smaller
markets, but also with internationally performing bigger platforms.

2 Digital market intelligence and website traffic: https://www.similarweb.com/ourdata
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SimilarWeb covers different access points (e.g. Google or direct traffic), including traffic
brought by apps. This was an important criterion, as larger platforms in particular
generate a significant amount of traffic via apps and direct web sites visits.

SimilarWeb was used to collect information on:

e Number of website visits between May 2017 and July 2017
e Number of monthly website visits in July 2017
e Number of unique monthly visitors in July 2017

It is worth noting that the relatively short time frame was used in order to gain an
understanding of the most recent developments. The data was used not to analyse the
growth of the sector but to fill out data gaps for platforms where no original data could
be found. Using a longer time frame (and with that older data) would have undervalued
the platforms with the quickest growth in the market, which for our purposes would not
have been optimal.

The level of automatization available was minimal and the task resulted in labour-
intensive data collection activity. Web scraping data was available for 1 733 out of the
2 133 (82%) platforms screened?!3,

1.3 Data analysis

In order to calculate the economic developments of the collaborative economy in Member
States and on the sectoral level, we used data on platform and service provider revenues
and employment as well as the number of web visitors to platforms. Other data
collected was clearly not sufficient to be used for calculations. However, we were able to
gain insights into investments only on the qualitative level.

Investments could be calculated and presented only on the sectoral level.'* This is
because the data on platform investments was either reported by collaborative platforms
themselves, via the platform survey, or collected via crunchbase.com!> or owler.com?®,
as it was assumed that all larger collaborative platforms with significant investments into
the platform would be listed on crunchbase.com or owler.com. As a result of having to
rely on these data sources, the allocation of investments between countries in which the
collaborative platform was operating was not possible. The level of platform investment
was therefore attributed in full to the country of origin of each collaborative platform. This
means that investment data is indicative only at the sectoral level and only for EU-origin
collaborative for-profit platforms, not the international ones.

Labour productivity calculations were attempted using the revenues and employment
numbers of platforms. However, both of these are only partially estimated, which would
eventually make any labour productivity calculations too unreliable. Therefore, the focus
was placed on estimating only sectoral revenues and employment, both for collaborative
platforms and service providers.

Primary data, i.e. data collected during platform surveys, desk research and web scraping
was first used for estimating direct economic indicators as it was the most reliable
data available. To address the gaps in the primary data, several estimation techniques
and a set of assumptions for each key direct indicator (i.e. revenue and employment) had
to be relied on. Secondary sources, such as sector studies and reports provided by
platforms themselves, or Eurostat data, were used to complement the calculations. In

13 Including EU and non-EU origin platforms by country, where platforms have registered their website.

14 On average, data about investments into platforms were either reported or found via desk research for
less than 40% of countries.

15 https://www.crunchbase.com

16 https://www.owler.com
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addition, web scraping data on total web visits in the last three months (May - July 2017)
for each of the identified platforms was utilised. Further detailed modifications were made
to account for sector specific variations. The result was an overall approach that was
consistently applied to all sectors in estimating revenues and employment at the Member
State and sectoral levels (see Annex 5 for a detailed methodology description).

The main features of the methodology used in the data analysis included the following:

1.

All sectors used website traffic data (i.e. total web visits from May - July 2017)
for the extrapolation of existing results on revenues for collaborative platforms
without revenue data. In the case of extrapolation, it was assumed that there is a
correlation between the number of web visits to a platform and its revenues.

All sectors used estimated and reported platform revenue data to split up
total revenues into platform revenues and service provider revenues. In
accommodation (see Annex 5) the overall revenues were calculated first and then
split using platform fee rates. In other sectors, platform revenues were estimated
first and then platform fee rates were used to estimate service provider revenues.
Reported or estimated platform employment data (from the survey or desk
research such as LinkedIn.com, cruchbase.com or the web pages of platforms)
was used to derive platform employment estimates for the Member States - i.e.
website traffic was not used to estimate missing platform employment numbers,
as there is no direct correlation between website traffic and platform employment.
On the basis of the estimated revenues of service providers, the number of
persons employed by service providers was estimated using sector-specific
approaches (see Annex 5), as the nature and availability of secondary data (i.e.
other provided studies and reports, websites) varied between sectors (e.g. more
reliable primary data could be collected for transport, whereas the secondary data
was less robust).

The final calculations for the two main indicators (i.e. revenues and employment)
were adjusted by sector-specific approaches. A sector-specific approach was
needed, as the nature and availability of secondary data (i.e. other provided
studies and reports, websites) varied between sectors (e.g. Airbnb as market
leader in accommodation in Europe produced several city reports and EU level
secondary data; however, in the transport, finance and online skills sectors such
information was not available).

All estimated revenues and employment results were weighted with the
national income level in order to keep the result comparable across Member
States. GDP per capita was used to weigh revenues, and turnover per person
employed in each sector of the collaborative economy was used to weight
employment by service providers.

All not-for-profit platforms were included in the scope of the study (and
survey); however, as their transactions are not for profit (i.e. no economic
transaction, no payment for services), they were excluded from the revenue
calculations.

For internationally operating platforms a share of their revenues in the
country of operation was calculated when data was available.
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Tables 3 and 4 present the overall approach of estimating revenues and employment for
sectors (both for platforms and service providers). Detailed description of calculations per
sector is presented in Annex 5.

Table 3 Calculation of revenues and number of persons employed

Step 1: Calculating ratio Based on the primary data, a ratio between reported revenues and
how much revenues one number of web visits (May - July 2017) was calculated:

web visit can generate
9 Reported platforms'revenues

Ratio = Number of corresponding platforms'web visits
In order to also account for national income levels at the EU level,
the reported revenues included in the calculation of the ratio were
weighted with national sectoral GDP per capita. The resulting ratio
was used to calculate revenues for platforms with missing data.

Calculate revenues for In order to calculate revenues for platforms with missing data the

platforms with missing data ratio calculated in step 1 was used. In order to calculate a
platform’s revenues, the ratio was multiplied with the number of
web visits to a platform and weighted with national GDP per
capita:

ratio = ratio x number of platform's web visits x GDP per capita

When calculating the ratio between reported revenues and the
number of web visits, outliers were excluded (i.e. platforms with
reported revenues, but where the revenue, number of platform
employees and number of web visits didn't make sense. As an
example: there was reported revenue of EUR 1 000 while the
platform had 10 employees and 50 000 website visits).

Similarly, in the transport sector, the revenues of Uber were not
used in the calculation of the ratio, as Uber generates much higher
revenues per user than other platforms in the transport sharing
economy. Including Uber, therefore, would have skewed the ratio
unduly. Nevertheless, the ratio includes platforms with similar
business models and lower revenue. As the revenue per customer
will be higher in countries with higher GDP the calculated ratio was
adjusted relative to national income levels.

In the accommodation sector in Step 1 a price coefficient was
calculated as the local Airbnb price/ EU weighted average price

per night.
Step 2: Calculating Summing up the revenues of platforms (reported and estimated)
platform total revenues an estimated size of platform revenues in the EU was calculated.

Step 3: Calculating service As only a very low level of the revenues of service providers was
provider revenue reported, estimation techniques were used.

For extrapolation, based on the revenues of platforms calculated
per Member State, we assumed that about 85% of platform
revenue goes to the service provider (88% in accommodation). In
order to calculate the service providers’ revenue, we used the
formula:

Member State total platform revenues

Service provider revenues = 015 x0,85
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Step 4: Calculating total
EU revenues

Step 5: Turnover per
person employed in sector

Step 6: Calculating the
number of persons
employed by platforms

By summing up the revenues of platforms and service providers,
an estimated size of collaborative financing in the EU was
calculated.

In order to calculate the number of persons employed by service
providers, only the transport sector could rely on reported data.
For calculation, a similar technique to employment for platforms
was applied.

In other sectors, as employment by service providers was
reported only for a select few platforms, we used the top-down
approach for extrapolation. The closest NACE codes!” EU turnover
per person employed in the sector was used (extracted from
Eurostat). As relevant data for the finance sector (NACE K64) was
missing, we calculated the turnover per person employed in the
finance sector using the formula:

sector GDP
finance sector employment

turnover per person employed =

In the case of platform employment, we used primary data, where
we summed up platform employment as reported by platforms
themselves via a survey, or by finding an indication of the number
of people employed by a platform on the platform website itself or
on the LinkedIn and Crunchbase websites. This approach worked
very well for domestic platforms. For international platforms, we
used LinkedIn (and filtered by country) or directly reported
estimates by the platforms themselves.

To fill-in missing information on platform employment, we made
a few assumptions. In the case of domestic platforms that did not
report any employment data, the employment was set to 1 person
employed, as one can assume that it requires, on average, at least
1 person to keep the website running. For smaller websites,
maintenance of the website might require less than 1 full time
employee, but for larger platforms this might be more. Hence, this
estimate is probably on the conservative side. In the case of
European platforms operating in several EU Member States, 1
person employed was assumed in the country of origin of the
platform, if no employment figures were reported or found on the
platform’s website. For international platforms originating outside
the EU, no platform employment was assumed if reported data
per Member State was lacking, as it is likely that these non-EU
based platforms do not have local offices in the EU (except for
Airbnb or Uber).

In order to estimate the number of persons employed for missing
platforms we created a linkage between the platform’s reported
revenues and the number of employees, in order to understand
how much average revenue one employee is able to generate
annually.

7 The closest NACE codes for which all data was available were: accommodation: I55.2 (Holiday and other
short-stay accommodation); finance: K64 (Financial service activities, except insurance and pension
funding); online skills: M (Professional, scientific and technical activities), N (Administrative and support
service activities) and S95.2 (Repair of personal and household goods).

23



Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU
Member States

For linking the reported number of employees with reported
revenues, the ratio was calculated:

Platforms'reported revenues

Average revenue generated =
g g Number of employees reported

Calculate employment for In order to calculate employment for platforms with missing data,

platforms with missing data a correlation between the calculated ratio and the platform’s
revenue was used. In order to calculate the platform’s
employment, the platform’s revenue is divided by the ratio:

Platform's revenue
Ratio

Platform's employment =

An estimate of platform employment was derived by summing
up information for each platform for each Member State.

Step 7: Calculating the Depending on the sector, service providers’ revenues were
number of service reported for only a few platforms. In sectors where the reported
providers’ persons number of platforms was too low to rely on (accommodation,
employed finance and online skills) Member State level extrapolation was

used. In the transport sector, calculations were performed on the
basis of reported data. A similar linkage, as was used in calculating
a platform’s employment, was made (see Annex 5).

In order to calculate the number of service persons employed by
service providers, the assumption was made that the level of
employment was linked with the revenues of service providers.
For calculation, the revenue of the country’s service providers was
divided by the sector’s average turnover per persons employed
(using the average of the closest NACE codes):

Number of service providers' persons employed
service providers’ revenue MS1

~ Sector's turnover per persons employed MS1

Step 8: Calculating total By summing up the number of persons employed by platforms and
number of persons service providers, the estimated employment of the collaborative
employed in collaborative economy in the EU was calculated:

economy in the EU

The main limitation of this approach is related to estimations of platform employment.
The estimations were based on assumptions for missing employment figures for specific
platforms, especially the non-EU based ones; however, these cannot be validated. The
information found via the survey and the websites of platforms, as well as the use of
LinkedIn and Crunchbase.com, provides a relatively good indication of the level of
employment for these platforms in each Member State, and as such, the estimate should
be relatively robust.

In the case of service providers’ employment, an estimation based on secondary data
was used in all sectors. In transport, the collected data and the bespoke estimates on the
international platforms were used; however, the estimation for the remaining platforms
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was based on the same approach as in the other sectors!®. A lack of primary data on the
number of persons employed by service providers meant that estimates had to be used.
Also, employment by service providers is not directly linked with platform revenues or
employment, which meant that additional (external) data sources had to be sought.
Therefore, Eurostat data on the average turnover per employee in the closest possible
NACE sector (see below for specification) was used to estimate employment by service
providers from the estimated revenues.

The main challenge of the study was to obtain a sufficient level of data. Several data
collection techniques were used, such as desk research, surveys of platforms and web
scraping. Nevertheless, during the study and on the basis of the data collected, it became
clear that the projection of economic development of the collaborative economy
cannot be calculated due to the lack of comparable data from 2014 and 2015.

Finally, when crosschecking the calculated indicators, the results were compared with
secondary data sources. The aim was to make sure the results of the study are reasonable
and comparable at the EU level. However, it must be kept in mind that different studies
and reports use different terminology and have a different scope; therefore, the
comparison was done with some reservations (see also Chapter 3).

1.4 Assessment of development of the collaborative economy in the
EU

Another aim of the study was to assess the economic development of the collaborative
economy in EU. The assessment relied on the indicators developed and calculated during
the study. In addition, to describe development of the collaborative economy, enabling
factors were included. Assessment was only based on quantitative measurable
indicators and data collected during the study. As a result of the data collection, data
on revenues, employment and the number of platforms was sufficient to be used
for assessment.

Data concerning investments in the collaborative economy proved very difficult to find.
Furthermore, the data includes many inconsistencies, which makes it virtually impossible
to use for any meaningful comparisons between Members States, or the estimation of
investment volumes at the European level. Hence, it has not been used in the analyses
presented in this report. Furthermore, this indicator makes sense only on the sector level
and for platforms originating in the EU, as all investment (irrespective of where it comes
from) is attributed to the country of origin of that platform.

Similarly, the lack of primary data on the revenues and employment of platforms required
the use of estimation techniques, making the calculation of actual labour productivity
vague. In particular, difficulty is encountered in the case of international platforms as
they can still generate revenue in a certain Member State while not necessarily having
any employees in that Member State. Since the indicators on the level of investments
and labour productivity showed only partial results on the actual economic activity of

18 In the transport sector both a similar top down approach, based on wages of taxi drivers, and a bottom
up approach, based on available data, was used to estimate employment by service providers. Overall,
the bottom up approach brought more convincing results. Work patterns and wages in the collaborative
economy differ from those in the taxi industry and the top down estimate of service provider
employment is therefore likely to be too low to be realistic. The overall estimate for the sector based on
top down results would be lower than the reported number of drivers from Uber alone. For example, the
traditional taxi sector in Germany generates significantly higher employment than Uber; therefore, using
the statistics on traditional taxi drivers for the collaborative economy estimations would have generated
unrealistic results.
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collaborative platforms in the Member States, they were taken out of the assessment
framework.

The assessment methodology follows the rationale of the Single Market Scoreboard!®:

¢ for assessment, the Single Market Scoreboard categorisation was used - above
average, average and below average;

o for defining the range of ‘average’ Single Market Scoreboard, a methodology of a
+/-10 percentage points approach was applied.

In addition, the assessment methodology follows the following principles:

e Data for revenues, employment and platforms originate from the results of data
analysis; data for enabling factors are taken from Eurostat;

e All collaborative economy indicators were weighted against the key economic
indicators (GDP, employment, population) on the Member State or sectoral level
(Eurostat). This allowed for the assessment of the economic development of the
collaborative economy compared to the sectoral economic and employment
development of the country.

For assessment of development of the collaborative economy in the EU, the steps
described in Table 4 were taken.

Table 4 Developing the assessment methodology

1 Identifying In the first stage of the study an indicator framework of eight indicators was
quantitative developed. During data collection, sufficient data was collected for revenues
measurable and employment - these indicators are included into the assessment
indicators methodology. In addition, the number of platforms, as a measurable indirect

indicator, is also included into the assessment. No other quantitative and
measurable indicators out of the eight indicators identified could be used,
as there was no data available or the data was not sufficient to present
reliable results.

For enabling factors describing the level of digitalisation and people’s mind
set in Member States, the following Eurostat data (all 2016 data) was used:

1) the number of households with Internet access (source:
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=isoc ci
in_h&lang=en);

2) the level of Internet use by individuals (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database );

3) the level of individuals using mobile devices to access the Internet
on the move (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database);

4) the level of individuals having ordered/bought goods or services
for private use over the Internet in the last three months (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database).

In order to calculate the share of the collaborative economy in the overall
economy, the following Eurostat data was used (all 2016 data):

e EU-28 national GDP at market prices (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database);

19 http://ec.europa.eu/internal market/scoreboard/performance overview/index en.htm
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e EU-28 employment (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database);

e EU-28 structural business statistics on sectoral GDP and the
number of persons employed in the following NACE code sectors
(as the closest NACE codes data was available): transport: H49
(Other passenger land transport); 155.2 (Holiday and other short-
stay accommodation); finance: K64 (Financial service activities,
except insurance and pension funding ); online skills: M
(Professional, scientific and technical activities), N (Administrative
and support service activities) and S95.2 (Repair of personal and
household goods) (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database?p p id=NavTreeportl
etprod WAR NavTreeportletprod INSTANCE nPgeVbPXRmWQ&p
p_lifecycle=0&p p state=normal&p p mode=view&p p col id=c
olumn-2&p p col count=1)

e EU-28 population as of 1 January 2017 (source:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&lang
uage=en&pcode=tps00001&plugin=1).

Calculating Revenues: share of total revenue generated by collaborative platforms to
shares of national GDP on the Member State level was calculated:

s total revenue MS1

economy in % in GDP = x 100
national GUE LIS
economy The result shows the level of penetration of the collaborative economy in

the national economy. The higher the share, the higher the penetration.

Employment2?: the share of persons employed in the collaborative
economy in national total employment on the Member State level was
calculated:

Total collaborative employment MS1

0 i 1 t= 100
% in employmen Total employment MS1 x

The higher the share, the more important collaborative employment is.

Number of platforms: the number of collaborative platforms per 1 million
residents at the Member State level was calculated:

1
total population/100 000

number of platorms

number of platforms per 1 million residents =

The result shows how many platforms are operating in the country per 1
million residents.

The level of households with Internet access: % of individuals aged 16
to 74

The level of Internet use by individuals: % of individuals aged 16 to 74

The level of individuals using mobile devices to access the Internet
on the move: % of individuals aged 16 to 74
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In comparison, Eurostat employment statistics were used, as it was the closest category in which data
was fully available on NACE codes’ level. Ideally, we would rather have used categories of ‘number of
persons employed’ or ‘working age population’, as we believe these better represent the potential for
collaborative economy employment; however, sectoral level data for these categories was not
sufficiently available.
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http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database?p_p_id=NavTreeportletprod_WAR_NavTreeportletprod_INSTANCE_nPqeVbPXRmWQ&p_p_lifecycle=0&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-2&p_p_col_count=1)
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tps00001&plugin=1)
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=tps00001&plugin=1)
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respective
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States

Developing
categorisa-
tion of
countries

The level of individuals having ordered/bought goods or services
for private use over the Internet in the last three months: % of
individuals aged 16 to 74

The result shows people’s habits for purchasing goods through e-commerce
- it also shows people’s mind sets and readiness for potentially using
services through collaborative platforms

In order to understand the share of the collaborative economy in traditional
sector’'s economy the proportion of revenues and number of persons
employed in the collaborative economy as a share of the respective
traditional economy sector was calculated.

Revenues: the share of total sectoral revenue generated by collaborative
platforms to national sectoral GDP on the Member State level was
calculated:

) , total sectoral revenue
% in sector’s GDP = = x 100
sector's GDP

The result shows the level of penetration of the collaborative economy in a
particular sector of the national economy. The higher the share, the higher
the penetration.

Employment: the share of persons employed in the collaborative economy
into national total employment on the Member State level was calculated:
Total collaborative employment

% in employmen Total employment x

The higher the share, the more important collaborative employment is.

In order to assess the level of development of the collaborative economy in
Member States, three categories were used: above average, average, and
below average.

A simple EU average was calculated for revenues as a share of GDP,
collaborative employment as a share of total employment and the average
number of platforms per Member State, following the same equation:

Total value

average = ——————
8¢ = Number of units
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The 10 percentage points were calculated separately for each indicator:
Above average Average Below average
Revenues 0.224+0.1=0.307% 0.224% 0.224-0.1=0.107%

Employment* 0.183+0.05=0.209% 0.183%  0.183-0.05=0.109%

Numberof 2.63+0.87=3.5 2.63 2.63-1.13=1.5
platforms*

Household 83+10=93% 83% 83-10=73%
Internet access

Internet use by 81+10=91% 81% 81-10=71%
individuals

Individuals using 60+10=70% 60% 60-10=50%
mobile devices

Purchasing

goods/services 40+10=50% 40% 40-10=30%

over internet

* for employment, to balance the results of categorisation, a step of 5
percentage points was calculated as a 10 percentage point step was too big
- the majority of countries would fall under ‘below average’.

* we applied the closest meaningful range of the number of platforms
around the average: as the average is 2.63, the range between 1.5 and 3.5
as average gives reasonable numbers of categorisation.
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2. ASSESSMENT OF THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE COLLABORATIVE
ECONOMY IN THE EU

2.1 Current level of economic development of the collaborative
economy in the EU

This chapter presents the main results about the current state of play of the collaborative
economy in the EU and its Member States. The data analysis involved 651 collaborative
economy domestic platforms in the transport, accommodation, finance and online skills
sectors, originating from the 28 Member States. This number should not be taken as
fixed, as the evidence shows that new collaborative economy platforms are being created,
while some cease to exist over time. In addition to the platforms originating in the EU
and operating in Member States, there were 42 internationally operating platforms
originating from outside the EU (mainly from the United States) and operating in
international markets. For some of these, data was available and distributed across
Member States; however, certain platforms were not taken into account in the study
results due to a lack of available data or the very minor share of the platform in the
collaborative economy or their limited role in the EU market.

Figure 2 and Figure 3 describe the number of collaborative economy platforms in EU
Member States in 2017. A total of 651 for-profit platforms were identified during the
study. The figures below present the total number of platforms in each country per each
sector. The results show a high level of activity by collaborative platforms in France, UK,
Germany, Spain, and Italy, with a rather modest level of activity by collaborative
platforms in Malta, Cyprus, Slovenia, and Luxembourg. Most platforms operated in the
finance sector (268), followed by the online skills sector (179) and the transport sector
(142). Fewer domestic platforms operated in the accommodation sector (62), which could
be explained by Airbnb’s significant dominance in all Member States.

Figure 2 Domestic collaborative economy platforms in Member States (2017)
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Source: authors’ data collection
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Figure 3 Domestic collaborative economy for-profit platforms in the EU-28 by
sector (2017)
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For the accommodation sector, there were a total of 69 unique collaborative
accommodation platforms operating in the EU (profit and non-profit/ cost-sharing
platforms), out of which 62 were of EU origin. In the transport sector, there were 142
domestic platforms, with six platforms originating from outside EU. Among all platforms
in the transport sector, 21 were identified as not-for-profit platforms. In the finance
sector, there were 276 platforms, out of which 271 are domestic and five are originating
from outside EU (mainly the United States). In the finance sector, 28 platforms are not-
for-profit, mainly donating or penetrating social or environmental impact. In online skills,
there were a total of 204 platforms operating, 179 of which were of EU origin and 25 from
outside the EU (mainly U.S. origin), with only 11 platforms being not-for-profit. The list
of platforms (for-profit, domestic and international) and their country of origin can be
found in Annex 1.

There are at least 51 EU origin collaborative platforms operating internationally?! (15 in
transport, 10 in accommodation, 13 in online skills, and 13 in the finance sector). The
best known internationally operating platforms are in the transport sector: Delivery Hero
and Foodora (Germany), Takeaway (Netherlands), Deliveroo and JustEat (UK), Blablacar
(France) and Taxify (Estonia). In accommodation, the best known platforms are Wimdu
(Germany) and HomeStay (Ireland). Funding Circle (UK), Ulule (France), Bondora
(Estonia), and Twino and Mintos (Latvia) represent the finance sector. Internationally
operating EU-origin platforms in the online skills sector are rather small in terms of their
scale and size, and operate in a maximum of one to three target countries. Furthermore,
roughly EUR 10 billion out of total EU-28 collaborative economy revenue is generated by
non-EU origin platforms in Member States.

Overall, the market size of the collaborative economy in the EU was estimated at the
level of EUR 26.5 billion (see Figure 4). The collaborative platforms facilitated revenues
of EUR 3.8 billion, while service providers contributed EUR 22.7 billion. The largest share
of revenues, EUR 9.6 billion, was generated in the finance sector, followed by the
accommodation sector with EUR 7.3 billion, the online skills sector with EUR 5.6 billion,
and the transport sector with EUR 4 billion. The large share of volumes in the finance
sector was due to the large number of active platforms in the sector (271) as well as the
nature of the sector - the primary goal of platforms is to raise funds. However, only an

2t The list of internationally operating EU origin collaborative platforms may not be exhaustive as they do

not always advertise their target markets, which makes it difficult to distinguish between markets.
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average of 15% of transaction values are taken by the platform (see Figure 6). In the
accommodation sector the market was largely dominated by Airbnb (U.S. origin), which
left fewer opportunities for domestic platforms. In the transport and online skills sectors
the services were rather local, and domestic platforms were small, especially in online
skills; however, both sectors had internationally operating platforms generating high
revenues. More specifically, well-known transport platforms, like Uber (USA), Taxify
(Estonia), BlaBlaCar (France), Ubereats (USA), Deliveroo (UK), Takeaway (Netherlands)
and JustEat (UK), or online skills platforms, like Pawshake (USA) and care.com (USA),
accounted for a relatively large share of the market in Member States.

Figure 4 Estimated collaborative market revenue in the EU-28 in 2016 by
sectors (EUR billion)
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Source: authors’ calculations

In absolute numbers, the collaborative economy in France enjoys the largest market
share in the EU (EUR 6.6 billion), followed by the UK (EUR 4.6 billion), Spain (EUR 2.7
billion) and Poland (EUR 2.7 billion) (see Figure 5). The level of market revenues was the
lowest in Lithuania (EUR 31.7 million), Malta (EUR 17.7 million) and Slovenia (EUR 17.4
million). In general, larger economies offer greater possibilities for domestic platforms as
well as attract non-EU platforms to operate in the EU. At the same time, more than half
of the Member States showed very modest performance in collaborative activity, which
doesn’t have to mean that the share of the collaborative economy in these markets was
of low importance. A more detailed analysis and comparison of Member States is
presented in Chapter 3.
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Figure 5 Total collaborative market revenues in Member States in 2016 (EUR
million)
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Figure 6 Estimated platforms’ and service providers’ revenue in EU-28 in 2016
(EUR billion)
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Estimated employment in the collaborative economy remained at a relatively modest
level - accounting for 0.2% of total EU-28 employment.?? The Figure 7 below presents
the total number of people active in the collaborative economy (platforms and service
providers) in Member States (394 915 employees). The collaborative economy offered
the highest employment opportunity in the transport sector (124 800 persons employed)
and the lowest in the finance sector (67 300 employees). Employment was also high in
the accommodation sector (113 300 persons employed), although this number only
included the employees of platforms and no employment by service providers (host).
Also, in the finance sector, there is no reasonable interpretation of employment by service
providers. In fact, peer lenders or investors (service providers in the finance sector), who
provide financial means (generate revenues) via collaborative platforms to different
groups of recipients, cannot be interpreted as being indirect employees of the
collaborative platforms. Therefore, calculations in the collaborative finance sector on
employment by service providers must be interpreted with caution.

22 Eurostat 2016
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Figure 7 Estimated number of persons employed in collaborative economy in
EU-28 in 2016 by sectors
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Also, the characteristics of employment by service providers varies a lot between sectors
- while in the transport sector there are mainly drivers, who may or may not be employed
by the platform or who are private persons offering services, than in the online skills
sector, the service providers are definitely private persons?? offering services outside of
their professional activity. Finance sector service providers are private investors, who are
not employed by the platform, neither are they counted as employers. Nevertheless, we
interpret employment of service providers if they have, at least, to some extent,
employment characteristics in their collaborative activities.

The Figure 8 presents collaborative employment in Member States. Similarly to market
revenues, France had a leading role in collaborative employment with approx. 75 000
persons employed (platforms and service providers). The UK was the second largest
market for collaborative employment (70 000 persons employed), followed by Poland
(65 500) and Spain (40 000). Malta, Slovenia and Cyprus were the smallest collaborative
economies, employing about 479, 574 and 588 employees, respectively. Similarly to the
number of active platforms and revenues, the performance of the collaborative economy
in the EU varied a lot, depending mainly on market size and the business environment
(see Section 4).

23 Private persons can offer their services as professionals, self-employed, freelancers, but outside of their

professional activity (e.g. teacher can teach via collaborative platforms outside of his/her professional
working hours)

34



Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU
Member States

Figure 8 Total number of persons employed in the collaborative economy in
the EU-28 in 2016
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The total number of people active in the collaborative economy includes both persons
employed by platforms and service providers. Figure 9 shows the distribution of persons
employed between platforms and service providers by sector. The two diagrams reveal
that the number of platform employees was not linked to the number of service providers,
unlike in the case of estimated revenues. However, the highest number of employees
among service providers (transport and accommodation) was registered in sectors that
include big multinational companies like Uber, Taxify, BlaBlaCar and Airbnb. The case of
Uber was particularly emblematic, since, with its 87 150 persons employed by service
providers, it employed 70% of the total number of people active in the collaborative
transport sector in the EU.

The figures for platform employment are instead more intuitive, where the sectors with
the highest number of platform employees, which were finance and online skills, were
also the ones with the highest estimated revenues and with the highest number of
platforms.

Figure 9 Estimated number of persons employed by platforms and service
providers in the EU-28 in 2016
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Collaborative economy platforms can offer goods, services or resources on a for-profit
and not-for-profit basis. Figure 10 illustrates the share of for-profit and not-for-profit
platforms in the different sectors. Not-for-profit platforms were registered in all sectors:
representing 9% of all platforms operating in Member States in the transport sector, 8%
in the accommodation and the finance sectors, and 4% in the online skills sector.

Not-for-profit platforms in the transport sector were mainly represented by ride and
parking space sharing platforms, which connect individuals that want to share costs of
fuel or parking rental, while in the accommodation sector not-for-profits are mainly
platforms facilitating the rental and swapping of homes. In the finance sector, not-for-
profit platforms operate mainly as donating platforms.

Figure 10 Share of for-profit and not-for-profit collaborative platforms by
sector (%, 2016)
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Collaborative economy platforms can also be distinguished between peer-to-peer (P2P)
and peer-to-business (P2B) business models. P2P are services offered by a private
individual to another private individual, while P2B are services provided by a private
individual to a business unit.

Figure 11 presents the shares of P2P and P2B services provided in the transport,
accommodation, finance and online skills sectors.

While P2P was the most diffused type of service provided in each sector, the finance
sector offered the highest percentage of P2B services (33%), which consisted mainly of
equity and debt funding. In the online skills sector, only 7% of platforms offered P2B
services, which consisted mainly of education services for professionals and freelance
professional services. The transport and accommodation sectors had a very low
percentage of platforms offering P2B services (3% and 2%, respectively). P2B services
in the accommodation sector consisted of home renting platforms, while in the transport
sector P2B services ranged from food delivery for offices, to parking space rental and
rides on demand.
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Figure 11 Share of P2P and P2B business models used by sector (%, 2016)
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One of the indicators identified in this study was the level of investments in the platform.
It allows for the value of funding that European collaborative platforms have been able
to attract to be measured. This is of particular importance when it comes to examining
whether there is a lack of investment in such business models and to identify the extent
to which investments have been made into platforms operating in the EU. However, as
the level of data collected on investments during the study was quite modest, we are
unable to run the quantitative analysis regarding the level of investments - the results
can only be interpreted on the sectoral level and not on the Member State level.

Figure 12 below shows the level of investments in platforms in 2016 in the EU. In total,
EUR 1.4 billion has been invested in EU collaborative platforms. Investments include only
EU platforms, international platforms with an origin other than that of the EU are
excluded. Investments directed into the collaborative economy are the largest in the
finance sector (EUR 899 million) with the accommodation sector at a significantly lower
level (up to EUR 299 million invested in 2017). However, the transport and online skills
sectors are much more modest, with EUR 101 million invested in online skills and EUR 75
million invested in transport. The investments into platforms have mainly been made for
developing IT infrastructure. Also, as the majority of the collaborative platforms are start-
ups, they are in the active development stage, which requires the involvement of
investments.

Figure 12 Investments into collaborative economy platforms up to 2017 (EUR
million)

® Transport

= Accommodation

Finance

m Online skills

Source: Crunchbase.com, platforms’ websites

37



Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU
Member States

2.2 Assessment of the economic development of the collaborative
economy in the EU

In order to assess the economic level of development of the collaborative economy, an
assessment framework was developed. The framework is based on the indicators
developed during the study and it enables the comparison of the development of the
collaborative economy across Member States. This section discusses how the
collaborative economy has developed across sectors as well as to the extent in which it
impacts the traditional economy.

The number of collaborative economy platforms is not necessarily an indication of the
volume of the collaborative economy or its impact on the economy or society. This is
because collaborative economy business models are still in their emergent stage. This is
one of the reasons that we are unable to assess any growth on the basis of the information
available at this stage. The emergent stage of any new business model is typically
represented by changes between a number of different competing variations,
consolidation into fewer dominant business models and once again the emergence of new
business models. Hence, until the dominant business models appear, and the business
sector becomes more established, variations in the number of platforms and their sizes
will be seen. The number of platforms should therefore not be regarded as an indicator
of the development of collaborative economy business models, as such. Furthermore, it
is not yet clear if the eventual established business sector will be dominated by one or
two big international platforms or divided into several medium-sized and/or smaller
domestic or even local platforms.

While changes in the number of platforms over a period can be used to illustrate the
developments of the collaborative economy, the absolute number of platforms tells us
very little. Hence, the number of platforms has not been used in the overall analysis. The
number of platforms have been used in the sectoral analysis, but only as background
information.

Instead, the number of collaborative platforms per million population in 2016 was used
in the analysis, in order to assess the relative distribution of those platforms in
comparison with the population in each Member States. The results of this analysis are
presented in Figure 13 and show that Estonia hosted 22 platforms per 1 million
population, which was more than 4 times the average number of platforms in Europe
(4.62). However, the EU average was strongly influenced by the high number of
Estonian platforms. In fact, the median value, which was less influenced by the
presence of outliers, was only 1.51. Moreover, the second country hosting the highest
number of platforms compared to its population was Luxembourg, with only 5 platforms
per million population.

38



Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU
Member States

Figure 13 Number of domestic collaborative platforms per 1 million population
(2017)
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Figure 14 and Figure 15 below describe the level of development of collaborative
economy in Member States. Figure 14 shows the share of the collaborative economy in
national GDP and Figure 15 presents collaborative employment as the share of a
country’s total employment.

Results in Figure 14 confirm the high importance of the collaborative economy in
Estonia, where it represented 0.88% of national GDP. Other countries consistently
above average were Poland (0.64%), Latvia (0.63%), Luxembourg (0.44%) and the
Czech Republic (0.43%). Romania (0.05%), Slovenia (0.04) and Belgium (0.04%) were
the three European countries in which the collaborative economy contributed the least
to national GDP.
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Figure 14 Share of collaborative economy in national GDP (%, 2016)

Share of collaborative economy
in national GDP (%, 2016)

[ ]o,04-0,1

o1 -03
M o3-09

Malta

>,

@

500 km

Source: authors’ calculations

Figure 15 shows the share of persons employed in the collaborative economy over total
employment in the corresponding sectors. As in the previous figure relative to GDP,
Estonia also ranked first regarding the percentage of people employed in the collaborative
economy when compared to total employment (with 0.74%), confirming the importance
of this business model in the country. Estonia was followed by Luxembourg (0.45%) and
Poland (0.39%), while the bottom three countries in the raking were Italy (0.06%),
Denmark (0.05%) and Belgium (0.04%).
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Figure 15 Share of persons employed in collaborative economy in total
employment (%, 2016)

Share of persons employed in collaborative economy
in total employment (%, 2016)

[ 1005-0,1
B o1-02
Bloz2-14

Malta

.

[

500 km

Source: authors’ calculations

According to the assessment framework, Member States that performed above the EU-
28 average in applying collaborative economy business models were Estonia,
Luxembourg, Latvia and Poland. These were the countries with the highest share of
collaborative economy revenues and employment. France and Spain also presented high
figures in terms of collaborative economy revenue; however, figures in terms of
collaborative economy employment were only average in these countries. The higher
employment numbers could be explained by specific sectors, as discussed later in the
report.

Other average countries included Austria, Cyprus, Greece, Spain, Portugal and the UK.
While Ireland and Lithuania also ranked rather high in terms of collaborative economy
employment, revenues from the collaborative economy remained below the EU-28
average. On the other hand, countries such as Finland, Hungary, Sweden and Slovakia
performed at an average level in terms of revenue, but below average in terms of
employment.

Countries below average in collaborative economy developments represented an
interesting combination of large (Germany, Italy) and smaller (Belgium, Denmark,
Netherlands) advanced Member States, as well as Southern and Eastern European
countries (Bulgaria, Romania, and Slovenia).
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Whether this could indicate that collaborative economy business models might represent
a new mechanism for some less developed economies to catch up with the rest of Europe,
remains to be seen. The volumes of collaborative economy business models were not yet
high enough to allow such argumentation. Similarly, it is interesting to see that the
adoption of collaborative business models in several more advanced Member States was
only average or below average.

Countries performing above average typically had more than one collaborative
economy sector that was above the EU-28 average. Estonia and Slovakia had three above
average collaborative economy sectors, whereas France, Latvia, Luxembourg, Czech
Republic and Poland had two. Even though the Netherlands has only one, it showed
average development in all three other collaborative economy sectors.

Table 5 Performance of collaborative economy on sector level in Member
States (% in sectoral GDP, 2016)

Country Transport Accommodation Finance m

EU-28 average
* GDP data on NACE I155.2 not available

Source: Authors’ calculations
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Greece and Latvia also exhibited above average performance in two sectors, which
explains the higher number of persons employed compared to the other countries in the
below average group.

Sector performance also reflects, to a certain extent, national economic
specialisation. For example, the strong transport sector in the UK, the finance sector in
Sweden, online skills in Spain and Slovakia, accommodation in Cyprus, etc. Specific
development during recent years was also reflected in the sector comparison, e.g.
financial market initiatives in Poland, real estate sector development in Spain, etc.

Country profiles in Chapter 4 may shed further insight into these kinds of developments
and their impact on the adaptation of collaborative economy business models. However,
it is safe to argue they have had, and will continue to have, an impact on overall
developments at both the Member State and the European level. Sectoral developments
are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3.

The data available reflects a single year or time period (2016). Thus, it doesn’t allow for
the calculation of collaborative economy growth projections. However, the four enabling
factors (level of household Internet access, level of Internet use by individuals, level of
individuals using mobile devices to access the Internet on the move, and level of
individuals having ordered/bought goods or services for private use over the Internet in
the last three months) can, at least to some extent, be used to indicate the potential for
collaborative economy growth in Europe — the higher the percentage of the population of
enabling factors, the higher the potential for use of collaborative platforms. The indicators
for Internet access and Internet use in general are factors that indicate access and the
possibility to use web-based platforms for commercial purposes, including collaborative
economy platforms. The indicators for bought on-line services, on the other hand, also
indicate that people are ready to use Internet and web-based platforms for commercial
purposes, i.e. buying and selling services. Nonetheless, these enabling factors do not
reflect the level of development of the collaborative economy directly, but rather frame
the business environment and indicate hypothetical potential for growth.
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3. LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT OF THE COLLABORATIVE ECONOMY ON THE SECTOR
LEVEL

This chapter presents the main characteristics and results of data analysis on the
sectoral level. Also an assessment of the level of economic development of the
collaborative economy in Member States across sectors is presented.

3.1 Transport

Overview of the collaborative economy in the transport sector

Table 6 illustrates the characteristics of the five unique business models considered to
be a part of the collaborative economy in the transport sector in this study.

Table 6 Business models in transport sector

. .. Parties to ..
Description y
P2B P2P

Cars Rent | Share | Swap | Service

for-profit (fee-based)
transactions, where
personal providers can
P2P Vehicle | rent out their cars and
rental consumers can rent
cars by subscribing to
the car rental service
on the platform (e.g.
membership fee).

P2P and cost-sharing
Ridesharing | transactions (fee-
based), where peers
can share rides.

for-profit transactions
(fee-based), where
professionals or
personal providers can
. offer to pick up peers
Rides on that want to go to a
demand specific place at a
specific time or in
other words,
professionals or
personal providers
offering taxi services.

private persons rent

Parking their parking space to
spaces someone while they
are not using it
themselves.
a private person offers
Delivery their assets (time,
transport vehicle) to deliver
services another individual’s

parcel from one
location to another.

Source: authors’ collection based on definition of collaborative economy
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In the transport sector of the sharing economy, Germany recorded the highest number
of collaborative domestic platforms. France, Spain, Italy, Belgium and the UK also
hosted a high number of domestic platforms (see Figure 16). No domestic collaborative
economy transport platforms were created in Cyprus, Slovenia and Slovakia. However,
the lack of domestic platforms was somehow filled by the presence of international
platforms (i.e. Carpool in Cyprus; Uber, BlaBlaCar and Taxify in Slovakia). Slovenia
recorded neither domestic, nor international platforms in the transport sector of the
sharing economy.

Figure 16 Breakdown of domestic platforms in the transport sector by
country (2017)
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Total collaborative economy revenues in the transport sector in the EU-28 were
estimated to be EUR 4 billion (see Figure 17), out of which EUR 3.4 billion was service
provider revenue. The highest total revenue was in the UK, with EUR 1.8 billion (45%
of estimated revenues for the EU-28), followed by France (EUR 1.1 billion, 26% of
estimated revenues for the EU-28). The country ranking third in terms of total revenue
was Germany, but it did not generate the same economic impact as UK and France, with
only EUR 171 million in estimated revenues. The main reason for this difference is the
smaller representation of Uber in Germany (compared to France and the UK). It is also
worth noting that in Germany some large car companies (eg. Daimler-Benz, BMW)
provided car sharing services via subsidiaries (Cardyou, Drivenow), but these services
fell outside the scope of the study, as the respective assets (cars) are owned not by
peers but by companies.

The UK was the leader in the transport sector of the collaborative economy with the
highest revenues. One explanation for its strong position is the significant market
position of some international platforms (i.e. Uber, Lyft), as well as the positive
development of domestic platforms. Platforms such as JustPark, EasyCarClub, Nimber,
Deliveroo or Liftshare were very popular at the national level.

In France, the transport sector of the collaborative economy had seen a positive
development as well. Following the UK, France had the second highest share of the
estimated revenues. Most of the revenues were generated by internationally operating
platforms, such as BlaBlaCar and Uber. In addition, the regulatory framework in France
allowed for the sharing economy to develop over the past few years; its Transport Code
clearly defines ridesharing and car sharing, for which market access requirements were
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low.2425 This has created a favourable environment for successful domestic platforms to
emerge and for international platforms to operate in the country. In France, 17 domestic
platforms were identified, out of which three operated internationally (BlaBlaCar, Heetch
and Drivy).

Only not-for-profit collaborative platforms were identified in Slovenia for the transport
sector, thus no revenue was estimated in Slovenia. Countries such as Cyprus,
Luxembourg, Malta and Bulgaria generated very low revenues in the transport sector of
the collaborative economy. Whereas the low revenues could be linked to the size of the
population in Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta, in Bulgaria these types of services had
not yet generated an impact at the national level. Although in Bulgaria six domestic
platforms were identified, these generated very low revenues.

Figure 17 Total collaborative economy transport revenue (EUR million, 2016)
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An estimated 125 000 people are employed in the transport sector of the
collaborative economy (see Figure 18). A small minority of those people active in the
sector were employed by platforms (around 2 200), the vast majority were peer
providers providing their service for a variable number of hours per week. As most
peer providers do not work full time, this means that the overall number of people
active in the sector was even higher.

Of the total number of people active in the sector, the UK accounted for 38%, followed
by France with 26% and Poland with 6%. One significant factor was the strong presence
of international platforms, such as Uber and BlaBlaCar, which accounted for a
considerable number of the persons active in the sector in France and the United
Kingdom. By contrast, no persons active in the sector were estimated for Slovenia (due
to the lack of platforms), whereas Cyprus, Luxembourg, Bulgaria and Malta registered
a very limited number of persons active in the sector.

24 Article L. 3132-1 of the French Transport Code defines ridesharing. Available at:
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEG
IARTIO00031051569

25 Article L. 1231-1-14 of the French Transport Code defines car sharing. Available at:
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEG
IARTI000028530315&dateTexte=&categorieLien=cid

46


https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEGIARTI000031051569
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEGIARTI000031051569
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEGIARTI000028530315&dateTexte=&categorieLien=cid
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCodeArticle.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000023086525&idArticle=LEGIARTI000028530315&dateTexte=&categorieLien=cid

Study to Monitor the Economic Development of the Collaborative Economy at sector level in the 28 EU
Member States

Figure 18 Total number of people employed in the transport sector of the
collaborative economy in the EU (2016)
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Figure 18 reveals high discrepancies between EU Member States at the level of
development of the sharing economy — around 72% of the total estimated revenues
were produced by only two countries (France and UK) and 64% of persons active in
the sector. The pace of development of the sharing economy differs across the EU due
to various factors. One reason for this could be differences in regulatory systems and
attitudes. Countries can have a low number of requirements for the traditional
services that support the development of the collaborative economy (e.g. MiniCab
services in the UK) or they can have a well-defined set of rules for some collaborative
economy transport services (e.g. France, for car sharing and ridesharing) which
provides legal clarity. In other Member States, the development of these business
models either falls under traditional legislation (e.g. taxi) or operates in a “grey area”
with a lack of any other laws (e.g. Romania, Bulgaria, Luxembourg). The level of
income varies across the EU-28 and wage differences tend to be even higher in local
services as transport services. This is also reflected in the transaction values (fees per
ride) of domestic and international platforms operating in different countries.
Similarly, international platforms, such as Uber, adapt the transaction fee to the
economic reality of the country, in order to maintain their competitiveness on the
respective market (e.g. the average trip fare in France is more than double the trip
fare in Romania).

Access to financial support could also incentivise the development of domestic
platforms (e.g. grant schemes, venture capital). Although scarce across the EU, support
schemes such as Innovate UK?® or the congress ShareBW?’ - organised by the German
Lander of Baden-Wirttemberg and funded by the regional Ministry for Science, Research
and Arts - can help with the development of innovative platforms at the national level.
In Italy, the lack of venture capital had impeded domestic platforms from
internationalising, thus the ecosystem of domestic platforms was very much
concentrated at the national level.

Despite having a high humber of domestic platforms in the transport sector and a few
international platforms operating in the country, Germany did not generate high

26 Innovate UK (2016), 'Funding competition: digital innovation in the sharing economy' accessed on
23rd August 2017 via https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/funding-competition-digital-
innovation-in-the-sharing-economy/funding-competition-digital-innovation-in-the-sharing-economy

27 Available at: www.sharebw.de
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numbers of persons active in the sector or revenue, compared to other major economies
(i.e. France, UK). As of 2016, Germany only had an estimated 3 485 people (3% of the
estimated number for the EU-28) active in the sector, and revenues of EUR 171 million
(4% of the estimated revenues for the EU-28). The relatively modest performance of
the German P2P and P2B transport sector is due to the fact that Germany was Europe’s
leader in innovative B2C mobility services. B2C car-sharing platforms, such as
DriveNow, Car2go or CiteeCar, were particularly popular in German cities. Moreover,
the traditional taxi industry was very strong in Germany, and e-hailing apps, such as
My Taxi, were widely used. Major platforms such as Uber and BlaBlaCar held a low
market share compared to other EU countries.

In the case of other countries, the transport sector of the collaborative economy was
driven solely by international platforms. In Romania, although some national
platforms had emerged, these only had a minor impact on overall revenue and
employment, and international platforms (Uber, BlaBlaCar and Taxify) enjoyed a
significant market share. Similarly, in Slovakia no domestic platforms were identified,
thus the collaborative transport sector was driven solely by international platforms
(Uber, BlaBlaCar and Taxify). For the Romanian market, the presence of international
platforms had increased the confidence of consumers in these types of platforms, hence
the market was expected to grow in the foreseeable future. Due to the relatively strong
entrepreneurship of the IT sector, additional domestic platforms are expected to emerge
in Romania.

Some countries were too small for the transport sector of the collaborative
economy to expand further. For example, Cyprus recorded the lowest revenues and
employment in the transport sector (after Slovenia, where no platforms were identified).
The size of the country is a determinant factor?® in the development of the transport
sector. The U.S. platform Carpool World was the sole operating platform in Cyprus.
Similar considerations apply to Malta, where three transport platforms were operating
(e.g. Bumalift), although with a rather limited impact on revenues and employment.

Another example is Luxembourg - a fairly small country with a majority rural population,
which impeded the ability of platforms to reach a critical mass of users (i.e. in cities).
This is also reflected in the fact that 3 out of the 4 domestic platforms identified in
Luxembourg were ride-sharing models which operated outside cities. There seems to be
more demand for long distance rides rather than short distance rides. Ride-sharing
platforms were also widely used in Poland, where the transport sector generated
considerable revenues (EUR 100 million). Out of the 11 platforms operating in the
country, six had a ridesharing business model (including BlaBlaCar). The high presence
of these types of platforms could also relate to more demand for long distance rides due
to the high percentage of the population living in rural areas (40%).2° At the city level,
international platforms (e.g. Uber, Taxify) held most of the market share, as domestic
platforms were missing.

Even though it is a small country, Estonia had a considerable number of persons active
(2 370) and revenues (EUR 18 million) in the transport sector of the collaborative
economy. The domestic platform, Taxify, and international platforms, such as Uber,

28 The authors also considered a correlation between development of collaborative platforms and the
number of passenger cars per 1 000 inhabitants in the country, but didn’t find any reasonable
correlation

29 Eurostat. Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/File:Share of population and land area in rural Local Administrative Units le
vel 2 (LAU2), OECD and new typology.PNG
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were widely used by consumers. Taxify was experiencing rapid growth and posed
serious competition to Uber in some countries, as it had recently developed cross-border
activities. Recent investments in Taxify (EUR 2 million) anticipated future growth in the
transport sector of the collaborative economy in Estonia.

In comparison, the estimate in this study is significantly higher than the estimate from
the DG Justice and Consumers (DG JUST) study (EUR 4 billion against EUR 1 billion).3°
The main reasons for this difference in estimates are methodological. The estimate in
the DG JUST study was based on a consumer survey asking consumers about their
spending on collaborative peer to peer services. In contrast, the estimates in this study
are based on platform level data on revenues of collaborative platforms and their service
providers. Larger platforms, like Uber or BlaBlaCar (constituting a dominant share of
the estimated revenues), used providers from all levels of professionalism. Those
differences in professionalism would be very hard to detect by consumers, and it is likely
that a big part of the spending on larger platforms was not recorded by consumers in
the DG JUST survey, as the organisation of the platform is highly professional and Uber
or BlaBlaCar are an important and regular part of their consumption behaviour.
Additionally, food transport platforms were included in the estimates of this study and
they were not taken account of in the estimate for DG JUST. This means that the
estimates are very different, but not necessarily inconsistent.

Assessment of the economic development of the transport sector of the
collaborative economy

The most advanced countries in adapting collaborative business models in the
transport sector, measured in relation to the size of the traditional transport sector,
were Estonia, France and the UK, followed by Netherlands, Slovakia, Lithuania and
Belgium. Comparing Member States’ share of the transport sector of the collaborative
economy in Europe to their contribution to the size of the overall taxi sector, it can be
seen that in Hungary the transport sector of the collaborative economy was over eight
times greater than the average, and in Estonia over six times greater. In the rest of the
advanced countries in the transport sector, the collaborative economy was roughly 2-3
times the size of the EU-28 average (see Figure 19).

A main driver for Estonia’s outstanding position and role in the transport sector can be
found in the fact that one of Uber’s main competitors in the European market, Taxify,
originates from the Baltic country. Also, the legislative framework had been supportive
of the transport sector.3! In fact, Estonia was the first country that relaxed conditions
to obtain an authorization to provide ride-sharing services (the passenger determines
the destination) by adopting and incorporating relevant amendments into the Public
Transport Act in 2017 (however, an authorisation is still required).3?

The success of the French collaborative transport sector can, to a certain degree, be
explained by the generally supportive regulatory and public attitude, as well as the
unparalleled size of the entire collaborative economy. This assertion is supported by the
evidence that increasingly intense synergies between ‘traditional’ companies and
collaborative economy platforms could be noted. For instance, the French insurance

30 Exploratory study of consumer issues in peer-to-peer platform markets, DG Justice and Consumers,
2017, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/item-detail.cfm?item id=77704

3t http://www.err.ee/602145/riigikogu-vottis-vastu-nn-uberi-seaduse

32 Draft bill concerning the amendments to the Public Transportation Act, SE 188, Parliament of Estonia:
https://www.riigikogu.ee/download/d7978395-ca72-4e85-9ba8-736336af3526/0ld
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company MAIF had created partnerships with several platforms (e.g. BlaBlaCar),
thereby not only enhancing their respective performance, but also trust in them.33

The transport sector in the UK stood out as the sector showing the highest maturity in
the EU. There were some discussions about the presence of Uber, in London, that could
limit further growth depending on the outcome, although the regulatory framework, in
general, seemed to be supportive in the past.3*

Latvia’s position as one of the leading Member States in the transport sector was
predominantly manifested in regulatory spheres. In fact, most legislative changes with
regards to collaborative economies had been performed in the transport sector. Two
cases that serve as evidence can be found in two court rulings, in which a Memorandum
of Understanding, between the Ministry of Economics of the Republic of Latvia and the
two most-known ridesharing companies within the industry, Uber and Taxify, was
signed, ultimately culminating in a decision made in September 2017 to accommodate
and legalise all forms of ridesharing whilst ensuring that taxes are paid.3>

The reason for Lithuania’s above-average performance in the collaborative transport
sector could be traced back to the significant importance of service providers within this
sector, whose employment count was just short of 1 400 people. Furthermore, Vilnius
was one of the fastest-growing and most promising markets for Uber, as the
municipality and the platform signed a joint agreement to commence operations in
2015. This step, however, was only part of a bigger, and more elaborate strategy
pursued by Lithuanian authorities. The government’s initial support was expanded and
is currently being amended into additional regulations that will allow drivers who are
active in providing on-demand or ride-sharing services to continue to provide their
services without any additional licensing requirements.3¢

33 Report to the French prime minister on the collaborative economy, 2016. Available at:
http://www.gouvernement.fr/sites/default/files/document/document/2016/02/08.02.2016 rapport au
premier_ministre sur_leconomie collaborative.pdf..
34 Interview with NESTA
35 The Parliament of the Republic of Latvia. (2017, September 28). Grozijumi Autoparvadajumu likuma.
Récupéré sur likumi.lv: https://m.likumi.lv/doc.php?id=294208
36 Interview with Mr. Dominykas Sumskis, Policy Project Manager at Enterprise Lithuania
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Figure 19 Share of the collaborative economy in national sectoral GDP in the
transport sector (%, 2016)
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The highest rate of employment in the transport sector of the collaborative economy
was in Estonia, followed by the other advanced countries in this sector (see Figure 20).
Higher than average collaborative economy employment could also be seen in Denmark
and Malta, which otherwise showed only average performance in this sector.

Figure 20 Share of persons employed in the collaborative economy in sectoral
employment (%, 2016) - transport
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3.2 Accommodation
Overview of the accommodation sector in the collaborative economy
There are three main business models considered to be a part of the accommodation

sector of the collaborative economy, namely short-term home rental, property sharing
and property swapping. The three main business models are presented in Table 7.

Table 7 Business models in the accommodation sector

... Parties to . .
Description - Activity

P2P transactions,
where personal
providers rent out

Home their homes or spare

renting rooms to other
people looking for
short-term

accommodation

Largely non-
monetary, P2P
transactions, where
Home personal providers
sharing offer a space (a
couch) in existing
properties to share
with other peers.

P2P and cost-sharing
transactions, where
Home peers can swap their
properties thereby
sharing costs as they
do not pay for
accommodation.

Source: authors’ collection based on definition of European Commission collaborative
economy

swapping

The accommodation sector was the smallest sector out of the four sectors examined in
this study in terms of the number of platforms operating in the EU. There were only 69
accommodation platforms found, out of which 62 originated in one of the EU Member
States (see Figure 21). The main reason behind this seemed to be the dominance of a
few large platforms operating in the market.

By far the most important platform was Airbnb (origin U.S.), which operated in all EU
Member States and accounted for around 62% (EUR 4.5 billion) of the sector’s estimated
total EU revenues (EUR 7.3 billion). The platform itself employed around 700 people in
the EU in seven Member States.3” Other important platforms included Homeexchange
(12 Member States, origin USA), Homeaway (11 Member States, origin USA), Wimdu
(9 Member States, origin Germany), Housetrip (8 Member States, origin the UK) and
9flats (7 Member States, origin Singapore).

37 Communication with Airbnb Europe.
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Figure 21 Domestic collaborative platforms per Member State in the
accommodation sector (2017)
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The figure above shows that France, Spain and the UK had the largest number of
domestic accommodation platforms. This was not a surprise, as these countries all
have large economies. Based on the information in the country fiches prepared within
the framework of this study, the legislative framework in these countries was supportive
of collaborative platforms (with the exception of Spain). However, regulation at the local
level was becoming tougher in certain cities, like Paris, Amsterdam and Berlin, where
local authorities started imposing restrictions. The UK remained open and supportive of
collaborative accommodation. It introduced a GBP 1 000 tax-free allowance for property
and trading income in 2016 for sole traders, and was billed as the ‘world’s first sharing
economy tax break’.38

There are several Member States (11) which did not have any collaborative
economy domestic platforms operating in the accommodation sector. This was
partly due to the fact that these countries represent the smaller economies of the EU
(the small market was captured by Airbnb or another bigger platform, according to a
couple of interviews conducted in these countries), had less demand for short-term
tourist accommodation in general, and the population may be reluctant to rent out their
private homes, and considers it an administrative burden (as renting out private
properties still required administrative obligations, such as registration with the city and
payment of local taxes).

Estimated total EU revenues in the accommodation sector in 2016 had been
around EUR 7.3 billion (see Figure 22). This included domestic as well as the vast
majority of international platforms operating in EU Member States (see list in Annex
1).3° There were a couple of smaller platforms whose revenues were not considered, as

38 PWC 2016 Assessing the size and presence of the collaborative economy in Europe

39 The main two international platforms missing from this estimation are booking.com and
homeexchange.com. With respect to booking.com, it was estimated that around 10% of all listed
properties are EU properties, and of those only 1.3% P2P renting properties. There are around 1.5
million properties worldwide (booking.com) and around 200 000 properties are in total in Europe, out
of which 60% are listed on booking.com (see https://www.tnooz.com/article/booking-com-expedia-
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Similarweb data was missing for these platforms, and for some smaller Member States,
the revenues of some of the larger international platforms was not considered either,
as Similarweb data for these countries was missing as well. However, these platforms
were not expected to generate significant revenue streams to drastically change the
overall total revenue estimate. The largest revenue generated (domestic and
international platforms) was in France (30% of total EU revenue), Spain (14% of total
EU revenue), the UK (11% of total EU revenue), Germany (11% of total EU revenue)
and Italy (10% of total EU revenue). All other countries had a 3% or lower share in total
EU revenues. As mentioned above, in some Member States the only operating platform
was Airbnb and there were no domestic platforms.

Figure 22 Total accommodation sector collaborative economy revenue in the
EU-28 in 2016 (EUR million)
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According to the estimates (see Annex 5 for calculation details), Spain, UK, Italy, France
and Germany were the largest Airbnb markets, and they all had a couple of important
domestic platforms - such as Le Bon Coin and Locservice, in France, and Niumba and
Rentalia, in Spain - driving up the estimated revenues as well. The UK also had several
domestic and international platforms, with Airbnb dominating the market in terms of
revenues. In Germany, the main revenues were generated by Airbnb and Homeaway,
as well as domestic platform Wimdu.

The employment results in the accommodation sector followed findings similar to those
of revenues, where France (17%), Germany (16%), Spain (14%), the UK (9%), and
Italy (8%) had the highest numbers of persons employed in the collaborative
accommodation sector as a share of total EU persons employed in that sector (see Figure
23). Greece had 7% of EU persons employed, and other countries had 4% or less of
total EU persons employed. In total, an estimated 113 000 persons were employed in
the collaborative accommodation sector in the EU.

duopoly-europe-hotrec/ ), this results to around 10% of booking.com properties which are European.
The 1.3% P2P renting figure is based on an average ratio of total properties in half of EU Member
States and their share of ‘homestays’, which are P2P renting properties. Calculated based on
booking.com data from the listings, as of 20 November 2017. Based on these assumptions, the
relevant revenue was estimated at only EUR 33 million for the EU. Homeexchange was not considered
in the estimate, as SimilarWeb data was missing for European countries.
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Figure 23 Estimated number of persons employed in accommodation sector in
EU-28 in 2016
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The number of persons employed by platforms also varied between Member States, as
in some Member States there were only international platforms operating, making the
platform employment rate zero for that country. The highest number of persons
employed by platforms was estimated to be in Ireland (512), home to Airbnb’s European
headquarters, followed by Spain (243), France (174) and the UK (125).

The PwC (2016)*° study estimated transaction values in the P2P accommodation sector
in 2015 at around EUR 15 billion, where transaction value was defined as the total value
of transactions flowing through these platforms. While the scope of the PwC study seems
to be the same as that of the current study, the methodology behind reaching estimates
differs. Furthermore, it is not clear from the report how the authors reached the
estimates.

The estimates for the accommodation sector are quite comparable in our study and the
DG JUST study (EUR 7.3 billion against EUR 6.6 billion).4* This alignment could be due
to the fact that travel expenses are easy to remember (as they are larger transactions
and not very frequent) and therefore are not easily forgotten in consumer surveys like
the one conducted for DG JUST. The scope of both studies is also quite similar and
therefore the estimates match up.

Assessment of economic development of the accommodation sector of the
collaborative economy

In order to provide insights into the economic development of the accommodation
sector of the collaborative economy, the share of collaborative economy revenues in
holiday and short-stay accommodation sector (NACE 155.2) GDP was estimated.*?
The highest shares of collaborative revenues to sectoral GDP in the tourist
accommodation sector were in Finland, Bulgaria and Cyprus, followed by the Czech
Republic, Croatia and Hungary (see Figure 24). All other countries had a share that

40 PWC, Assessing the size and presents of the collaborative economy in Europe (2016)

4 Exploratory study of consumer issues in peer-to-peer platform markets, DG Justice and Consumers,
2017, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/item-detail.cfm?item id=77704

42 We do not use the turnover generated in this sector (NACE 155.2) due to reasons of consistency with
other sectors. Please also note, Eurostat figures on holiday and short-stay accommodation might be
heavily underestimated according to HOTREC (the umbrella association of Hotels, Restaurants and
Cafes in Europe) and the European Holiday Home Association (EHHA), mentioned during direct
communication.
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was below the EU average of 0.5%. In comparison, Finland’s share of collaborative
economy revenues to sectoral GDP was more than 2.5%.

Figure 24 Share of collaborative economy revenues in sectoral GDP (NACE
I55.2) in the accommodation sector (%, 2016)
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The reasons for this outcome might be manifold:

1) The revenues generated from collaborative accommodation reflect the position
of the collaborative economy in the country vis-a-vis their traditional
counterpart, in this case the holiday and short-stay accommodation sector. A
high share would mean the collaborative economy is doing well in the Member
State, while a low share would mean the collaborative economy is doing less
well, all other things being equal.

2) The share of collaborative accommodation revenues to sectoral GDP might also
be determined by the strength of the tourism industry in the country, in which
case both collaborative revenues and sectoral GDP go hand in hand - if sectoral
GDP grows, the collaborative economy revenue grows and vice versa, in which
case, the share of the two remains roughly the same.

3) Since GDP is composed of household consumption, investments, government
expenditures and net exports, the size of these components might differ between
Member States, which would have an impact on the share even if the size of the
collaborative economy is similar in other respects.

4) The missing data for Luxembourg and the Netherlands could, in principle, change
the EU average or the ranking of countries along this dimension.

The correlation between the collaborative economy revenues and the sectoral GDP is
highly positive at 0.94. This means that the two variables are highly correlated, and
when one increases, the other increases as well. With only one data point, it is not
possible to see the trend/direction.

Comparing the collaborative accommodation revenues among countries with a similar
sectoral GDP could give an indication as to the economic development of the
collaborative economy.
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For example, Bulgaria had the second highest collaborative revenues to sectoral GDP
ratio; however, its sectoral GDP was the lowest (EUR 14 million), while its collaborative
revenues were only around EUR 29 million. Latvia had the second smallest sectoral
GDP (EUR 16 million), and its collaborative revenues were only around EUR 6 million.
This could imply that the collaborative economy was more developed in Bulgaria than
in Latvia.

In Finland, with the highest share of collaborative revenue to sectoral GDP, the sectoral
GDP was around EUR 60 million, while the collaborative revenue was around EUR 161
million. Compared to Hungary, with a sectoral GDP equal to EUR 55 million, its
collaborative revenue was only EUR 36 million, a bit higher than in Bulgaria, but more
than four times lower than in Finland. In Slovenia, with a sectoral GDP similar to
Hungary and Finland (EUR 54 million), the collaborative economy was estimated to be
only EUR 17 million. This could imply that Slovenia was performing below average with
respect to the collaborative economy when compared to Member States with a similar
size holiday and short-stay accommodation sector in terms of GDP.

The five Member States with the highest collaborative economy revenues (France,
Spain, UK, Germany and Italy), also had the five highest sectoral GDPs in Europe, while
their share of collaborative revenues to sectoral GDP was below the EU average. In
these cases, it seems that the collaborative economy was moving hand in hand with the
traditional sector. However, without knowing the evolution over time, it is difficult to
determine with accuracy the progress made by the collaborative platforms.

Examples from Member States offer further insight into the analysis. With regard to
Spain, the regulatory framework affecting the collaborative economy was rather
restrictive and fragmented at the local level, which could impede further growth (see
Section 4.10). In the accommodation sector, most Spanish regions required peer
providers to obtain authorisations or licenses prior to letting their property. The city of
Barcelona had even frozen the issuance of such licenses in 2017.%% In France, there
were three main laws dealing with online platforms and the regime of short-term rentals.
According to the Law for a Digital Republic**, peer providers had to notify the city
administration when they rented out a secondary residence. An authorization and
payment of compensation*> may also be required when there is a change of use of the
dwelling.4¢ In addition, an amendment to the Digital Law passed in 2016 allowed cities
with more than 200 000 inhabitants to request an authorization from the host to rent
out their dwellings regardless of the duration and the category of the residence. Besides,
according to the Finance Law of 2016,*” platforms should provide detailed information48
to users. Finally, platforms as service providers had the responsibility to control the
content of their website.*® They also had to inform hosts about any obligations to declare
the property to the competent authorities.>® The accommodation sector of Romania’s

43 Special Tourism Accommodation Plan (PEUAT) 2017. Available at:
http://ajuntament.barcelona.cat/pla-allotjaments-turistics/en/

44 Law n°2016-1321 for Digital Republic

45 Compensation means that the owner must buy a dwelling with an equivalent surface to the one he
rents to tourists.

46 There is a change of use if there is a change in the primary use of the housing, namely if a residence
is rented repeatedly for short periods to guests.

47 Finance Law for 2016, Article 87 - II.

48 Among others, platforms must inform their users of their tax and social obligations in a loyal, clear and
transparent manner.

49 Loi No. 575 21/06/2004 for the confidence in Digital economy.

50 Tourism code, available at :
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/affichCode.do?cidTexte=LEGITEXT000006074073
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collaborative economy, on the other hand, benefitted from the fact that the country had
just recently experienced a surge in tourism. The lack of pre-installed infrastructure
necessarily made collaborative accommodation platforms an integral and initial element
of the developing tourism industry.>® In the UK, the government introduced the
Deregulation Act in 2015 that relaxed rules for short-term lets. Portuguese authorities
even went a step further and actively embraced collaborative accommodation platforms.
For instance, the historic city centre of Lisbon experienced a renaissance, as
collaborative platforms helped to decrease the number of vacant buildings. One might
also expect Greece to feature among these other tourism rich countries. However, the
country had experienced a significant decline in tourism following the economic crisis
that started in 2008, from which it has only recently began to recover. As collaborative
accommodation platforms were just starting their operations around this time, they
probably did not find a suitable environment in Greece to prosper and develop
accordingly.

In some countries, the traditional accommodation sector was populated with numerous
smaller affordable hotels and hostels. This may explain why collaborative economy
business models had been adopted less in countries like Germany. Moreover, while the
population’s attitude towards collaborative platforms was positive, it did not necessarily
translate into active usage. For instance, only 6% of a representative survey indicated
that they had used a collaborative accommodation platform.>? This rather reserved
attitude was further reinforced by German authorities, which, for instance, heavily
regulated platforms such as Airbnb in certain locations (e.g. Berlin).

Regarding the share of collaborative employment to sectoral employment, similarly,
Bulgaria and Finland had the highest shares among Member States (see Figure 25).
The Czech Republic, Slovenia, Cyprus and Slovakia also had a share above the EU
average.

51 http://www.unibuc.ro/prof/dobre r r/docs/res/2014marMaster Plan Tourism.pdf
52 IOW (2017) - Peer-to-peer sharing in Germany: Empirical insights into usage patterns and future
potential
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Figure 25 Number of persons employed in the collaborative economy as a
share of national sectoral employment (NACE 1I55.2 (%, 2016))
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Source: authors’ calculations

When looking at sectoral employment, Slovenia, Finland, Cyprus, Latvia, Bulgaria and
Slovakia were among the countries with the lowest sectoral employment in the EU, while
Bulgaria had mid-level sized collaborative employment (2 423). Denmark had similar
sectoral employment as Bulgaria, but its collaborative employment was six times lower,
making the ratio much lower than the EU average. When comparing these two countries
for example, Bulgaria had a more developed collaborative economy in terms of
employed persons than Denmark. The results are not that surprising, as the vast
majority of collaborative employment was determined by the collaborative revenues.

The main limitation of this analysis is that collaborative accommodation and holiday/
short-stay accommodation are not mutually exclusive accommodation types but are
overlapping to a great extent. In other words, homes and properties listed under
collaborative platforms are also listed under holiday and short-stay accommodations.
Moreover, it has been mentioned by relevant stakeholders (during interviews provided
for this study) that the Eurostat data on holiday and short-stay accommodations are
heavily underestimated. Nevertheless, this simple analysis gives some insights into the
functioning of collaborative accommodation in national markets.
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3.3 Finance

Overview of the finance sector in the collaborative economy

In the finance sector of the collaborative economy, financial services and products are
provided from peers to other peers on an individual basis or to businesses or larger
projects (crowdfunding). In crowdfunding campaigns, the money is raised by a large
number of people who each contribute a relatively small amount to finance a project or
a business venture. It can be invested into different projects, or invested as equity, or
given as a loan. Crowdfunding also functions as P2P lending for various individual
purposes. In the finance sector, the peer or service provider is referred to as an
‘investor’.

The different business models in this market were defined on the basis of the type of
funding that is provided: namely reward-based funding (service providers receive a
reward against their investment, such as a product), equity funding, and debt funding,
as this can be provided peer-to-peer as well as crowdfunded. Donating as a not-for-
profit activity is not included in the calculations of this study. The business models in
the finance sector are illustrated in Table 8.

Table 8 Business models in the finance sector

Description Parties to Activity
transaction

Capital Lending Investing | Donating

the most popular
and widespread
Reward- | form of

based crowdfunding. It
funding | Prings together
individuals (P2P) or
individuals and
businesses (P2B).

allows individuals
Equity |[toinvestina
funding |business in return
for shares in the
company.

allows individuals
to borrow and lend
Debt money - without
the use of an
official financial
institution as an
intermediary.

Source: authors’ collection based in definition of collaborative economy

funding

Table 9 below presents funds raised by collaborative finance platforms in EU Member
States. Funds raised by the platforms are an indicator of the total amounts of funding
the platforms have been able to attract for projects or business ventures advertised on
the platforms, but not for the platforms themselves. Funds raised are typically reported
by platforms and also used in most of the studies analysing the sector. The revenues
of platforms (analysed in our study and discussed below) differ from the funds raised.
Revenues demonstrate actual benefits or the success of the platform’s own business,
while funds raised are often seen as a guarantee for investors about a platform’s
capability to generate earnings on their investments. The latter is one of the reasons
why the volume of funds raised is more important to platforms themselves and therefore
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often published, whereas data on revenues is much less published. However, in this
study, for consistency purposes, the analysis is based on revenues.

The 2nd European Alternative Finance Industry Report®3 provided data on funds raised
by finance sector platforms. The leaders in this are the UK (EUR 3 billion), followed by
France (EUR 285 million) and Sweden (EUR 128 million). The two leading countries, in
terms of revenues and funds raised, were the same - the UK and France. Larger
numbers of funds raised to some extent could also explain the revenues, because it
indicated the activity and popularity of the platforms. However, it must be noted that
the funds raised were raised for the projects advertised on the platform and not part of
the platforms’ own revenue. According to the 2nd European Alternative Finance Industry
Report, the largest volumes of funds in the EU were raised by debt based funding,
followed by equity and reward based funding.

Table 9 Funds raised by alternative finance platforms in Member States (EUR
m, up to 2016)

Member State Reward-_based Equ!ty Debt funding Total
funding funding
AT 2.5 7.7

11.1 21.3
BE 6.0 2.5 4.5 13.0
BG*
CY*
cz 1.0 0.28 1.5 3.2
DE 9.8 37.3 66.8 113.9
DK 7.8 7.8
EE 1.3 0.2 28.2 29.7
EL*
ES 31.1 10.7 22.3 64.1
FI 15.5 68.9 84.4
FR 41.9 50.1 193.2 285.2
HR 6.6 0.3 6.9
HU*
IE*
IT 7.1 3.4 42.0 52.5
LT*
LU*
Lv 15.0 15.0
MT*
NL 20.3 6.9 98.9 126.1
PL 0.2 1.9 2.1
PT 1.5 1.0 2.5
RO 1.0 1.0
SE 9.1 3.7 115.4 128.2
SI*
SK 0
UK 58.8 465.3 2 509.2 3 033.5
EU-total 197.7 607.4 3 185.3 3 990.6

* Data was not available
Source: Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance, 2017, Sustaining momentum: the 2nd European
Alternative Finance Industry Report, available at: https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/faculty-research/
centres/alternative-finance/publications/sustaining-momentum/#.WjO-BSOB36¢

53 https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/faculty-research/centres/alternative-finance/publications/sustaining-
momentum/#.WjO-BSOB36c
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A total of 283 domestic and 5 non-EU origin (Indiegogo, Kickstarter, Gofundme,
wemakeit.com, and medstartr.com) collaborative platforms were observed operating
in the finance sector. In the case of non-EU origin platforms, the total funds raised in
Europe in 2016 were USD 30 million for the Indiegogo platform and USD 108 million for
Kickstarter.>* Swiss based platform wemakeit.com, which supports creative projects,
has thus far raised EUR 30 million.>> The medical project support platform
medstartr.com has raised USD 6 million since it began operating®® and the travel support
platform Gofundme has raised USD 5 billion since its operations®’ began. The annual
funds raised (in 2016) by the largest non-EU origin platforms (Indiegogo and
Kickstarter) were greater than the total funds raised in most EU countries, indicating
global dominance of these platforms and the relatively small size of the industry in
Europe. On the other hand, it also demonstrates market potential.

This study demonstrates that the UK was hosting the highest number of domestic
platforms (39), followed by Germany (35) and Italy (33). A relatively high number of
domestic platforms were also being hosted in the Netherlands (24), France (22), Spain
(22) and Poland (13). At the same time there were countries with no platforms in
collaborative finance (Cyprus, Greece, and Hungary). In Hungary, the collaborative
economy overall was below the average found in other Member States. This discrepancy
was explained by the country’s restrictive regulatory framework, a lack of trust among
users, and a fear of regulators.>® In the cases of Cyprus and Greece, despite the fact
that the transportation and accommodation sectors are both developed and important
sectors for the economies of the respective countries, the collaborative finance sector
has yet to be developed. Four of the five non-EU finance platforms operating in the EU
were of U.S. origin - Indiegogo, Kickstarter, Gofundme, medstartr.com. - while
Wemakeit.com, a Swiss platform, was operating only in Austria. The largest non-EU
platforms by revenues were Kickstarter, operating in 11 Member States, and Indiegogo,
operating in 5 Member States. There were also some popular EU-origin platforms
operating cross-border, like Ulule (France) or Funding Cirle (UK). There are also other
local origin platforms trying to expand and establish an international presence. However,
most were operating domestically. This corresponded to the findings presented by the
study Moving Mainstream. The European Alternative Finance Benchmarking Report>®
which concluded that the funding system is overall domestically oriented.
Regarding the business models applied by the observed platforms, debt funding was the
leader with 116 platforms, followed by reward-based funding and equity funding. The
distribution of business models was quite even, and different forms were well
represented in the market. This means that overall regulation or any other factors were
not prohibiting development of various business models in the sector. As reported
elsewhere,®® there might be exceptions at the individual country level.

The breakdown of finance platforms per Member State is presented in Figure 26
below.

54 The Statistics Portal Statista, available here https://www.statista.com/statistics/757519/funds-raised-

via-crowdfunding-by-platform-europe/

Wemakeit.com web-page, available at https://wemakeit.com/pages/about

56 Medstartr web-page, available at http://about.medstartr.com/about/

57 Gofundme webpage, available at https://www.gofundme.com/about-us

58 Interview with Ms Dalma Berkovics, Secretary General, Hungarian Sharing Economy Association.

59 University of Cambridge, Ernst&Young (2015). Moving Mainstream. The European Alternative Finance
Benchmarking Report.

60 Crowdfunding Hub (2016). Current State of Crowdfunding in Europe
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Figure 26 Domestic and international platforms operating in the EU in the
finance sector (2017)
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From the platform perspective, revenues in the finance sector are rather seen as a
return on investment. Calculation of platform revenues may be very complicated, as it
depends on the business model, the size of the investment/transaction, the number of
investors and customers, and other details. Therefore, in this study, the calculation of
revenues for collaborative finance platforms was simplified and viewed as a simple
transaction between investor, platform and customer. Normally, platforms attract
investors (peers) either for ‘free’ (which actually means that the platforms expect
investors still to pay a ‘voluntary tip’ of up to 15% of the investment cost) and they
have to pay a processing fee (normally around 3% per investment)®!. Other sources
indicate that the most popular remuneration model is the one that only remunerates
project owners (fundraisers). Remuneration that targets project owners and investors
was estimated to represent one third of platforms.%2 This also indicates that the business
models used by alternative finance platforms can be very different.

Apart from the investor side, platforms also charge customers a transaction fee, which
varies between 5% and 20%, depending on the business model. A platform’s revenues
are generated from fundraising - how much a platform earns from lending or funding
per euro. On average, this was 15% per transaction, which was also used as a point of
reference in the calculation of finance sector revenues.®3

Total finance sector revenues were estimated at EUR 9.6 billion in the EU (see Figure
27). In the finance sector across EU Member States a significant gap exists when it
comes to generated revenues. France led (EUR 2.2 billion) the shortlist of dominant
markets (based on revenue), while the finance sectors of the UK (EUR 1.8 billion) and
Germany (EUR 1.3 billion) combined only slightly exceeded the indicators displayed by
France. These dominant markets were in line with the results of the study “Moving

61 Is the ‘free fundraising’ really free?, available at: https://www.crowdfunding.com/free/

62 European Securities and Markets Authority. ESMA response to the Commission Consultation Document
on Capital Markets Union Mid-Term Review 2017. Available at:
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma31-68-147 esma response to cmu mid-
term_review.pdf

63 Conclusion is based on survey data collection and is referred also in the “Assessing the size and
presence of the collaborative economy in Europe” by PWC (2016).
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Mainstream. The European Alternative Finance Benchmarking Report”®* which also listed
these markets among the leaders.

Figure 27 Total finance sector collaborative economy revenue EU-28 (EUR
million, 2016)
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This divide mostly existed between Western European countries and the remaining EU
Member States (with Sweden representing the single Northern European country, Spain
and Italy representing Southern Europe, and Poland and the Czech Republic
representing Eastern Europe). It is interesting that among the geographical regions
Western Europe had only two countries (Belgium, Ireland) that were not in the top list
of countries in terms of revenue generated by the finance sector, while other regions
only had one or two countries that made it onto the list. These results demonstrate that
Western European countries were either more accepting of alternative financial
businesses (as compared to the traditional banking sector and other credit institutions),
had larger internal markets, a more developed existing investment culture, or these
countries had a better regulatory environment in which to develop business in the
finance sector.

Simply put, revenues for finance platforms demonstrate differences between the income
and outcome of the platform. It is important to note that, for finance platforms, the
funds raised demonstrate the activity and popularity of the platforms and are often
measured in other studies. The 2nd European Alternative Finance Industry Report®>
provided data on funds raised by finance sector platforms. The leaders were the UK
(EUR 3.03 billion), followed by France (EUR 285 million) and Sweden (EUR 128 million).
The two leading countries, in terms of revenues and funds raised, were the same. Larger
numbers of funds raised could, to some extent also explain the revenues, because it
indicates the activity and popularity of the platforms. However, it should be noted that
the funds raised are raised for the projects advertised on the platform and not the
platform’s own revenue.

The indicators describing persons employed in the sector match the situation already
seen when examining revenues in the finance sector, with Western European countries
at the very top, while other regions struggle to compete (see Figure 28). Among the

64 University of Cambridge, Ernst&Young (2015). Moving Mainstream. The European Alternative Finance
Benchmarking Report.

65 Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance, 2017, Sustaining momentum: the 2nd European Alternative
Finance Industry Report, available at: https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/faculty-
research/centres/alternative-finance/publications/sustaining-momentum/#.WjO-BSOB36¢
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other sectors, finance had fewer employees, as wages in the sector were high, forcing
platforms to be very productive.

When looking at persons employed, France once again led (14 300 persons employed)
while Germany ranked second (11 300) and the UK was third (9900). These positions
were almost in line (Germany ranked third regarding revenues) with what was observed
with the revenue indicator - an understandable situation indicating that countries with
high revenue will also have high numbers of persons employed in the finance sector.%®

Figure 28 Estimated number of persons employed in in the finance sector of
the collaborative economy in the EU-28 in 2016
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According to the 2nd European Alternative Finance Industry Report®” in 2015 the online
alternative finance market in Europe (crowdfunding, P2P lending, other) had reached
EUR 5.4 billion. According to the report, this was an increase of 92% as compared to
the market value in 2014. The report also stated that in 2015 the absolute year-on-year
growth rate of the EU online alternative finance market (excluding the UK) had
decreased by 10%. While this decrease was calculated excluding the UK (the exclusion
was done primarily because the UK market suffered a drastic decrease in growth), by
taking the approach that the same 10% could be applied across the entire EU online
alternative finance market, we can then consider that, on a straight projection, total
market growth in 2016 would be roughly 82% (92%-10%). By this assumption, the
projected market growth in 2016 could have reached around EUR 9.9 billion. According
to our study, the market value of collaborative finance platforms was EUR 9.6 billion -
very similar to the projection made based on the findings of the 2nd European
Alternative Finance Industry Report. Given that the 10% decrease was estimated while
excluding the UK, our findings correspond to the market trends expected for 2016.

66 In the finance sector, there is no reasonable interpretation for persons employed by service providers
(investors). To the same degree as bank customers are not indirect employees of their banks, peer
lenders or investors (service providers in finance sector) who provide financial means (generate
revenues) via collaborative platforms to different groups of recipients cannot be interpreted as indirect
employees of the collaborative platforms. What the service providers are offering is that they provide
funds (or borrow funds), they do not provide working time as such. Therefore, the calculations in the
collaborative finance sector on persons employed by service providers are provided, but must be
interpreted with caution.

67 Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance (2016). Sustaining Momentum the 2nd European Alternative
Finance Industry Report.
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Finance sector results cannot be compared to the DG JUST study®® as finance was not
part of that study.

Assessment of the economic development of the finance sector in the
collaborative economy

The finance sector overall is quite well regulated (i.e. necessary regulations are in
place). These regulations also apply to the collaborative finance platforms, which have
to meet all requirements set for financial institutions. While there have been many
discussions about the legitimacy of the transport and accommodation sectors in the
collaborative economy, discussions regarding the finance sector have been quite
modest. This is believed to be because of the well-established regulatory framework -
about 47% of platforms find the regulatory framework adequate and appropriate.®® At
the same time, another study provides a slightly different picture by concluding that
regulatory issues are preventing development of the sector in many countries, while
other countries, for example, the UK, demonstrate a high rate of success due to their
progressive regulations.”®

Countries that ranked above average in adapting collaborative business models in the
finance sector were Estonia, Latvia and the Czech Republic, followed by Sweden, France,
Poland and Austria (see Figure 29). The former, in particular, had expressed specific
interest in becoming hubs and European powerhouses in fields such as FinTech. This
desire was supported by their respective governments. For instance, Latvia had
devoted specific regulatory attention to this area, and the increasing interest in P2P
financing was not only observed among new start-ups, but also big banks, insurance
companies and other financial institutions that must adapt to the changing financial
sector landscape in order to keep up. An element that unites all concerned Member
States (the former, as well as the latter three) was the generally increased demand in
P2P lending solutions. Comparing the share of the finance sector in the collaborative
economy of Member States in Europe to their contribution to EU-28 sectoral GDP, it can
be seen that in Estonia the finance sector of the collaborative economy was more than
seven times larger than average, and in Latvia more than six times larger. The findings
here were in line with comparisons made between the per capita volume of the sector
and GDP per capita figures in the 2nd European Alternative Finance Industry Report.”?
The report ranked Estonia and Latvia among the leaders.

68 Exploratory study of consumer issues in peer-to-peer platform markets, DG Justice and Consumers,
2017, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/item-detail.cfm?item id=77704.

69 Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance, 2017, Sustaining momentum: the 2nd European Alternative
Finance Industry Report, available at: https://www.jbs.cam.ac.uk/faculty-
research/centres/alternative-finance/publications/sustaining-momentum/#.WjO-BSOB36c

70 Crowdfunding Hub (2016). Current State of Crowdfunding in Europe

71 Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance (2016). Sustaining Momentum. The 2nd European
Alternative Finance Industry Report.
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Figure 29 Share of the finance sector (%, 2016) in the collaborative economy
in terms of sectoral GDP (NACE K64)
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It is interesting to see how the international traditional financial hubs in Europe rank
among the EU-28. An above average position in terms of the share of the collaborative
economy in sectoral GDP was held by the Nordic hub of Sweden, followed by France,
while the UK and Germany ranked close to average. This may partly be explained by
equity-based crowdfunding, since these countries - the UK, the Nordic region, and to
some extent, also France - had grown increasingly stronger in terms of start-up
creation. Platforms like FundedByMe, in Sweden, or Crowdfunder and Seedrs, in the UK,
Ulule or Bulb in Town, in France, had become very popular and attractive. It can be
observed that an overall supportive business ecosystem for start-ups also attracts more
collaborative finance platforms (thus there is a demand from quality businesses in need
of funding).

The relatively strong developments in the new Member States - Latvia, Estonia, Czech
Republic and Poland - may be better explained by the development of peer-to-peer
lending to compete with traditional bank loans. As an example, Iuvo and Bondora, in
Estonia, or Mintos and Twino, in Latvia, had established strong P2P lending markets
and attracted peer-investors internationally. These platforms offered significant
competition to traditional banks, offering loans without guarantees and at lower interest.
In Poland, the platforms Kokos and Finansowo had become popular local alternative
lending platforms.

The countries that were below average in terms of collaborative economy business
developments represented a mix of smaller developed countries (the Netherlands, Italy,
Denmark, etc.) and Eastern and Southern European countries (Lithuania, Romania,
Malta, Croatia, Slovenia, and Hungary). The underlying reasons why collaborative
economy business models had not been adopted in the finance sector in these countries
are likely to vary a lot. The collaborative finance market in the Netherlands was
relatively open. Licenses were required for equity-based crowdfunding and P2P lending,
but this was not the case for reward-based crowdfunding. However, as the level of
digitalisation was very high and there were no clear reasons why the Netherlands was
lagging behind, the country could have significant potential for further growth (see also
Section 4.21). The same applies to Denmark (see Section 4.7). In Lithuania,
government support in recent years had been commented on as being the driving factor
behind the current success of the sector, especially for P2P lending and crowdfunding.
Existing platforms already showed an increase in users (2017 being the most successful
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year for all operating platforms), with future projections of continuing growth (these
trends were not seen in the calculation of indicators, as it is based on 2016 data) (see
also Section 4.17). At the same time, some countries, such as Slovenia, had imposed
distinctively restrictive regulations on the development of collaborative finance
platforms. Yet, a single clear reason could not be directly cited (see also Section 4.26).

Sectoral employment in collaborative economy business models in the finance sector
followed the same pattern as revenues. However, this may be due to the estimation
methods used in this study. Also, as discussed earlier, in the case o