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Abstract

In a context of expanding remote work and increased mobility, digital nomadism has
emerged as a growing phenomenon with implications for social and territorial sustain-
ability. This study examines the factors influencing the intention to adopt a digital nomad
lifestyle, using an extended Theory of Planned Behavior framework that incorporates life
satisfaction and expectations regarding public policies. A quantitative, cross-sectional sur-
vey was conducted with 311 respondents characterized by high digital exposure. Structural
equation modeling reveals that attitude toward digital nomadism is the strongest predictor
of intention, followed by policy expectations, which exert both direct and mediating effects.
Perceived behavioral control influences national intention only, while life satisfaction shows
a negative relationship with domestic adoption. In contrast, international intention is asso-
ciated with more aspirational motivations and lower influence of dissatisfaction. Subjective
norms exhibit a negative effect on international intention, suggesting social-pressure “push”
dynamics. The findings contribute to sustainability research by highlighting how institu-
tional conditions, remote-work cultures, and emerging mobility patterns shape relocation
decisions. The study offers insights for organizations seeking to attract remote talent and
for territories aiming to position themselves as sustainable digital nomad destinations,
informing policy design and place-based development strategies.

Keywords: digital nomadism; travel intention; remote work mobility; social sustainability;
territorial sustainability; national–international comparison

1. Introduction
Advances in digital infrastructures, labor mobility, and technology-enabled lifestyles

have transformed how work is organized, allowing individuals to decouple productive
activities from fixed locations. Within this broader shift, digital nomadism has emerged as
a lifestyle that combines location-independent work with mobility and self-directed forms
of living [1,2]. Beyond remote work itself, digital nomads seek autonomy in arranging their
spatial and professional trajectories [3], a trend that increasingly intersects with debates
on social and territorial sustainability, particularly regarding new forms of mobility and
work–life arrangements.

Although the phenomenon is expanding worldwide with millions [4], academic re-
search has progressed unevenly. Existing studies have examined digital nomadism through
perspectives such as mobility, identity, tourism, and socio-material work practices [5–14].
These contributions describe who digital nomads are and how they live, but far fewer stud-
ies explain why individuals choose to become digital nomads [15]. Quantitative evidence
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on motivations and decision-making processes remains limited, particularly concerning the
behavioral and contextual determinants that underlie this lifestyle choice [16,17]. Strength-
ening this line of inquiry is increasingly relevant as governments and territories explore
digital nomad policies as part of sustainable development strategies aimed at attracting
human capital and revitalizing local economies.

To address this gap, this study applies an extended Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)
to examine the factors shaping the intention to adopt digital nomadism. In addition to
traditional TPB components, two variables increasingly emphasized in recent scholarship
are incorporated: policy expectations and digital technology use for leisure. Policy expec-
tations capture perceptions of visa regimes and remote-work regulations that influence
the feasibility of mobile work, especially as digital nomadism becomes institutionalized
within contemporary capitalist structures [18,19]. Technology-enabled leisure reflects the
growing role of digital tools in integrating work and leisure—an essential feature of no-
madic lifestyles. Together, these dimensions outline a framework that helps anticipate how
emerging forms of mobile work interact with institutional conditions relevant to sustainable
socio-economic planning.

The empirical setting further strengthens the study’s relevance. Despite the global
spread of digital nomadism, evidence from Latin America is scarce. Chile represents a
pertinent case due to its high regional digitalization, expanding remote-work ecosystems,
and ongoing debates on mobility and migration policies. Understanding motivational
determinants in this context contributes both to regional scholarship and to countries
seeking to position themselves within global circuits of mobile work. Such knowledge
also supports discussions on sustainable territorial development, especially in destinations
aiming to manage mobility flows responsibly.

Accordingly, this research asks: What motivations and determinants lead individuals
to adopt the digital nomad lifestyle? By examining these factors through an extended
TPB framework, the study advances theoretical and empirical understanding of the per-
sonal, contextual, and institutional forces shaping digital nomad decision-making, with
implications for sustainable mobility policies and place-based development strategies.

2. Theoretical Background
2.1. The Concept of Digital Nomad: Motivations and Challenges

The past two decades have witnessed profound transformations in digital infrastruc-
tures and labor mobility, reshaping how individuals organize professional work. Portable
technologies, cloud platforms, and widespread connectivity have enabled workers to detach
productive activities from fixed office environments and to operate with increasing auton-
omy across locations [17,20]. Within this broader context, the term digital nomad refers to
individuals who leverage digital technologies to perform location-independent work while
engaging in various forms of geographic mobility. Hannonen [21] conceptualizes digital no-
mads as professionals who combine remote and digital work with semi-permanent travel,
while Wang et al. [22] emphasize their ability to transcend traditional spatial constraints by
integrating work and travel into fluid lifestyles. Because these mobility patterns intersect
with local economies, housing markets, and regulatory systems, understanding digital
nomadism is increasingly relevant for discussions on social and territorial sustainability,
particularly regarding how mobile workers interact with host communities and contribute
to (or strain) local development dynamics.

To avoid conceptual ambiguity, the present study adopts an operational definition
based on three dimensions: (1) mobility frequency (regular movement between locations),
(2) primary income source (digital or remote work enabling geographic flexibility), and
(3) sojourn duration (medium-term stays rather than short-term tourism or permanent
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relocation). This definition provides analytic clarity and supports the distinction between
domestic and international forms of nomadic intention later examined in the model.

2.1.1. Motivational Foundations and Limitations of Prior Research

Prior research identifies a range of motivations for adopting a nomadic lifestyle,
including autonomy from conventional work routines, personal growth, opportunities for
social connection, cultural exploration, favorable climates, and lower living costs [6,18,23].
Tiberius et al. [17] emphasize autonomy and freedom as core drivers, while identifying
entrepreneurial aspirations and the desire to escape rigid organizational structures as
additional motivators. These motivations also intersect with sustainability debates, as
lifestyle mobility often reflects broader shifts toward alternative work arrangements, flexible
living patterns, and changing socio-economic expectations that influence how individuals
relate to places and resources.

However, although motivation studies have contributed valuable qualitative insights,
they also exhibit limitations. Much of the existing literature relies on narrative accounts,
small samples, and ethnographic methods, with limited quantitative testing of motivational
determinants or behavioral mechanisms. Motivations are often described but not formally
modeled, leaving open questions regarding how personal, social, and contextual variables
jointly shape the intention to become a digital nomad. This gap provides justification for a
theory-driven, quantitative approach.

2.1.2. Challenges and Tensions in Digital Nomadism

Despite the benefits associated with mobility, digital nomadism poses challenges
related to routine-building, time management, and the maintenance of meaningful social
relationships. Continuous travel may result in stress, burnout, or disruptions in well-
being [24]. Further concerns relate to regulatory issues such as taxation, labor rights,
and social security [8,25], as well as socio-cultural tensions and gentrification in host
destinations [26]. These mixed experiences underscore that digital nomadism is shaped
by both personal aspirations and structural conditions, reinforcing the need to integrate
psychological and contextual perspectives when modeling nomadic intentions.

2.2. The Model

To examine the determinants of nomadic intentions, this study adopts and extends
the model proposed by Xiao and Agrawal [27], which builds on the Theory of Planned
Behavior (TPB) [28]. The original TPB posits that behavioral intention is shaped by attitude,
subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control. Xiao and Agrawal extend TPB by
integrating contextual and personal variables relevant to mobility decisions. Our study
further develops this framework by incorporating life satisfaction, policy expectations,
technology use for leisure, and by distinguishing between national and international
nomadic intentions.

2.2.1. Theory of Planned Behavior

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is a widely used psychological model for
predicting individual behavioral intentions [28,29]. It comprises three core constructs:

Individual Attitude (IA): the degree to which an individual evaluates a behavior
favorably or unfavorably, based on beliefs and previous experiences [30]. A more positive
attitude is associated with stronger behavioral intention [27].

Subjective Norm (SN): the perceived social pressure from significant others—such as
family, peers, or colleagues—to engage or not engage in a behavior [27,31].
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Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC): an individual’s perception of their capability to
perform the behavior, shaped by confidence, resources, and control beliefs [30]. Higher
PBC typically increases intention [27].

These constructs form the baseline structure of our model.

2.2.2. Further Factors Must Be Considered

Life Satisfaction (LS): refers to the individual’s overall assessment of well-being.
Research suggests multiple pathways through which LS may influence mobility deci-
sions. Lower satisfaction may “push” individuals to reorient their life circumstances,
including adopting mobile lifestyles [27,32]. Conversely, higher life satisfaction can
sometimes enable mobility by providing psychological and material resources. Given
these mixed mechanisms, we adopt the directional hypothesis used in mobility studies—
namely, that lower satisfaction predicts stronger nomadic intention—while acknowledging
alternative outcomes.

Policy Expectations (PE): refers to individuals’ beliefs about how future labor, mi-
gration, and mobility-related policies (e.g., visas, taxation, remote-work regulations) may
shape their ability to adopt a digital nomad lifestyle. Importantly, we conceptualize
PE as perceived policy affordances rather than structural conditions themselves. This
aligns the construct with TPB, as expectations reflect individuals’ internalized beliefs
about feasibility and desirability—beliefs known to influence both attitude and perceived
behavioral control [33]. Research suggests that regulatory clarity increases trust and
attractiveness of digital nomad lifestyles [27,34]. The full scale for PE is included in
Supplementary Materials.

National vs. International Intention (NI, II): Digital nomadism is commonly perceived
as an international phenomenon [27,34], yet domestic nomadism is increasingly relevant.
Motivations, constraints, and policy environments differ across these two forms of mobility.
National intention may depend more on familiarity, local knowledge, and PBC, whereas
international intention may reflect migration policies, cultural distance, and transformative
expectations. Therefore, following [27], NI and II are modeled as distinct constructs.

Technology Use for Leisure (TO): refers to the frequency with which individuals
engage with digital tools for recreational or personal-development purposes (e.g., social
networking, streaming platforms, discovery tools for co-living/co-working). Engagement
with leisure technologies can increase comfort with digital environments, reduce perceived
barriers to mobile work, and shape attitudes toward digital lifestyles [35–37]. Thus, TO is
modeled as an antecedent of IA.

Building on this conceptual groundwork, the following section presents the complete
set of hypotheses derived from this framework, specifying the expected relationships
among variables and outlining the mechanisms through which the intention to become a
digital nomad is formed.

2.2.3. Hypotheses of the Proposed Model

Building on the conceptual framework outlined above, this section develops the hy-
potheses derived from the extended Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). In this framework,
attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control form the motivational core
of nomadic intention, while life satisfaction, policy expectations, and technology use for
leisure operate as additional antecedents shaping how individuals evaluate and anticipate
a digital nomad lifestyle. We distinguish between national and international nomadic
intentions, conceptualizing domestic intention as a potential precursor to cross-border mo-
bility. The model further incorporates indirect and conditional relationships, proposing that
attitudes and policy expectations function as mediating mechanisms and that perceived
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behavioral control acts as a boundary condition. Figures 1 and 2 summarize the full set of
hypothesized relationships.

Figure 1. Proposed model, adapted from [27].

Attitudinal, Social, and Control Beliefs

The Theory of Planned Behavior identifies attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived
behavioral control as central determinants of behavioral intention, particularly in contexts
involving non-routine and lifestyle-changing decisions. These constructs capture how
individuals evaluate a behavior, perceive social expectations surrounding it, and assess
their capacity to perform it. In the context of digital nomadism, positive evaluations,
supportive social environments, and a sense of capability should strengthen both national
and international nomadic intentions.

Attitude-related hypotheses.
Attitude reflects the overall favorability with which individuals evaluate becoming a

digital nomad. In lifestyle mobility decisions, positive evaluations reduce psychological
switching costs and increase willingness to adopt non-traditional work arrangements.
When individuals perceive digital nomadism as desirable, rewarding, or identity-consistent,
their intention to pursue such a lifestyle should increase.

H1a. A favorable attitude toward becoming a digital nomad has a significant and positive effect on
the national intention to become a digital nomad.

H1b. A favorable attitude toward becoming a digital nomad has a significant and positive effect on
the international intention to become a digital nomad.

Norm-related hypotheses.
Subjective norms reflect the perceived approval of significant others. Because dig-

ital nomadism deviates from conventional work expectations, social endorsement can
reduce perceived risk and increase motivational readiness. Positive social influence should
therefore enhance both national and international nomadic intentions.
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Figure 2. Mediating hypotheses of the proposed model.

H2a. Subjective norm has a significant and positive effect on national intention to become a
digital nomad.

H2b. Subjective norm has a significant and positive effect on international intention to become a
digital nomad.

Control-related hypotheses.
Perceived behavioral control captures individuals’ self-evaluated capability to perform

the behavior. High levels of perceived competence and autonomy enable individuals
to visualize mobility as feasible, thereby strengthening both domestic and international
nomadic intentions.

H3a. Perceived behavioral control has a significant and positive effect on national intention to
become a digital nomad.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031341
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H3b. Perceived behavioral control has a significant and positive effect on international intention to
become a digital nomad.

Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction reflects individuals’ overall evaluation of their current circumstances
and well-being. From a push–pull and change-oriented perspective, lower life satisfaction
may activate exploratory motives, leading individuals to consider alternative lifestyles
that promise greater autonomy, flexibility, or personal fulfillment. In the context of digital
nomadism, dissatisfaction with one’s present situation may therefore increase openness to
both domestic and international mobility. Accordingly, we propose:

H4a. Life satisfaction has a significant and negative effect on national intention to become a
digital nomad.

H4b. Life satisfaction has a significant and negative effect on international intention to become a
digital nomad.

Policy Expectations

Policy expectations refer to individuals’ beliefs about how future regulations, visas,
taxation frameworks, and remote-work policies may shape the feasibility of adopting
a digital nomad lifestyle. From an institutional and opportunity-structure perspective,
anticipated regulatory clarity and support reduce uncertainty and enhance perceived
feasibility. When individuals expect supportive or predictable policy environments, the
perceived practicality and attractiveness of nomadic work increase, strengthening both
national and international nomadic intentions. Thus, we propose:

H5a. Policy expectations have a significant and positive effect on the national intention to become a
digital nomad.

H5b. Policy expectations have a significant and positive effect on the international intention to
become a digital nomad.

National and International Intention

National and international nomadic intentions represent distinct forms of mobility
planning. From a behavioral staging and progression perspective, domestic nomadism
typically involves lower uncertainty and fewer structural barriers and may therefore
function as an initial stage through which individuals evaluate and refine their readiness
for international mobility. Consistent with this progression, stronger national intention
should translate into higher international intention. Accordingly, we propose:

H6. The national intention to become a digital nomad has a significant and positive effect on the
international intention to become a digital nomad.

Antecedents of Attitude and Policy Expectation

Antecedent-related hypotheses.
Several predictors in the model influence nomadic intention indirectly through their

effects on attitudes and policy expectations. Extended Theory of Planned Behavior frame-
works emphasize that evaluative beliefs and feasibility perceptions are themselves shaped
by social influence, perceived capability, and well-being.

Attitude-related antecedents.
Subjective norms can shape individuals’ evaluations of digital nomadism by signaling

social approval, thereby reinforcing positive attitudes toward adopting a digital nomad
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lifestyle. Policy expectations may also enhance attitudes when anticipated regulations
make nomadic work appear more feasible or attractive.

H7. Subjective norm has a significant and positive effect on individual attitude toward becoming a
digital nomad.

H8. Policy expectations have a significant and positive effect on individual attitude toward becoming
a digital nomad.

Policy-expectation-related antecedents.
Subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, and life satisfaction may contribute to

the formation of policy expectations by shaping how individuals interpret opportunities
and constraints associated with future mobility conditions.

H9. Subjective norm has a significant and positive effect on policy expectations.

H10. Perceived behavioral control has a significant and positive effect on policy expectations.

H11. Life satisfaction has a significant and negative effect on policy expectations.

Mediation Mechanisms

Mediation-related hypotheses.
The model proposes that attitudes and policy expectations act as key mechanisms

through which broader social, personal, and contextual factors shape nomadic inten-
tion. Conceptually, mediation captures how distal influences are translated into intention
through evaluative and feasibility-based processes.

Attitude-based mediation.
Attitudes may transmit the influence of subjective norms and policy expectations

by converting social approval and perceived institutional support into more favorable
evaluations of digital nomadism. Through this evaluative pathway, social and contextual
cues indirectly shape both national and international nomadic intentions.

H12a. Attitude mediates the relationship between subjective norm and national intention to become
a digital nomad.

H12b. Attitude mediates the relationship between subjective norm and international intention to
become a digital nomad.

H13a. Attitude mediates the relationship between policy expectations and the national intention to
become a digital nomad.

H13b. Attitude mediates the relationship between policy expectations and the international
intention to become a digital nomad.

Policy-expectation-based mediation.
Policy expectations may channel the effects of subjective norms, perceived behavioral

control, and life satisfaction by shaping how individuals interpret the structural feasibility
of adopting a nomadic lifestyle. Through this feasibility-oriented pathway, social influence,
perceived capability, and well-being exert indirect effects on nomadic intentions.

H14a. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between subjective norm and the national
intention to become a digital nomad.

H14b. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between subjective norm and international
intention to become a digital nomad.
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H15a. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between perceived behavioral control and
national intention to become a digital nomad.

H15b. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between perceived behavioral control and
international intention to become a digital nomad.

H16a. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between life satisfaction and national intention
to become a digital nomad.

H16b. Policy expectations mediate the relationship between life satisfaction and international
intention to become a digital nomad.

Moderation Effects

Perceived behavioral control may function as a boundary condition that shapes how
individuals interpret policy expectations. From a conditional-effects perspective, contextual
opportunities are more likely to translate into behavioral intention when individuals believe
they have the capability to act upon them. When individuals feel capable of managing
the practical demands of nomadic work, favorable policy expectations should therefore
carry greater weight in shaping intention. Conversely, when perceived capability is low,
anticipated policy advantages may be less influential. Accordingly, we propose:

H17a. Perceived behavioral control significantly moderates the relationship between policy expecta-
tions and national intention to become a digital nomad.

H17b. Perceived behavioral control significantly moderates the relationship between policy expecta-
tions and international intention to become a digital nomad.

Technology Use for Leisure

Technology use for leisure reflects individuals’ engagement with digital tools in every-
day life. From a digital lifestyle and familiarity perspective, frequent interaction with digital
platforms may increase comfort with mobile digital environments and reduce perceived
barriers to technology-enabled work. Greater use of leisure technologies may therefore
foster more favorable attitudes toward digital nomadism. Thus, we propose:

H18. The use of technology for leisure has a significant and positive effect on attitude toward
becoming a digital nomad.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Study Design

A quantitative, cross-sectional, explanatory study was developed to analyze the factors
that influence the intention to adopt a digital nomad lifestyle. The model was predicated
on the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), augmented with contextual variables pertaining
to institutional policies and life satisfaction. The design responds to the need to test
theoretically grounded TPB-based relationships, rather than to develop new constructs,
while acknowledging that digital nomadism is still a developing field of study. Future
research should therefore incorporate exploratory and mixed-method approaches to refine
construct development as the field matures.

To reduce potential common-method bias, procedural remedies were implemented at
the design stage, including guaranteeing anonymity, randomizing item order, and using
different scale anchors across sections. No statistical post hoc remedies (e.g., marker
variable or latent method factor) were applied.
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3.2. Sample and Data Collection

Data were collected through a self-administered online survey deployed on Sur-
veyMonkey and disseminated via social networks and professional contacts (Instagram,
Facebook, WhatsApp). This convenience-based sampling frame involved voluntary partici-
pation and therefore may include self-selection bias, particularly favoring individuals with
high digital literacy or technological affinity.

The fieldwork was conducted between April and May 2025. A total of 361 responses
were received, of which 311 were retained after applying data-quality criteria. Responses
were excluded when questionnaires were incomplete; no cases were removed due to
unusually fast completion times. No filters for age or remote-work experience were applied.

The sample is composed predominantly of young adults aged 21–25, consistent with
early adopters of mobile work lifestyles. As an exploratory quantitative contribution, this
demographic concentration supports the investigation of digitally intensive populations;
however, its implications for external validity are addressed in the limitations of practical
contributions. Educational attainment (N = 252 valid answers) indicates that 56.35% of
respondents hold a university degree and 13.10% a master’s degree, reflecting a highly
educated sample aligned with digital-lifestyle profiles.

Regarding sample size suitability, the final N = 311 exceeds common SEM recommen-
dations (e.g., 10 participants per estimated parameter; minimum N = 200 for models with
moderate complexity). This ensures adequate statistical power for structural estimation.

3.3. Measurement Instrument

The questionnaire incorporated scales previously validated in research on planned
behavior and labor mobility. All constructs were measured using seven-point Likert
scales ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Core TPB variables—attitude,
subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control—were operationalized using adaptations
from established instruments.

Additional dimensions such as life satisfaction, technology use for leisure, and policy
expectations were incorporated. Policy expectations included perceptions of visa regimes,
taxation, and remote-work regulations, while technology use for leisure captured digital
usage related to entertainment, socialization, and personal development.

Constructs were translated and back-translated to ensure semantic consistency. For
perceived behavioral control, item PBC3 was removed after reliability assessment due to
low contribution to internal consistency, consistent with scale-refinement procedures.

3.4. Procedure and Data Analysis

Data processing and analysis were conducted in two stages. First, reliability and valid-
ity were assessed through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), examining factor loadings,
internal consistency, and discriminant validity. Composite reliability (CR), average vari-
ance extracted (AVE), and inter-construct correlations were used to evaluate psychometric
adequacy.

Second, structural equation modeling (SEM) was estimated using IBM SPSS Amos 29,
allowing the examination of direct, indirect, and moderating effects. Model fit was assessed
using multiple indices, including χ2/df, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, GFI, and AIC. In line with stan-
dard SEM criteria [38], the RMSEA value (~0.089) is acknowledged as borderline; however,
the model was retained given its comparative advantages over competing specifications,
theoretical coherence, and the stability of parameter estimates across alternative models.
Robustness was evaluated by comparing models of varying complexity, and Model 3 was
selected not only for presenting the lowest AIC but also for offering the most parsimonious
and theoretically consistent structure. Bootstrap standard errors and bias-corrected 95%
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confidence intervals (2000 samples) were computed for all structural paths; the complete
set of estimates is provided in the Supplementary Materials.

Moderation analyses followed the latent interaction approach proposed by Marsh,
Wen, and Hau (2004) [39]. Variables for Policy Expectations (EP) and Perceived Behavioral
Control (CPC) were standardized, and a latent interaction term (EP×CPC) was constructed
using the product indicators of the standardized items. Covariances were added between
CPC and EP×CPC, avoiding links with EP given its endogenous role in the model. Com-
peting models with and without the interaction term were compared through AIC to assess
incremental explanatory power.

3.5. Ethical Considerations

Participation in the study was voluntary and anonymous. Before completing the
questionnaire, participants were informed about the objectives of the research and provided
informed consent. The data were treated confidentially and used exclusively for academic
purposes, in compliance with standard ethical guidelines for social research.

4. Results
The survey yielded a total of 361 responses, of which 311 were deemed valid upon

completion of all the requisite items for analysis. The survey incorporated two optional
sociodemographic questions, namely age and educational level, which may have resulted
in a discrepancy between the number of cases and the total population.

Regarding educational attainment (N = 252), most participants reported possessing
a university degree or higher qualification. The data indicates that 56.35% of the subjects
obtained a university degree, followed by 13.10% who obtained a master’s degree. Addi-
tionally, 20.24% of respondents indicated that they had completed secondary education,
while 8.33% stated that they had pursued technical or professional studies. No participant
selected the category of basic education or doctorate, while 1.98% chose “I prefer not
to answer”.

Regarding age (n = 243), the distribution is principally concentrated in the 21 to 25 age
range, with a mode of 22 years. This trend suggests that the sample is composed primarily
of individuals in the early stages of adulthood, predominantly university students or young
professionals, which is consistent with the expected profile of those who explore or consider
adopting flexible working lifestyles, such as digital nomadism.

As a preliminary step in the quantitative analysis, the internal reliability of each of the
latent constructs included in the model was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.
The procedure was applied independently to each latent variable using SPSS Statistics 29
software, with the aim of verifying the internal consistency of the items that comprise each
scale. The results of the study are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Results of Cronbach’s Alpha for each construct.

Construct Cronbach’s Alpha

Individual Attitude (AI) 0.853
Subjective Norm (NS) 0.759

Perceived Behavioral Control (CPC) 0.688
Life Satisfaction (SV) 0.918

Policy Expectations (EP) 0.848
National Intention (IN) 0.930

International Intention (II) 0.928
Technology Use for Leisure (TO) 0.730
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The sole construct whose Cronbach’s alpha fell below the 0.70 threshold was Perceived
Behavioral Control (PBC). In this case study, the impact of eliminating each item on the
scale was analyzed to identify potential enhancements in internal consistency. The analysis
revealed that the removal of item PCB3 (“Whether or not I become a digital nomad de-
pends entirely on me”) resulted in an increase in the alpha to 0.756, thereby exceeding the
reference value.

In view of the enhancement, the decision was made to exclude this component from
the final model. One potential explanation for its substandard performance can be found
in the statement’s wording, which places emphasis on a perception of absolute control over
the decision. This perspective may have appeared to participants to lack realism, given
their awareness of the impact of external factors—economic, social, or professional—on the
feasibility of adopting a digital nomad lifestyle.

4.1. Model 1 with Hypotheses 17a and 17b

Model 1 demonstrated a chi-square ratio of 5.296, which exceeded the expected value
of 5, indicating that the model’s overall fit may be suboptimal. However, the relative fit
indices, such as GFI (0.704) and NFI (0.753), are below the ideal values of 0.90, indicating
a moderate discrepancy in model fit. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) value of 0.118 exceeds the desired value of 0.08, indicating the potential for
enhancing the model’s efficacy. In contrast, the CFI (0.788) and TLI (0.759) are closer to
the ideal threshold of 0.90, indicating superior performance in the relative fit comparison.
Although the IFI (0.790) and PNFI (0.662) are also below the recommended values, they
are not as critical. However, they suggest that there is room for improvement in terms of
the model’s ability to explain the variance in the data. In summary, Model 1 demonstrates
a relatively inadequate fit, with multiple indices indicating the necessity for revision
or modification.

4.2. Model 2 Without Hypotheses 17a and 17b

Model 2 demonstrates a marked enhancement over Model 1, as evidenced by a Chi-
square ratio of 3.334, which falls below the anticipated value of 5. This finding signifies an
enhanced overall compatibility of the model with the data. The fit indices, including GFI
(0.826) and NFI (0.865), approximate the ideal threshold of 0.90, suggesting a superior fit
compared to Model 1.

The RMSEA (0.087) is also below the threshold of 0.08, suggesting a model that is
better fitted to the data. The CFI (0.901) and TLI (0.882) both exceed the recommended
threshold of 0.90, indicating a high capacity of the model to capture the relationships
between variables. Furthermore, the IFI (0.901) and PNFI (0.728) are within acceptable
ranges, thereby enhancing the validity of the model. These results suggest that Model 2 has
a satisfactory fit and performs more efficiently in representing the relationships between
latent variables.

4.3. Model 3; Without Hypotheses 17a, 17b, and Without Use of Technology for Leisure

Model 3 demonstrates an adequate overall fit, as indicated by the goodness-of-fit
indices, Table 2 compares the obtained indices with commonly accepted thresholds reported
in the SEM literature. According to [38], acceptable model fit is typically reflected in CFI
and TLI values close to or above 0.90 and SRMR values below 0.08, criteria that the present
model meets. While the RMSEA value of 0.089 slightly exceeds the conventional upper
boundary of 0.08, Ref. [37] note that values up to 0.10 may still be considered indicative
of a reasonable fit, particularly in applied research where model complexity and sample
characteristics can influence fit performance.
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Table 2. Model Fit Summary.

Fit Index Observed Value Commonly Accepted Threshold

Chi-square ratio 3.477 <5

GFI 0.852 ≥0.90

RMSEA 0.089 <0.08

NFI 0.889 ≥0.90

CFI 0.918 ≥0.90

TLI (NNFI) 0.898 ≥0.90

IFI 0.918 ≥0.90

PNFI 0.720 ≥0.50

PCFI 0.744 ≥0.50

AIC 647.400 -

The chi-square ratio of 3.477 is below the expected value of 5, thereby suggesting a
satisfactory overall fit of the model. This finding suggests that the observed covariance
matrix closely resembles the one predicted by the model, indicating an optimal overall fit.

The GFI of 0.852, although slightly below the ideal threshold of 0.90, is still a reasonably
high value, indicating that the model explains a significant proportion of the variance in the
data. Conversely, the NFI of 0.889 demonstrates that the model exhibits a comparatively
optimal fit relative to a null model, while the CFI of 0.918 and TLI of 0.898 are indices that
approximate 1, thereby indicating an exemplary relative fit between the model and the
observed data.

The RMSEA of 0.089, although slightly higher than the ideal value of 0.08, is still
within an acceptable range, suggesting that the discrepancy between the observed data and
the model predictions is moderate. This value indicates that the model exhibits an adequate
fit; however, there is potential for enhancing its precision. Conversely, the IFI of 0.918 and
the PNFI of 0.720 serve to substantiate the model’s adequate fit, thereby underscoring the
existence of a favorable relationship between model complexity and its fit. The PCFI of
0.744 also demonstrates an optimal balance between the number of parameters and the fit
capacity, thereby reinforcing the efficiency of the model in terms of parsimony.

The AIC of 647.400 is the lowest among the three models, suggesting that, despite
its slightly greater complexity, this model offers the optimal fit in relation to the number
of parameters used. A low AIC indicates that the model provides an efficient fit without
overfitting the data.

A comparison of the three models using the AIC (Akaike Information Criterion)
reveals that Model 3 is the most efficient in terms of fit, with an AIC value of 647.400, which
is the lowest of the three. This finding suggests that Model 3 provides a more suitable
fit to the data with a reasonable number of parameters. Model 1 has an AIC of 2046.768,
reflecting a less efficient model in terms of fit, and Model 2, with an AIC of 836.167, falls
between the two. Given the AIC’s propensity to penalize model complexity, Model 3, which
possesses a lower value, is designated as the optimal model. This selection is predicated
on its ability to provide an adequate fit to the data while concurrently imposing a lesser
penalty for complexity in comparison to the other models.

To complement the global fit assessment, the reliability and convergent validity of
the latent constructs in Model 3 were evaluated through Composite Reliability (CR) and
Average Variance Extracted (AVE). As shown in Table 3, all constructs exceeded the rec-
ommended thresholds of CR ≥ 0.70 and AVE ≥ 0.50, indicating satisfactory internal
consistency and adequate convergent validity. These results confirm that the measurement
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model is robust and that the latent constructs are reliably represented by their observed
indicators, thereby supporting the adequacy of Model 3 not only in terms of global fit but
also at the measurement level.

Table 3. Composite Reliability (CR) and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) for Model 3.

Construct Number of Items Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted

EP 3 0.834 0.628
AI 3 0.844 0.644
NS 3 0.768 0.531
IN 3 0.925 0.805
II 3 0.932 0.821

CPC 2 0.761 0.616
SV 3 0.920 0.792

Modification indices were examined during model diagnostics. AMOS suggested
several post hoc paths, including cross-loadings and additional structural relations, but
none were theoretically justified within the extended TPB framework (e.g., CPC → NS3,
EP2 → II1, NS → CPC1). Following theory-driven SEM practices, no data-driven modifica-
tions were implemented, and the model was retained as originally specified.

4.4. Analysis of Results from the Selected Model

In the analysis of the selected SEM model, the results obtained in terms of degrees
of freedom are as follows: the number of distinct sample moments is 210, indicating that
there is an adequate amount of data available to capture the relationships between the
model variables. The number of parameters to be estimated is 56, which is relatively low
compared to the sample moments. This suggests that the model is not overloaded with
parameters and has a clear and simple structure.

The total number of degrees of freedom is thus 154, calculated as the difference
between the sample moments and the parameters to be estimated. Degrees of freedom
are a critical metric for evaluating the quality of the model fit. A minimum value of
50 for degrees of freedom is recommended, as it ensures that the model possesses sufficient
information to reliably estimate the relationships between the variables. In this case, the
value of 154 is significantly higher than the minimum threshold, thereby supporting the
model’s capacity to adequately fit the data and, consequently, its validity for analyzing the
factors that influence the intention to become a digital nomad.

In relation to the R2 values obtained in the structural equation model, the latent vari-
able Individual Attitude (IA) has the highest coefficient of determination (R2 = 0.709),
indicating that 70.9% of its variance is explained by the exogenous variables of the model,
reflecting a strong explanatory capacity. Conversely, Policy Expectations (PE) exhibited
a moderate value of R2 = 0.467, indicative of a substantial influence, though not as pro-
nounced as in the case of attitude. With regard to the variables National Intention (NI) and
International Intention (II), the values obtained were R2 = 0.400 and R2 = 0.365, respectively.
These results indicate that approximately 40% and 36.5% of the variance in these intentions
is explained by the model, which is acceptable, although it suggests that there may be other
relevant factors that have not been included.

The results of this study underscore the pivotal role of attitude as a pivotal variable in
the intention to become a digital nomad. While specific intentions and political expectations
are elucidated to a lesser extent, they are nevertheless addressed to acceptable levels.
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4.5. Results by Hypothesis

The final model underscores the pivotal role of attitude (R2 = 0.709), which emerges as
the most robust predictor of the intention to become a digital nomad, with a heightened
influence on international intention (β = 0.407) relative to national intention (β = 0.253).
Furthermore, policy expectations have been shown to exert a positive and direct influence
on both national (β = 0.224) and international (β = 0.218) intentions, while also serving as a
mediator in the relationship between social norms, perceived control, and attitude. This
finding suggests that perceptions of the institutional environment play a pivotal role in
this process. The findings indicate a positive influence from perceived control to national
intention (β = 0.292), yet no such association is observed with international intention.
This observation suggests that self-efficacy plays a more pivotal role in shaping domestic
movements. Conversely, life satisfaction exerts a negative influence on domestic intention
(β = −0.231), indicating that individuals who report lower personal satisfaction perceive
nomadism as a viable alternative for local change. A salient finding is that subjective norms
exhibit a negative relationship with international intention (β = −0.372). This phenomenon
can be interpreted as an “escape” effect in contexts perceived as unsympathetic, thereby
reinforcing the motivation to seek opportunities abroad (Table 4).

Table 4. SEM results.

Path Std. Beta (β) S.E. (Boot) t-Value (C.R.) p-Value

SV → EP 0.019 0.048 0.344 0.731
NS → EP 0.503 *** 0.116 6.33 <0.001
CPC → EP 0.462 *** 0.085 5.95 <0.001
NS → AI 0.516 *** 0.114 6.05 <0.001
EP → AI 0.454 *** 0.062 6.671 <0.001
SV → IN −0.231 *** 0.053 −4.48 <0.001
AI → IN 0.253 * 0.161 1.975 0.048
NS → IN −0.039 0.183 −0.357 0.721
CPC → IN 0.292 *** 0.099 3.685 <0.001
EP → IN 0.224 * 0.118 2.175 0.03
SV → II −0.017 0.056 −0.319 0.75
AI → II 0.407 ** 0.175 2.991 0.003
NS → II −0.372 ** 0.201 −3.158 0.002
CPC → II 0.001 0.104 0.018 0.986
EP → II 0.218 * 0.124 2.041 0.041
IN → II 0.283 *** 0.074 3.912 <0.001

* p < 0.05; ** p< 0.01; *** p < 0.001.

In the context of mediations, attitude functions as a pivotal mechanism, transmitting
the influence of subjective norms and policy expectations toward intention, particularly
in the context of international intentions. The mediation of policy expectations in the
relationships between perceived control/subjective norms and intention is also validated,
underscoring the relevance of regulatory frameworks as a bridge between personal factors
and the decision to adopt this lifestyle.

In summary, the significant findings indicate that the adoption of digital nomadism
is contingent on a combination of favorable attitudes, perceptions of political feasibility,
perceived control at the national level, and levels of personal satisfaction at the national
level. Social pressures influence different directions depending on the geographical context.

Conversely, six hypotheses were rejected. Specifically, the subjective norm exhibited
no direct influence on national intention (H2a), indicating that in contexts characterized
by extensive social support, its impact functions indirectly through attitudes or expecta-
tions. Conversely, the hypothesis concerning the role of perceived control in predicting
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international intention (H3b) was not substantiated, thereby underscoring the notion that
self-efficacy alone is insufficient to counteract structural impediments such as visa require-
ments or cultural dissimilarities. Furthermore, the findings indicated that life satisfaction
did not predict international intention (H4b), suggesting that international mobility projects
do not respond to dissatisfaction but rather to aspirations and opportunities. Consequently,
satisfaction did not consistently influence policy expectations (H11), and the mediations
derived from this relationship (H16a/H16b) were also rejected.

These negative findings allow for the specification of personal factors, such as per-
ceived control and life satisfaction, which are influenced by the context of mobility. The
impact of these factors extends to the national level, though not necessarily to the in-
ternational level. Consequently, the model underscores the necessity of differentiating
between categories of intention (domestic vs. international) when conducting an analysis of
digital nomadism.

5. Discussion
5.1. Theoretical Contribution

The findings of this study corroborate and extend the Theory of Planned Behavior
(TPB) [28] within the specific context of young, digitally oriented individuals in Chile, a
segment that aligns with the emerging phenomenon increasingly linked to discussions
on sustainable mobility, territorial sustainability, and the future of work. Consistent with
previous research on mobile lifestyles [17,20–25], attitude is confirmed as the strongest
predictor of intention—particularly for international mobility. This not only aligns with
established behavioral models but also underscores the importance of understanding
attitudinal drivers in shaping mobility patterns that may impact local socio-economic
sustainability in host destinations.

An additional contribution lies in the role of policy expectations. While TPB tradi-
tionally centers on psychological determinants, the results show that perceived institu-
tional feasibility—related to visas, taxation, and remote-work regulations—meaningfully
shapes intention. This aligns with the growing emphasis on institutional design as a
component of sustainable mobility governance and responsible development of mobile
workforces [18,19]. Although correlational, the findings suggest that mobility decisions
incorporate an evaluation of whether local or national institutions can sustainably support
forms of location-independent work.

Third, the differentiation between national and international intention advances the-
oretical understanding of multilevel mobility. In line with mobility studies [21,22], our
results show that perceived control and life satisfaction influence national mobility more
strongly, while international intention is linked to aspirations and perceptions of institu-
tional support. This distinction should be interpreted within the limits of the sample rather
than as a generalizable global mechanism, as domestic and international movements gen-
erate distinct social, cultural, and environmental pressures on territories. Understanding
these differences contributes to debates on sustainable tourism, temporary migration, and
spatial redistribution of work.

Finally, null or negative effects also refine theory. The negative association between
subjective norms and international intention should not be interpreted causally but may
reflect cultural expectations or social deterrents common in Latin American contexts. In
Chile and similar societies characterized by comparatively higher collectivist orientations
and stronger social expectations [40] social approval and family-based norms often play a
central role in shaping mobility decisions. Within such contexts, deviation from expected
life trajectories may generate greater perceived social cost, which could help explain why
stronger norms are associated with lower international intention. Given that the subjective
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norm items in this study capture perceived social approval (from family, friends, and
colleagues) rather than relational anchoring, the negative coefficient is best understood
as a mechanism of social discouragement: lower approval from close social networks
diminishes the attractiveness of pursuing international nomadism. The absence of effects
of perceived control and life satisfaction at the international level suggests that cross-border
mobility requires structural enabling conditions, reinforcing arguments that sustainable
mobility must consider both personal motivations and institutional capacities. Overall,
this study supports an expanded TPB incorporating institutional expectations and treating
intention as a multilevel construct aligned with the sustainability implications of emerging
mobile lifestyles.

5.2. Practical Contribution

The results highlight three practical implications with relevance for sustainability-
oriented policymaking and organizational strategy within the Chilean context examined.
First, interventions should focus on strengthening favorable attitudes toward sustainable
digital mobility—emphasizing autonomy, flexibility, and meaningful work—given its
strong and consistent association with intention. Such efforts can contribute to socially
sustainable transitions in work, reducing pressures associated with forced mobility or
precarious relocation.

Second, perceptions of institutional clarity play a key role. Although the findings
are correlational, they indicate that transparent information on taxation, visas, digital
infrastructure, and remote-work conditions shapes individuals’ evaluations of whether
nomadism is feasible. In the Chilean context, this supports ongoing debates regarding sus-
tainable policy frameworks that balance mobility opportunities with territorial protection,
regulatory coherence, and socio-economic inclusion.

Third, interventions should differentiate between national and international no-
madism. Improving perceived control through local services—training, mobility support,
flexible housing—may facilitate sustainable domestic mobility pathways. For international
mobility, reducing informational uncertainty is more relevant (e.g., guidance on financial
systems, orientation programs, or intercultural support). Given that lower life satisfaction
predicts national intention, policies should consider well-being as part of sustainable mobil-
ity design, avoiding mobility driven solely by dissatisfaction or escape motivations. Overall,
the findings offer provisional insights for building sustainable ecosystems for digital mobil-
ity, though they must be interpreted cautiously due to the Chile-specific and youth-skewed
sample. The study also faces inherent limitations associated with non-probability sam-
pling, reliance on self-reported and cross-sectional data, and potential self-selection or
social-desirability bias. Future research would benefit from broader and more diverse
samples, longitudinal designs, and mixed-method approaches to deepen understanding of
sustainable digital mobility across different demographic and territorial contexts.

6. Conclusions
The decision to adopt a digital nomad lifestyle emerges from the interaction of personal

evaluations, perceived social influences, and expectations about institutional feasibility.
These findings align with research on mobile and flexible work but additionally highlight
how such decisions relate to broader questions of sustainable work, sustainable mobility,
and sustainable territorial development within the specific characteristics of the Chilean
youth sample analyzed. Attitudes, perceived ability to sustain mobility, and institutional
expectations jointly configure this intention, reinforcing the need for integrated frameworks
that combine psychological and contextual dimensions.
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Conceptually, the results reaffirm that digital nomadism is more than remote
work: it is a lifestyle based on autonomy, movement, and the search for meaningful
experiences [17,21,22]. These aspirations intersect with sustainability concerns, as no-
madic practices may redistribute population flows, influence consumption patterns, and
reshape relationships between individuals and territories. At the same time, challenges
such as emotional strain, economic instability, and the need for routines remind us that
sustainable nomadism requires not only technological capability but also social and
psychological support.

The Chilean case offers new evidence from an understudied region, contributing to
a more globally inclusive understanding of digital nomadism. The distinction between
national and international intention shows that predictors vary significantly across mo-
bility scales. This differentiation is relevant for sustainable planning, as the impacts and
requirements of short-distance versus cross-border mobility differ substantively for people,
organizations, and territories.

Practically, organizations can support sustainable nomadic transitions by promoting
flexible work cultures and tools that enable responsible mobility. Policymakers—particularly
in Chile—may contribute by designing transparent regulatory frameworks, strengthening
digital and territorial infrastructure, and promoting policies that balance mobility opportu-
nities with social and cultural sustainability. Taken together, these steps can support not
only an emerging lifestyle but also the sustainable evolution of contemporary work and
mobility practices.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su18031341/s1, Table S1: Measurement Model, Reliability, and
Convergent Validity; Table S2: Discriminant Validity (Fornell-Larcker Criterion); Table S3: Structural
Model Results (Direct Effects); Table S4: Indirect Effects (Mediation Analysis); Table S5: Regression
Weights: (Group number 1—Default model) [bootstrap SE]; Table S6: Regression Weights: (Group
number 1—Default model) [bootstrap RegWeights].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, D.Y. and B.C.; methodology, D.Y. and B.C.; software, D.Y.
and B.C.; validation, B.C. and B.P.; formal analysis, B.C.; investigation, B.C.; resources, D.Y. and
C.F.-R.; data curation, B.C.; writing—original draft preparation, D.Y. and B.C.; writing—review and
editing, D.Y. and B.P.; visualization, B.C. and B.P.; supervision, D.Y. and C.F.-R.; project administration,
D.Y. and C.F.-R. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Ethical review and approval were waived for this study by
the Ethics Committee of the authors’ university, as it involved an anonymous, non-funded online
survey that did not include the collection of sensitive or personally identifiable information. The
research was conducted in accordance with the ethical standards and institutional guidelines of the
authors’ university and with recognized principles for social science research.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be made
available by the authors on request.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References
1. Hermann, I.; Paris, C.M. Digital nomadism: The nexus of remote working and travel mobility. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2020, 22, 329–334.

[CrossRef]
2. Mancinelli, F. Digital nomads: Freedom, responsibility and the neoliberal order. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2020, 22, 417–437. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031341

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su18031341/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su18031341/s1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40558-020-00188-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40558-020-00174-2
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031341


Sustainability 2026, 18, 1341 19 of 20

3. Cook, D. What is a digital nomad? Definition and taxonomy in the era of mainstream remote work. World Leis. J. 2023, 65, 256–275.
[CrossRef]

4. MBO Partners. Available online: https://www.mbopartners.com/state-of-independence/digital-nomads/ (accessed on
21 October 2025).

5. Müller, A. The digital nomad: Buzzword or research category? Transnatl. Soc. Rev. 2016, 6, 344–348. [CrossRef]
6. Reichenberger, I. Digital nomads—A quest for holistic freedom in work and leisure. Ann. Leis. Res. 2018, 21, 364–380. [CrossRef]
7. Nash, C.; Jarrahi, M.H.; Sutherland, W.; Phillips, G. Digital Nomads Beyond the Buzzword: Defining Digital Nomadic Work

and Use of Digital Technologies. In Transforming Digital Worlds; Chowdhury, G., McLeod, J., Gillet, V., Willett, P., Eds.; Springer:
Cham, Switzerland, 2018; pp. 207–217. [CrossRef]

8. Xiao, Y.; Lutz, C. Wayfarers in Cyberspace: A Temporal Investigation of Digital Nomads Based on Liquid Modernity Theory.
J. Travel Res. 2024, 64, 966–984. [CrossRef]

9. Thompson, B.Y. The digital nomad lifestyle:(Remote) work/leisure balance, privilege, and constructed community. Int. J. Sociol.
Leis. 2019, 2, 27–42. [CrossRef]

10. Wang, B.; Schlagwein, D.; Cecez-Kecmanovic, D.; Cahalane, M.C. Digital work and high-tech wanderers: Three theoretical
framings and a research agenda for digital nomadism. In Proceedings of the ACIS 2018: Australian Conference on Information
Systems, Sydney, Australia, 3–5 December 2018.

11. Arslan, E. From tourists to nomads: Unveiling the transformative potential of digital nomads in travel and tourism. Worldw.
Hosp. Tour. Themes 2024, 16, 269–281. [CrossRef]

12. Prester, J.; Cecez-Kecmanovic, D.; Schlagwein, D. Toward a theory of identity performance in unsettled digital work: The
becoming of ‘digital nomads’. J. Inf. Technol. 2023, 38, 442–458. [CrossRef]

13. de Almeida, M.A.; Correia, A.; Schneider, D.; de Souza, J.M. COVID-19 as opportunity to test digital nomad lifestyle. In
Proceedings of the 2021 IEEE 24th International Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work in Design (CSCWD),
Dalian, China, 5–7 May 2021. [CrossRef]

14. Nash, C.; Jarrahi, M.H.; Sutherland, W. Nomadic work and location independence: The role of space in shaping the work of
digital nomads. Hum. Behav. Emerg. Technol. 2021, 3, 271–282. [CrossRef]

15. Yang, C.; Shao, J.; Zhao, Y. Post-COVID-19 Sojourn Choices: Exploring the Distribution and Preferences of Chinese Digital
Nomads Based on the Lifestyle Migration Theory. Sustainability 2025, 17, 130. [CrossRef]

16. Šímová, T. A research framework for digital nomadism: A bibliometric study. World Leis. J. 2023, 65, 175–191. [CrossRef]
17. Tiberius, V.; Chen, N.; Bartels, M.; von der Oelsnitz, D. Breaking out! A netnography study on motives of a digital nomad lifestyle.

Technol. Soc. 2024, 78, 102678. [CrossRef]
18. Aroles, J.; Granter, E.; de Vaujany, F.X. ‘Becoming mainstream’: The professionalisation and corporatisation of digital nomadism.

New Technol. Work Employ. 2020, 35, 114–129. [CrossRef]
19. Eckhardt, G.; Atanasova, A. The New Reality of Digital Nomads. Available online: https://hbr.org/2024/02/the-new-reality-of-

digital-nomads (accessed on 21 October 2025).
20. Hong, R. Road warriors to digital nomads: Portable computers, habitats, and remote work. Cult. Stud. 2021, 37, 508–535.

[CrossRef]
21. Hannonen, O. In search of a digital nomad: Defining the phenomenon. Inf. Technol. Tour. 2020, 22, 335–353. [CrossRef]
22. Wang, B.; Schlagwein, D.; Cecez-Kecmanovic, D.; Cahalane, M.C. Beyond the Factory Paradigm: Digital Nomadism and the

Digital Future(s) of Knowledge Work Post-COVID-19. J. Assoc. Inf. Syst. 2020, 21, 1379–1401. [CrossRef]
23. Mouratidis, G. Digital nomadism: Travel, remote work and alternative lifestyles. Master’s Thesis, Lund University, Lund,

Sweden, 2018.
24. Kannisto, P. Global Nomads: Challenges of Mobility in the Sedentary World; Tilburg University: Tilburg, The Netherlands, 2014.
25. Brito, S.; Sánchez, L. Nómadas digitales: Inquietudes laborales. Rev. Digit. Derecho Del Trab. Y De La Segur. Soc. 2024, 1, 187–204.

[CrossRef]
26. Hernández, A.; Herrera, M.; Hernández, A. Nómadas digitales en el Pacífico mexicano: La Paz, Mazatlán y Puerto Vallarta.

PORTES Rev. Mex. De Estud. Sobre La Cuenca Del Pacífico 2025, 2, 163–195. [CrossRef]
27. Xiao, Y.; Agrawal, B. Becoming Mainstream: What Makes You a Digital Nomad? Master’s Thesis, BI Norwegian Business School,

Oslo, Norway, 2023.
28. Ajzen, I. The theory of planned behavior. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 1991, 50, 179–211. [CrossRef]
29. Fu, Y.; Zhao, J. Applying the Theory of Planned Behavior to Understand Ecotourism Behavior: The Role of Human–Land

Coordination and Self-Mastery. Sustainability 2024, 16, 9248. [CrossRef]
30. Ciasullo, M.V.; Maione, G.; Torre, C.; Troisi, O. What about Sustainability? An Empirical Analysis of Consumers’ Purchasing

Behavior in Fashion Context. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1617. [CrossRef]
31. Putit, L.; Arnott, D.C. Micro-culture and consumers’ adoption of technology: A need to re-evaluate the concept of national culture.

Acad. Mark. Sci. Rev. 2007, 11, 1–15.

https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031341

https://doi.org/10.1080/16078055.2023.2190608
https://www.mbopartners.com/state-of-independence/digital-nomads/
https://doi.org/10.1080/21931674.2016.1229930
https://doi.org/10.1080/11745398.2017.1358098
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-78105-1_25
https://doi.org/10.1177/00472875231224242
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41978-018-00030-y
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-03-2024-0046
https://doi.org/10.1177/02683962231196310
https://doi.org/10.1109/CSCWD49262.2021.9437685
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbe2.234
https://doi.org/10.3390/su17010130
https://doi.org/10.1080/16078055.2022.2134200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2024.102678
https://doi.org/10.1111/ntwe.12158
https://hbr.org/2024/02/the-new-reality-of-digital-nomads
https://hbr.org/2024/02/the-new-reality-of-digital-nomads
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2021.1992462
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40558-020-00177-z
https://doi.org/10.17705/1jais.00641
https://doi.org/10.18601/30283574.v01n01.10
https://doi.org/10.53897/RevPortes.2025.04.07
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.3390/su16219248
https://doi.org/10.3390/su9091617
https://doi.org/10.3390/su18031341


Sustainability 2026, 18, 1341 20 of 20

32. Benton, M.; Hooper, K. How can immigration policymakers harness the potential of remote work? Int. Migr. 2022, 60, 276–279.
[CrossRef]

33. Ehn, K.; Jorge, A.; Marques-Pita, M. Digital Nomads and the COVID-19 Pandemic: Narratives About Relocation in a Time of
Lockdowns and Reduced Mobility. Soc. Media Soc. 2022, 8, 20563051221084958. [CrossRef]
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