
DEGREE PROJECT IN INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING AND 
MANAGEMENT, 
SECOND CYCLE, 30 CREDITS 
STOCKHOLM, SWEDEN 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A new business model strategy to 

improve shared mobility services 
 
A Case Study on Sweden 
 
ZINEB ANEFLOUSS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
KTH ROYAL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
SCHOOL OF INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT



  



 

 

A new business model strategy to improve 
shared mobility services  

A case study on Sweden 

 

 

 

Zineb Aneflouss  

Master of Science Thesis  TRITA-ITM-EX 2018:639 

KTH  Industrial Engineering and Management 

Machine Design 

SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM 



 

  



En ny affärsmodellstrategi för att förbättra 
delade rörlighetstjänster  

En fallstudie på Sverige 

Zineb Aneflouss

Master of Science Thesis  TRITA-ITM-EX 2018:639 

KTH  Industrial Engineering and Management 

Machine Design 

SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM 





Master of Science Thesis TRITA-ITM-EX 2018:639  

A new business model strategy to improve shared mobility services 

A case study on Sweden

Zineb Aneflouss 

Approved 

2018-08-29 

Examiner 

Sofia Ritzen 

Supervisor 

Anna Pernstal Brenden 

Commissioner 

RISE 

Contact person 

Eilert Johansson 

Abstract 
It is widely recognized that the world’s over-reliance on transportation contributes to many 
environmental problems, especially in urban areas. Sustainable  mobility is a solution and an 
important dimension of a Smart City. Shared mobility services are part of sustainable mobility 
and they are widening its portfolio especially in the past decade. However, the number of 
users is still low compared to its high potential, and innovative solutions can only succeed 
with the combination  of increasing the awareness of citizens, incentivizing them, and 
promoting their behavioural change.   

This paper is dedicated to the shared mobility business models as part of the collaborative 
consumption, and finding out the challenges and opportunities of this emerging market in a 
Swedish context and comparing it to a Moroccan one.  

The goal is to explore the key features of the main market players and the possible ways of 
improvements that could possibly take carpooling and car-sharing to a next level. It explores 
the high potential of gamification and other mechanisms to incentivize voluntary behavioural 
changes towards shared  mobility solutions. 

In a first place the theoretical part provide an overview of the shared mobility in general with 
its different aspects highlighting the role of new technologies and internet in the development 
of this concept. An online survey aimed at testing the knowledge of the respondents on the 
concept, discover which elements affect  their involvement and find out how things can be 
improved by analysing the feedbacks. 

Key words: Shared mobility, Carpooling, Car-sharing, Shared mobility services, features, 
Business model. 
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Sammanfattning 
Det är allmänt känt att världens beroenden av transporter bidrar till många miljöproblem, 
särskilt i stadsområden. Hållbar mobilitet är en lösning och en viktig dimension i en smart 
stad. Delade mobilitetstjänster är en del av hållbar mobilitet och dess portfölj har utökats 
särskilt under det senaste decenniet. Antalet användare är dock fortfarande lågt jämfört med 
den höga potentialen och innovativa lösningar kan bara lyckas med kombinationen av att öka 
medvetenheten om medborgarna, stimulera dem och främja deras beteendeförändringar. 

Denna rapport är inriktat på affärsmodellerna för delad mobilitet som en del av konsumtion 
genom samarbete och identifierar utmaningarna och möjligheterna på den nya marknaden i ett 
svenskt sammanhang och jämför det med en marockansk. 

Målet är att utforska huvudaktörerna hos de viktigaste marknadsaktörerna och möjliga sätt för 
förbättringar som möjligen kan ta bilpoolning och bildelning till nästa nivå. Potentialen inom 
gamification och andra mekanismer för att stimulera frivilliga beteendemässiga förändringar 
mot gemensamma mobila lösningar undersöks. 

Inledningsvis ger den teoretiska delen en översikt över den delade mobiliteten i allmänhet 
med sina olika aspekter som framhäver rollen som ny teknik och internet vid utvecklingen av 
detta koncept. 

Genom en online-undersökning som syftar till att testa kunskapen om konceptet hos de 
svarande, har faktorer som påverkar deras engagemang och hur saker kan förbättras 
identifierats. 

Nyckelord: Delad mobilitet, bilpoolning, bildelning, Delad mobilitetstjänster, Funktioner, 
Affärsmodell. 
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I. Introduction 
Collaborative consumption has risen in the 21st century, it defines consumers by reputation, by 
community and by what can be shared. It has been a growing trend from ownership to a joint 
access of resources (Botsman, 2014). During the past decade, shared mobility as part of the 
collaborative consumption has been emerging in many new startups through digitalization 
(Botsman and Roger, 2010). The focus of this thesis is on carpooling and car-sharing mobile 
service applications. 

Promoting a more sustainable mobility and engaging citizens in this new system is an objective 
of increasing importance for cities. That is why it is crucial to seek innovative solutions that 
allow smart cities to realize the potential of information and communication technology (ICT) 
and IoT to include shared mobility in citizens lives (WBCSD Mobility, 2015). 

The strategic shared mobility business models with effective incentives can help break citizens’ 
habits and their mobility choices to have a positive change on the urban environment (Roland 
Berger, 2014)    

Critical mass can be achieved when the service attracts enough consumers to generate enough 
revenues. That is why in sharing-based services a high number of both lenders and borrower is 
essential for the survival of every shared mobility company.  

This study is structured as follows. Section II introduces the concept of “shared mobility”, it is a 
literature review to understand the concept of carpooling and car-sharing and their different 
aspects. It starts with a PESTLE analysis which is a framework to analyze the macro-
environmental factors (Political, Economical, Social, Technological, Environmental and Legal) 
that have an impact on shared mobility with a focus on Europe and Sweden. The result of which 
is used to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats in a SWOT analysis for 
carpooling and car-sharing.  

Then in section III, the thesis continues with a Market Analysis to identify nearly all market 
players for both carpooling and car-sharing and define the Major Market Players of each and the 
key features making their success.  

The last section VI presents the structure of the survey that was made to get users habits, 
preferences concerning many aspects and features of carpooling and car-sharing. Then according 
to statistics deductions were made to affirm or reject the hypothesis.  

To cloture this work, a discussion based on the main findings is made with the future work 
directions and finally a conclusion.  

I.1. Problem Statement: 
Cities around the world are getting bigger and bigger, as a result, the increasing rate of 
urbanization is bringing more problems and a big part of them is related to urban mobility. The 
main issues are traffic congestion, crowded public transport during peak hours, parking 
difficulties and air pollution (K. Zavitsas, I. Kaparias, M.G.H. Bell, 2010). One of the solutions 
to tackle these problems is shared mobility and the related mobile services.  
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Shared mobility is part of the sharing/collaborative economy that aims not only on solving 
problems but also creating  a sense of community and empower citizens (Eurocities, 2017).  

The urban mobility problem is a global one but the related shared mobility solution is still not 
because shared mobility services are only present in few countries, mainly in Europe, North 
America and part of Asia. Another issue is the low number of shared mobility participants that is 
increasing but at a low rate. 

As depicted in Figure 1, carpooling has not seen any real growth before 2014. However , On-
demand ride services are having rapid growth. On the other hand, car-sharing’s growth has been 
quicker partly thanks to automobile manufacturers that entered into the car-sharing business and 
the relative support from municipalities (Peter, 2012). 

 

Figure 1: Growth rates for alternative transit modes   
(Sources: Deloitte, 2015) 
 

The popularity of carpooling, car-sharing and car-on-demand mobile service applications differs 
depending on many factors including the efforts made to make them work properly.   

I.2. Project description and methodology: 
This research is based on the sharing economy in general and shared mobility in particular. It  is 
done on two major fields; transportation and service mobile applications. It gathers all key 
elements to understand the current situation of carpooling and car-sharing. This is done first by a 
literature review of shared mobility in general through a PESTLE analysis. Then for car-sharing 
and carpooling apart through a SWOT analysis. In this literature review part there are global 
information and also others helping understand the Swedish context to be able to relate to Market 
and Survey analysis in coming sections. 

Then to understand more the nascent research fields of shared mobility mobile service 
applications and make links with the literature review and the current situation of available 
services, a market Analysis is done of nearly all market players of carpooling and car-sharing. It 
explores their business models and the logic behind them. 

Based on this analysis, an online survey was built and distributed to Swedish and Moroccan 
participants to get a more accurate image of users' perception and feedback about shared 
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mobility services and their features. The aim is to check if there are any differences between 
responses from both countries and also verify if the hypothesis made in next section, as possible 
solutions for shared mobility growth and expansion, are valid or not. 

All the information gathered through the project are gathered and analysed to build a strategy to 
make carpooling and car-sharing grow and become more popular with more users all over the 
world as an alternative means of transport.   

There are two research methods that are followed in this work; quantitative and qualitative. 
Quantitative research is numeric by nature and qualitative deals with meanings and qualitative 
research type is inductive and is therefore commonly used to form new theories, models and 
concepts ( DeFranzo E.S., 2011). the research method of this study is both qualitative through 
the Major Market players analysis and quantitative through the survey analysis. 

I.3. Research questions and Hypothesis:  
The key research question of this thesis are as follows: How to make a competitive business 
model able to make shared mobility grow and expand?  

Since this research provides a comprehensive overview of the shared mobility service business 
models, it is necessary to investigate each actor's role and analyze how they compete with each 
other, their platform strategies, concepts and features based on a comparison model. 

The key questions to this research can be summarized as follows: 

I- What are possible reasons behind the low growth, low users number and the uneven 
distribution of shared mobility services around the world?  

II- What business models do shared mobility Major Market Players support? 

� Are there any differences between the business models utilized by major market players 
and  niche players?  

� What are the key features of the shared mobility mobile service applications? 

II. What are possible solutions to this low growth? 

� Would combining both shared mobility services in one contributes in the growth? 
� Would implementing a credit policy instead of money payment in carpooling make the 

service expand more internationally? 
� Would increasing privacy be another incentive for participating in carpooling? 
� How can trust increase among shared mobility users? 

I.4. Scope and limitations: 
To be able to scope the project, we need to have a global view on the main steps needed to 
achieve the goal.  

The whole project to build a mobile service application with a new business model strategy can 
be segmented in 6 segments; Industry analysis, Market analysis, Survey Analysis, Service 
development plan, Financial statement, Marketing plan and finally the team, the company 
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structure and operations. This scope is wide, this is why there are several delimitations to keep 
the work manageable within the time frame of the master thesis. 

The project duration is 5 months, the focus will be on some the main components that are: 
Industry analysis, the Market analysis and Survey Analysis. Based on these three parts many 
conclusions can be drawn to build a new business model strategy to tackle the problem of the 
low growth of shared mobility services. 
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II. Shared mobility literature review: 
The sharing economy is evolving in different areas including mobility. Shared mobility is a 
subgroup of the sharing economy, it refers to the shared use of vehicles, bicycles or other 
transportation modes. The ways of sharing these transportation modes are: car-
sharing, bikesharing, carpooling and on-demand ride services (U.S. Department of 
Transportation , 2018).  

The main drivers behind the evolvement and expansion of these services is the progress of 
innovation and ITCs that has been made during the last decade (European parliament,  2017).  
Now, it is easier for people to be connected and make use of the mobile service applications 
provided in smart phones. 

II.1. PESTLE analysis: 
The PESTLE analysis helps identify the external forces that could impact an organization and its 
business. It has been conducted to examine different factors affecting the shared mobility 
industry. 

Political factors: 
Some local governments might not be aware of shared mobility services and thus do not make 
use of it nor incentivize people for it. 

In the other hand some municipalities have actively been trying to help and promote shared 
mobility services  by dedicating parking spaces to car sharing. This collaboration has helped car 
sharing grow in many cities  in Europe and North America (Geels, 2002; Schot & Geels, 2008; 
Meelen & Farla, 2013). 

Economical factors: 
The cost of car ownership has an  impact on the propensity of a citizen to own a private car. 
Without access to a private car, they might get attracted to use shared mobility.  

Car ownership costs are generally dictated by national policy and economy, however local 
context may also affect this cost like parking costs, the more expensive it is, the less people 
would be interested in owning one.  

As shown in the figure 2, Europe has some of the highest prices of retail fuel that varies largely 
because of every country’s taxes and subsidies which might be discouraging for low income 
people to afford a car. 
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Figure 2: World petrol prices USD/gallon across the world in 2016  
(Source: Independent, 2016) 

 

The number of registered passenger cars in traffic in Sweden for 2017 is 4 845 609 passenger 
cars, which increased of 1.6% over the same period of the previous year (Trafa, 2018). 

 Diesel cars represent 50.7 % of the new registrations, a decrease of 2.2 % compared with 
previous year. Passenger cars powered by electricity, ethanol or gas represent 8.6 % of the new 
registrations, compared with 7.4 % in the past year 2016. This means that Sweden is making 
good efforts in increasing sustainable mobility (Trafa, 2017). 

In 2016, the European Union counts an average of 500 vehicles per 1,000 inhabitants. Sweden is 
below this average, which is good for a European country. But the number of vehicle per capita 
in Europe, North America and Australia is still high compared to the rest of the world which is 
linked to the GDP per capita (Acea, 2016). 

 

Figure 3:Number of vehicles per 1 000 inhabitants in the EU in 2016 
(Source: Eurostat, 2018) 
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Social factors: 
The sharing economy in general and shared mobility in particular involves sharing goods or 
services between individuals that is why understanding social factors is important in this context. 

- Trends: Consumer behaviours are affected by trends, one of these trends is car ownership in 
many parts of the world. However in some countries people are aware of the waste and pollution 
generated by transport, so the new generations notably in these countries don’t drive as much 
importance to car ownership as previous generations did (European parliament,  2017). They are 
less likely to want drivers licenses, and their vision of cars is more perfunctory than emotional, 
they largely see it as a transport mode more than a status symbols. Additionally, higher income 
population groups have shown more willingness to adopt new innovations earlier (Rogers, 
1962).  

- Demographic growth: Cities growing density leads to more urban cars and thus  to parking 
problems.  

- Citizens access to technology: The city’s tech level is related to how familiar the population is 
with new technology, especially relevant technology such as smart phones or apps. These are 
closely linked to shared mobility services.  

Awareness: Shared mobility awareness amongst people affects the rate of adoption, the more 
people know about it, the higher the chance that they would be interested in adopting it.  The 
increased awareness among citizens regarding  their mobility carbon footprint, further increases 
the openness towards shared mobility services (McKinsey, 2012; Cohen, Mallery & Kingsley, 
2012).  

Trust: Trust is a crucial element in any relationship and the rise of sharing economy platforms 
where a person pays a stranger for a service is strongly  dependent on trust that can still be built 
between people that have never met before through the use of some key digital features 
(European parliament,  2017). According to a study, 88% of respondents can trust  a member 
with a full digital profile that can  includes short bios, but trust does not only depend on other 
users, it also depend on the service provider who is entitled to provide a reliable and user 
friendly service with suitable features (The conversation, 2016). 

 A World Value Survey allows cross-country comparisons of reported trust attitudes. Figure 4 
shows estimates of the share of survey respondents agreeing with "most people can be trusted". 
There is a very large heterogeneity. In one extreme, countries like  Norway, Sweden and Finland 
with more than 60% of respondents who think that people can be trusted. And in the other 
extreme, countries like Colombia, Brazil, Ecuador and Peru with less than 10% who think that 
this is the case (Ourworldindata, 2017). 
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Figure 4: Interpersonal trust across the world, 2014 
(Source: Ourworldindata, 2014)  

Individualism: Individualism can also be a social factor affecting shared mobility acceptance. 
Individualist cultures stress the importance of each person being independent and self-reliant. 
This contrasts with collectivistic cultures that may instead stress sharing the burden of care with 
the group as a whole (Verywellmind, 2017). 

Figure 5 shows that Cultures in North America and Western Europe tend to be more 
individualistic than others.  

 

Figure 5: World map of individualistic and  more collectivistic countries in  2014  
(source: Geerthofstede, 2014) 
 

From figure 4 and 5, trust between individuals is high in more individualistic countries.  
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Technological factors: 
 There has been advancements in R&D and technological shifts in the car manufacturing 
industry such as IOTs (Internet of things), smart phone technologies like mobile applications,  
electric vehicles and autonomous vehicles. The shared mobility market can take big advantages 
of these advancements and improve its services in a user friendly way (Shaheen & Cohen, 2012; 
McKinsey, 2012; Wappelhorst et al., 2014). 

Self-driving or autonomous cars can contribute in solving congestion issue in urban area 
(Kornhauser, 2013) and benefits of Autonomous vehicles include less required parking spaces 
and opening the possibility to enhance resource utilization by enabling new car-sharing models 
(Thrun, 2010).  

The EU Commission announces investments on autonomous vehicles. According to the Euractiv 
news site, the roadmap can aim for autonomous vehicles to be integrated in traffic by 2025. 
However concerns exist about the actual safety and privacy (Trafa, 2017). 

Concerning mobile applications, the number of apps that can be downloaded in leading app 
stores (Apple App store and Google play Store) in March 2017 exceeds 2 million while it only 
had 500 apps the month it was launched in 2007 (Statista, 2017). 

There has been an exponential increase of available applications in both Google Play store and 
Apple App Store from 2009 to 2017 (Statista, 2017).  

With an average of 5 downloads per smart phone user per month (Figure 6), Sweden takes the 
lead in the Android market for Android downloads as the most active country (according to 
mobile market research group research2guidance). In Sweden there are 14.6 million mobile 
subscriptions in 2016 for a population of 9,903 million (Trafa, 2017). Even though US only 
averages 2 downloads per user per month it remains the largest market in terms of total Android 
app downloads, with more than 50% of the market share (research2guidance, 2011). 

The rest of countries with an average monthly app downloads are mainly in Europe. These 
markets are more open to new apps and have a higher growth potential (research2guidance). 
 Mobile applications use and download rate is different in every country. It is an indicator on the 
users' curiosity willingness to discover and try new mobile services. Sweden taking the lead in 
the rate of downloads per month is a very good opportunity to introduce new mobile services to 
its market. This also indicates that Swedish people follow trends and thus they can be also 
attracted to the sharing economy trends like shared mobility applications that would motivate 
more consumers to take part in shared mobility services.  
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Figure 6: Average monthly app downloads per user by country 
(Source: research2guidance, 2011)  
 

As it is shown in figure 7, Travel and Navigation applications where trip planning apps belong 
are the fifth fastest growing category in 2015. 

 

Figure 7: The fastest growing App categories in 2015  
(Source: Statista, 2016)  
 
Trip planning apps assist travelers identifying preferred travel routes and modes mainly based on 
time and cost. These apps include public transport and also shared mobility services, they can be 
divided into two general categories: single mode and multi modal (E.Cheung and U.Sengupta, 
2016). 
- Single mode apps: As it can be deducted from the name, single mode trip planning app offers 
service for only one mode of transport including driving route assistance and timetable with real 
time information. It can be  for public transit or for one of the shared mobility services like 
carpooling, car sharing, bike sharing.  

- Multi-modal apps: It is a single platform planning trips involving two or more modes like 
public transit, taxis, on demand services like Uber and shared mobility services. Concerning on 
demand and shared mobility services they can be either made by the multi-modal service prodier 
itself or aggregating existing services. (Shaheen S. Martin E. Cohen A. Bhattacharyya A., 2016).  
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The research in this report will only focus on single mode and multimodal apps with one or more 
shared mobility services made by the service provider. 

Gamification is part of many mobile apps, it can be defined as “the use of game design elements 
in non-game mobile applications”. It is considered as a stimulant to change a person’s interaction 
with an ICT system in some business domain, by injecting concepts typical of games within the 
system (Yunus Taş, 2017). 

Some of the most commonly used gamification elements are points, unlocking achievements, 
getting badges and leader boards; more advanced ones with levels, challenges, missions and 
feedback,  rewards like limited-time offers, discounts, loyalty cards. 

Gamification has been successful in many areas, it adds fun, competition, rewards for marketing 
or to motivate users and incentivize them for some behavioral changes in society that can also be 
in relation to many Smart Cities concerns, such as the sharing economy that includes shared 
mobility which the context of this work.  It can be a way to engage users  into activities which 
can produce good results.  

The key success of an app is the user engagement which  is not a small task because they can 
lose interest, so users need excitement around apps to continue using them. This is where 
gamification comes in. It is a marketing technique that motivates app users to engage with the 
app and earn rewards (Newgenapp, 2017).  People do not make actions disinterestedly, they 
always act for a reason.  Any accomplishment should be rewarded.  

Legal factors: 
The EU Parliamentary Transport Committee voted on the EU Commission's Co-operative 
Intelligent Transport Systems (C-ITS) strategy that was presented by the end of 2016 to promote 
a coordinated dissemination of digital technologies in the transport sector. The purpose is to 
contribute to increased road safety, to reduced congestion and green house gas emissions (Trafa, 
2018).  

The Swedish government and the parliament have decided on a Bonus Malus system for new 
passenger cars class I and II (motor homes), light buses and light trucks. The amendment will 
enter into force on July 1, 2018, and will only concern new vehicles listed in the Road Traffic 
Register from that date (Transportstyrelsen, 2018). 

The Bonus is for cars with low emissions; Environmentally adapted vehicles with relatively low 
carbon dioxide emissions of up to 60 g / km are awarded a bonus of up to SEK 60,000. 

Meanwhile, the Malus, it is the increased vehicle tax that is valid for three years and affects cars 
that release 95 g of carbon dioxide per kilometre or more. 

Environmental factors: 
In Europe, transport represents almost the quarter of greenhouse gas emissions and cars are 
responsible of around 12% of total EU CO2 emissions (European Commission, 2017). 
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Transport is the major sector in the EU with the highest where greenhouse gas emissions upward 
variation (figure 8) despite the introduction of  more energy efficient vehicles that could not 
compensate for increased road traffic volumes (European Commission, 2017).  

 

Figure 8: CO2 emissions variations in Europe by sectors from 1990 to 2014 compared to 1990 
Note: * Transport includes international aviation but excludes international maritime; ** Other include fugitive 
emissions from fuels, waste management and indirect CO2 emissions 
( Source: European Commission, 2015)  
 

To accelerate the transition to low carbon emissions in all parts of the EU economy, the 
European Commission proposed a package of measures. 

The EU is committed to reducing GHG emissions by at least 40% by 2030 compared to 1990 in 
all parts of the economy. The package contains binding annual emission targets for the Member 
States for the period 2021-2030 relating to Non-ETS sectors (transport, buildings, agriculture, 
waste management, land use and forestry) (European Commission, 2014). The Commission also 
proposes a mobility strategy with a focus on low- and emission-free vehicles and low-emission 
alternative fuels that will be developed. 

  



13 
 

II.2. Car-sharing Industry overview: 
Car sharing is a short-term car rental with the cost of usage based on kilometres and/or time. It is 
membership-based and it  appeals to people who need to make only occasional use of a vehicle, 
or who sometimes need a different vehicle from the one they have. Members benefit from the 
private use of a vehicle without the costs of ownership. It began on a small scale in Europe in the 
late 1940s but only came of age in the mid-1990s (“Car-sharing”, n.d.). Generally, car-sharing is 
more expensive than car ownership for people who commute to work daily, or who need to drive 
more than about 10,000 km annually (France Autopartage, 2011).  
Car-sharing has also a relatively long history but a very slow uptake spanning for more than half 
a century.  

Car sharing is a much more flexible model of car rental than the service traditionally supplied by 
firms, the main differences of car-sharing from traditional car rental are as follow: 

- Membership is a prerequisite for driving, drivers are pre-approved for rental  

- Reservation, pick-up, and return are self-service (including checking the vehicle for damage) 
are not  dependent office hours. 

- Vehicles may be rented by the minute, by the hour, or by the day, and, in the modern version of 
car sharing, vehicles locations can be spread in the city and unlocked using a smartphone app. 

- Fuel, insurance costs and some parking costs are included in the rental rates. 

II.2.1. Business models: 
In this section, there will be a description of different car-sharing business models. Today’s car-
sharing services are usually smart phones operated, it can have a B2C (Business-to-customer) or 
a P2P (Peer-to-Peer) business model and practices can be categorized into one-way and round-
trip (Gudbrandsen Sivertsen C. & Lunden J., 2016). One-way car-sharing can be divided into 
Free-floating or Station-based. The graph below illustrate this more clearly. 
 

 

                     Figure 9:  Different Car-sharing Business models 
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B2C: 
A fleet of vehicles that a company owns and  rent it to customers. This service can be split into 
two categories: Round trip or  One-way car sharing. B2C- One-way services differentiate 
themselves by providing dedicated parking lots (Shaheen & Cohen, 2006; Car-sharing 
Association, 2011; Shaheen & Cohen, 2013).  

B2C Vehicles are usually available for use 24h/7d, and can be located with a real-time tracking 
application at public parking lots or the service’s pick-up stations or other locations. 

P2P: 
The shared cars are owned by and rented to individuals. All P2P services use the round trip 
scheme (VAN DEN BERG L., 2017). 
- Business intermediary: Private car owners share their car through  a platform where other 
people can apply to rent it. 

-  Neighbourhood sharing: A group of people buy a car together, allowing everybody to use the 
car when needed. 

One-way: 
This car-share model emerged in Europe and expanded to North America. It allows members to 
pick up a vehicle near the start point of the trip and return it at a location near the destination at 
general metered or unmetered parking spaces in commercial or residential areas, it is still subject 
to regulations (Gudbrandsen Sivertsen C. & Lunden J., 2016). 

One-way car-sharing enables great flexibility in pick-up location, end destination, mobile vehicle 
tracking technology, short journey distances, spontaneous booking.  

Flexible availability is one of the key characteristics of the one-way car-sharing service. It has 
been found to be the fastest growing car-sharing category in today’s changing mobility industry. 
It is experiencing a rapid worldwide expansion. In 2015, 35,7% of North American fleet were 
One-way and 38,8% of members had access to these fleets (Shareen and Cohen, 2015). 

The benefits of one-way car-sharing can be listed below: 
- Flexibility: Car users can leave the car in the closest place to where they want to go when the 
the rent time is over. No need to bring the car back. 
- Short journeys: Bringing back the car to where it was picked up only wastes more time and 
mileage and thus money. 

a) Station-based: 
In station-based systems it is only allowed to pick-up and drop-off cars by the end of rental 
period at designated stations, made and reserved for cars owned by the car sharing company. 

In the case of an electric vehicles fleet, one advantage of this concept is each station can be 
equipped with charging slots (Michael Kahr, 2016). However, the disadvantage of this concept is 
less flexibility for the user. 
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b) Free-Floating: 
Free-floating systems are more flexible than station-based as they allow to pick-up and drop-off 
cars at any free parking space within the service area. Users are also allowed to leave that area 
and park anywhere outside (Michael Kahr, 2016). The invoice is based on pick-up and drop-off 
times within the service area. Vehicles have to be reserved in advance, but only a short time 
before starting the trip (e.g. 1-30 minutes).  

The drawback is that the users can not be certain that they will find a free car at the desired place 
and time. Other drawbacks for the car-sharing operators is complicated planning like frequent 
refuelling/recharging and vehicle relocations to ensure an even distribution. Therefore, service 
staff must be hired to account for these operations 

Round-trip:  
Round-trip car-sharing involves picking-up the vehicle from a certain location and returning it to 
the same location. Users are charged for the complete duration of the trip which means a time 
and distance cost based. In contrast to one-way car-sharing, where users are only charged for the 
journey and not time spent parked (Gudbrandsen Sivertsen C. & Lunden J., 2016). 

 Naturally, round-trip car-sharing services can also target users with long-term demands, which 
require the operator to offer daily charges (Jorge et al., 2015). 

II.2.2. Car-sharing around the world: 
Successful car-sharing began in Europe in the 80s. In 1987 Auto Teilet Genossenschaft (ATG) 
was launched in Switzerland, and one year later StattAuto was launched  in Berlin. ATG, 
currently called Mobility Car-sharing Switzerland, grew in 19years to 60,000 members, 1,750 
cars at 1,000 locations in 400 towns (Muheim, 2005). 

Car-sharing is popular in big cities in North America and Europe. Modern car-sharing begun in 
Switzerland then it spread across the world. Currently, car-sharing exist in all continents except 
Africa. The two largest continents are Europe with 38.7% of total members and 47% of total 
vehicles and North America with 50.8% of total members and 36% of total vehicles (Shaheen 
and Cohen, 2013) in both size and maturity making it the most attractive for service solutions 
development of car-sharing, other regions of the world are also showing growth.  
Today successful car-sharing is tightly associated with dense populated areas especially with 
limited parking spaces.  In 2012 there were 27 countries on the 5 continents with around 1.8 
million members using more than 43,550 vehicles (Shaheen and Cohen, 2013). Currently, the 
global car-sharing market is highly competitive and segmented into several international, 
regional, and community based car-sharing companies operating on the market (Koncept 
Analytics, 2011). 

As depicted in Figure 10 and 11, there is only few emerging markets in 2015 compared to 2010 
which is a 5 years period. The new emerging markets are mainly in Asia; in India, China and 
Turkey. The rest is Brazil, Mexico, and South Africa. 
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                   a)                                                                                 b) 

Figure 10: a) World map of car-sharing services in 2010, b) Map of car-sharing services in European in 2010 
(Source: Worldstreets, 2010)  
 

 
Figure 11: Map of  Car-sharing in Emerging Markets (2015) 
(Sourec: Bespoketransit, 2015)  
 
Global car-sharing memberships are estimated to extend from 5,8 million users in 2016 to 35 
million worldwide users in  2021 (BCG, 2016) 
 

  
Figure 12: Car-sharing Members Worldwide 2006-2010 
(source: Shaheen &Cohen, 2013) 
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Many car companies like Volvo, BMW, Volkswagen, Kia, Peugeot, Toyota, Ford have all 
addressed the changes in the mobility industry by becoming involved in different car-sharing 
operations (Kessler & Stephan, 2013; Shaheen & Cohen, 2013; DriveNow, 2015; Zipcar, 2016). 
Furthermore, by becoming a car-sharing service provider, car manufacturers can build brand 
recognition, through more visibility, vehicle access, and brand loyalty users get increasingly 
accustomed to their vehicles. Many car-sharing users can still desire to own a car in the future, 
and might opt for the vehicle that they are used to. 
 
Europe and North America should remain the two largest car-sharing markets since they have all 
conditions for car-sharing growth (e.g. large urban areas, high transportation costs and public 
transport in urban areas). However the predicted growth of these two regions will be lower than 
in other world regions like Asia and Pacific region. For Latin America, Africa and the Middle 
East, the growth rates will be higher than in Europe but their total revenue potential will be 
smaller than in the other world regions (Frost & Sullivan, 2011).  
As shown in figure 13, the European CaaS (Car as a Service) market for passenger vehicles is 
expected to grow and outpace mobility demand and new car sales as there is an increasing 
demand for mobility solutions. This growth is estimated at around 5% p.a. until 2015, amounting 
to EUR 86bn and a park of 15 million passenger vehicles. However, for commuters, car-sharing 
is currently not cost-effective because they drive a lot.  

 

Figure 13: Development of mobility demand by transport mode (EU), 2000-25 (trillion pass.km) 
(Source: Roland Berger, 2018) 

II.2.3. User perspective: 
Having a driving license is a prerequisite to drive a car, this implies that all car-sharing users are 
above 18 years old. Car-sharing users are generally with higher education and middle to high 
incomes who do not own a car and do not use it very often as car-sharing is cost effective for 
people who drive less than 10 000 km/year (Arbouet M., 2011). Car sharing users are found to 
increase cycling, walking and public transport usage (Katzev, 2003; Millard-Ball et al., 2005; 
Martin and Shaheen, 2011)   
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Most car drivers are aware of the environmental impact of driving cars, but do not really feel 
obliged to change their behaviour. Users are mainly motivated by reducing fixed costs rather 
than environmental impacts (Lennard VAN DEN BERG, 2017) .  

User involvement can be more difficult to identify for B2C car-sharing than for P2P, as the user 
does not get in touch in person with the company but still has to do certain tasks such as 
checking the fuel level and ensuring that it is enough for the next user, submitting their driver’s 
license details, retrieving and storing the keys after using the car ( Lodewijk Blomme J., 2016).  

II.2.4. Technologies: 
Car-sharing services involve many technologies to enable their operations such as: 

-  A simplest system for B2C car-sharing is the lock-box (for car keys) and manual-entry. 

- A device installed behind the dashboard of the vehicle. This device has a GPS tracker, a 
wireless transceiver, and an interface with the car’s on-board diagnostic (OBD) system. It allows 
to locate and track of all cars in the fleet in real time and valuable diagnostic information such as 
fuel and oil levels to the car-sharing company. It also allows to unlock the car without using a 
physical key. 

- Cloud-based management software. 

- Mobile application software that allows members to locate, reserve, and unlock cars with their 
smart phones. 

- A membership card can also be provided that has radio-frequency identification (RFID) 
technology to unlock the car in the case of mobile app failure. 

II.2.5. SWOT: 
The SWOT is a strategic planning technique to help identify the Strengths, Weaknesses, 
 Opportunities, and Threats related to car-sharing. It is intended to identify the internal and 
external factors that are favorable or unfavorable to achieve goals.  

Strengths:  
Car sharing is more sustainable than private car ownership, for a many of reasons that can be 
listed as follow: 

- Reduce automobile ownership rates: Car-sharing services provide individuals with access to a 
fleet without the costs and responsibilities of private vehicle ownership (purchase, maintenance 
and depreciation). By having access to a vehicle, households often give up on a second or third 
car. One shared vehicle can replace many vehicles resulting in reducing car ownership. A study 
in 2015 conducted by Trivector found that one shared car could replace 4 to 6 private cars 
(Katzev, 2003).  
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Table 1: Number of privately owned vehicles replaced by car-sharing 
(Shaheen & Cohen, 2013; Martin, Shaheen and Lidicker, 2010) 
 
Number of privately owned vehicles 
replaced by car-sharing Region 

7-10 Australia 
4-10 Europe (including Turkey and Russia) 
9-13 Canada and the USA 
 

- Reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT): Car-sharing users travel fewer miles by car, which 
contributes in reducing congestion and parking demand. One estimate concluded that each 
shared car reduces - 1% to -5% VMT every year (A. Stocker, J. Lazarus, S. Becker, and S. 
Shaheen, 2016). 

- Reduce greenhouse gas and other emissions. Reducing VMT implies a reduction in greenhouse 
gas emissions. On average, by reducing VMT and using more fuel efficient vehicles with low 
emissions, it is estimated that each shared car reduces CO2 emissions by about 7tons/year (San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 2013). Moreover, because shared cars are to be use 
more often this means that they will have to be replaced by more efficient and environment 
friendly cars sooner. 
 
- Reduce transportation costs: Car-sharing can also increase public transit use and alternative 
modes like walking, cycling and carpooling (KpVV, 2009; Meijkamp, 2000; Nanninga & 
Eerdmans, 2006). This way car-sharing subscribers will be more careful with their mobility 
behavior, because they pay for use and not for possessing. So they start making a trade-off 
between different mobility alternatives.  

For One-way services, the driver does not need to get a parking ticket or find a cheap or free 
parking lot as its cost is included in the rental price. This way less time is wasted and less stress 
experienced while looking for a parking space. 

- Increase walking, bicycling, and transit use. 

- Reduce parking problems: Since most  cars stand idle for 95% of the time in a parking lot, 
sharing a car would decrease parking problems especially in highly populated zones and also 
save parking cost and make more money instead (Fraiberger and Sundararajan, 2015). 

P2P car-sharing has the advantage over B2C in the fact that in case the driver has to meet the car 
owner to hand the keys, the latter verifies the drivers papers and after returning the car they can 
check if nothing is missing or damaged in the car. 

Weaknesses: 
The problem related to car-sharing are listed as follow: 

- The amount of car-sharing users  is still very low today. 
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- The regulation on shared mobility systems has an influence on their likelihood of profitability 
and expansion. For example, Car-sharing members are charged “car rental taxes” on top of their 
membership and usage fees, since there is no distinction made between traditional car rental and 
car-sharing and the tax can be as high as 60% (Kodransky Gabriel Lewenstein M., 2014). This 
increase is included in the pricing scheme, and thus it affects the cost burden on the user and may 
be too much for low-income users. Therefore, local government need to reconsider the regulation 
of shared mobility. 
 
- Experts are presuming, on the one hand, that people are not emotionally attached to their cars 
and can use car-sharing if it is profitable but on the other hand culture has more influence as 
there might be a problem of "common property disrespect" which can be manifested in the 
careless use of the shared car and induce some mechanical problems or some users might steal 
easily removable items especially for B2C car-sharing (Leclerc, 2012). 

- Families with children prefer to own a private car  because of the frequent transportation needs 
of the family. Therefore car-sharing would be more successful in cities with a larger proportion 
of one-person households. 

- Car-sharing members have a difficulty to estimate the cost effectiveness of car-sharing as they 
are only use to take into account the fuel cost per trip rather than considering fixed cost too . 
Therefore, a single car sharing journey seems more expensive. However, car sharing is cheaper 
than owning a car if the annually driven kilometres stay below a certain limit that  ranges 
between 10,000 and 16,000 kilometres (Litman, 2000; Shaheen and Cohen, 2007; Bert et al., 
2016) depending on location.  

Opportunities: 
Today, Cars Are Parked 95% of the Time and the average private car usage is for only one hour 
per day (Shaheen et al., 1998; Meijkamp, 1998; Umweltbundesamt, 2008).  

The car-sharing market is predicted to grow from 2.3 million users in 2010 to 26 million users in 
2020 (Frost and Sullivan, 2011). It is also emerging as a business opportunity for car 
manufacturers (Gossen and Scholl, 2011; Frost and Sullivan, 2011), which helps them retain 
customers.  
Markets are assumed to be larger in cities with large population. Therefore, car-sharing is more 
successful in cities with a larger population and also where there are policies supportive of car-
sharing. 

The major regions where car-sharing is more common are  West Europe and North America. 
Nevertheless, other regions in the world like Asia also show growth and interest that is higher 
than in Europe and North America. It is expected that car-sharing is more successful in cities that 
contain a large share of households with a low income (Coll et al., 2014). that does not allow 
them to afford a private car. 

Young people and people with a higher education are proved to have more willingness to adopt 
innovations at an earlier stage of their development (Rogers, 1962) besides the fact that they are 
more aware of environmental problems. Therefore car-sharing is more successful in cities where 
there is a higher educated populations, “smartness” of cities is related to the city’s “importance 
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as a knowledge centre” (Giffinger et al., 2007) by looking at local research centre or university 
rankings. People who cannot afford a private car, but do desire the freedom that it yields may 
turn to car-sharing as an affordable alternative. 

The local infrastructure, such as parking facilities, road quality and quantity, and areas restricted 
for cars in cities can also reduce private car ownership and as a result favour car-sharing (Coll et 
al., 2014). 

Introducing autonomous vehicles to the car-sharing fleet could transform the usage of car sharing 
for both B2C and P2P because one-way trip will be also possible for P2P car-sharing and round 
trip will not be needed anymore as cars can go to the desired location autonomously.  

Threats: 
One-way can only be used by offering dedicated parking spaces, this does not only limit the 
location freedom of ending a rental period but offering a one-way trip service also means that it 
is more difficult to get dedicated parking spaces for users. For a one-way free floating service, it 
is impossible to provide parking everywhere. 

The reliability of the service and the availability of enough shared cars is strategic locations are 
very important for the success of car-sharing.  

The young generations in many countries are still striving for car ownership as it is usually seen 
as a sign of independency.   

II.3. Carpooling Industry overview: 
 Carpooling is a shared mobility system and a good example of the sharing economy as it implies 
sharing empty seats of a private car in a trip by a driver with one or more passengers (Graziotin, 
2013) and this usually involves sharing the trip costs. 

 Most of the time it happens between family members or people the driver knows, but this study 
will focus on carpooling between strangers where matching drivers and potential passengers is 
facilitated by information and communication technologies. 

Historically, carpooling exists since 1970’s, It began in the United States during  the petrol crisis 
(Arbouet M., 2011) when organizations encouraged people to share a ride to save fuel. In 
Europe, carpooling started in 1980’s in the Netherlands, Germany and  Belgium. 

The emergence of Internet had a big impact by fostering its development to be more efficient. 
The First organized carpooling emerged around 1980s-1990s, creating more dynamic Internet-
based ride matching programmes (Chan, Shaheen, 2012). More reliable carpooling schemes 
emerged around 1999 when private software companies began developing “platforms”, 
providing their services to customers for a monthly fee.  

The first attempts were not a success due to technology gaps,  until 2004 carpooling niche has 
not been really exploited by businesses due to application difficulties (Pekarskaya M, 2010). But 
still  the road was paved for the coming carpooling through smart phones applications and social 
networks like Facebook that minimize potential security problems and build trust among users. 
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II.3.1. User perspective: 
Some behavioural economics strategies and gamification are used to incentivize and reward car 
users and especially drivers to go for alternative modes of transportation (Metropia App., 2017). 

As mentioned in previous sections, trust between shared mobility users  is the most challenging 
aspect as it might  make the participation feeling that they are  taking part in adventure that is 
unpredictable and possibly unsafe, but still new and can be exciting. In practice, trust can be built 
upon rating systems (Botsman, 2012). For example, drivers and passengers can evaluate each 
other and leave comments. 

Social interaction while ridesharing could vary from sometimes being a nice experience to 
strange one.  

On the one hand,  carpooling addresses consumer needs of meeting and exchanging with new 
people to socialize. On the other hand, carpooling users do not really take social factors into 
consideration in their decision-making (Starostovich I & Sánchez Contreras A., 2015). And even 
though most people are aware of the environmental benefits of shared mobility, their decision 
making is not really impacted by it, the major motive is cost-efficiency (Hamari, Sjöklint & 
Ukkonen, 2015).  

Thus, carpooling users focus on comparing ridesharing prices with the ones available for public 
transport. Carpooling options can have lower-prices than trains or buses and can also take less 
time than  public transport.  

Drivers can either gain part of the ride costs, the whole cost or even make benefits in case the 
driver gives a ride to multiple passengers in a single trip.  

II.3.3. SWOT: 
The SWOT is a strategic planning technique to help identify the Strengths, Weaknesses, 
 Opportunities, and Threats related to car-sharing. It is intended to identify the internal and 
external factors that are favorable or unfavorable to achieve goals.  

Strengths: 
From a user perspective, Carpooling has many benefits. It is a cheap and flexible way to travel 
around. It can also be faster and more comfortable than public transport in some regions. And 
also very useful when public transport is not available for the desired route or when there are no 
options suiting people's schedule.  

Commuting alone can be very stressful (Wei M.D., J.D, 2015), so another benefit is that it avoids 
long-distance lonely driving and thus encourage socializing which can motivate car owners to 
share their ride. There might be also a post communication after the ride and possible friendships 
can be built. 

Carpooling has also economical benefit, it reduces fuel consumption and thus fuel costs, and also 
travel costs by sharing them with  the rider.  
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Moreover, Carpooling has environmental benefits because it reduces transport green house gas 
emissions from the saved fuel. As shown in the table below, there is a significant reduction of 
emissions through peer-to-peer transport in Stockholm. 

 

 
Table 2: Emission reduction from introducing peer-to-peer transport in Stockholm in 2012 
Source: Copenhagen Economics based data from Swedish Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
Other benefits are the alleviation of traffic jams during rush hours and the reduced need for 
parking spaces  

Weaknesses: 
There are many challenges that carpooling can contribute in partially overcoming  by providing 
the right features that meet users' demand  and preferences: 

- The unprofitable personal transport, mainly because most cars  are only occupied by one or two 
passengers. For example, the average car occupancy estimation in Sweden in 2010 is 1,71 
(Trafikverket,  2018).  

- The environmental awareness in the society,  

- Social trust between a country's individuals. 

- Negative externalities - environmental damage of the conventional car usage, that is increasing 
with the rapid growth of personal cars numbers. 

 - Lack of flexibility. Many times, carpooling schemes are not flexible enough to users' needs in 
terms of, for example, unforeseen schedule changes. 

- Another concern is safety, many users are concerned about security issues related to riding with 
strangers.  

- Reliability of carpooling is also a question, since many services lack a critical mass of users, 
which leads to a very limited number of available rides.  

- Prior communication can be time and effort consuming 

- Poor driver incentive: Most of the time sharing a ride yields no returns and hence host is not 
motivated to share the ride. 

- Poor rider experience: no cars available going in the desired direction  
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Opportunities: 
The emergence of smart phones and internet in the past decade made organizing real-time 
ridesharing possible and user-friendlier. But carpooling companies are still seeking ways to 
adjust the technology to the user demands. Which makes carpooling arguably on the second 
stage: probing and learning (Geels, 2005). This is a good opportunity to enter market with an 
innovative service that matches as much as possible users needs. 

Today in Greater Stockholm, citizens conduct more than 4.5 million person trips per day using 
all kinds of transport and more than 2.5 million of these trip take place on roads (AB 
Storstockholms Lokaltrafik, 2005 and Stockholms läns landsting, 2014), a large majority of are 
made in private cars. A person trip is a trip performed by one individual irrespective of whether 
he or she is travelling together with others.  

Lack of parking space can also be an opportunity to drive up carpooling as alternative solution. 
The increasing parking issues like lack of parking lots and the high parking prices in some big 
cities (Figure 14) makes it hard and stressful for drivers to find a parking lot which is time 
consuming and can be very expensive.  

 

Figure 14: Average Cost (Euro/hr) in city centre parking in Europe in 2016  
(Euronews, 2016) 
 
As mentioned before, oil prices in Europe are some of the highest in the world, which means that 
people sharing trips cost would be interesting for many car owners. 
Public transport price is different depending on the type, country and the city. In Europe this 
price can be relatively high especially in big cities. Stockholm as an example (figure 15) has the 
second highest average ticket price in the world.  So carpooling would be very interesting in 
these cities. 
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Figure 15: The average ticket price (USD) of public transport in 2017 in cities worldwide 
(Source, Worldatlas, 2017)  
 
Since the shared mobility mobile service is a nascent market, it means that there are still many 
prospective consumers who have not taken part of the shared mobility trend. Thus, this is an 
opportunity to introduce a better designed mobile service application that could attract many 
consumers. 

Threats: 
Third party, liability or umbrella insurance is an insurance purchased by the insured (the first 
party) from an insurer (the second party) for protection against the claims of another (the third 
party). It protects the insured  if they are at-fault in an accident that results in damage to the other 
car, body injuries to the passenger(s) in their car or in the other car.  

This insurance is very important for the car owner in many carpooling services. This can be a 
barrier that discourages individuals to carpool as they might have to pay for a more expensive 
insurance. 

Trust between users can easily be broke in case of a bad experiences. A very bad experience of 
one user can affect many other users in case the news is spread.  
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III. Market Analysis: 
The market research is done for all existing shared mobility mobile service application. The total 
number of existing applications exceeded 130 apps combining single mode and multi-modal 
services, multi-modal services aggregating already existing single-mode mobile services are not 
included since the single mode is already listed. 

We will first introduce car-sharing market players with the Major Market Players analysis and 
listing the key features then do the same for carpooling. After analyzing both,  a new business 
strategy is done by trying to find new ways of incentivize users or prospective ones. 

The main data gathered about the market players is from their website, sometimes some 
information is not available, it is marked in the appendices as NA (Not Available). 

III.1. Car-sharing market players: 
In this work, a research was made on available car-sharing companies providing their service 
through mobile application and sometimes also through their web platform. Many car-sharing 
market players were found in different parts of the world, mainly North America and Europe. 
The total number exceeds 80 service providers (Appendix 1). Some initial data was gathered for 
every application to help sort them and short list them to only deeply analyze the most relevant 
applications in the Major Market Players section. 

The initial data is:  

- Country of launch 

- Year of launch 

- Minimum downloads  

- Rating 

- Type (B2B/P2P) 

- Expansion in other countries 

The minimum number of downloads is not an exact number it is only an approximate one but 
still it is a good indicator on how good the service is doing, that is why all mobile application 
were ranked accordingly. Of course this number changes with time, the data was gathered in 
April 2018 and the  number ranges from 1 000 000 to only 50. 

Most mobile applications are in Europe and North America (USA, Canada) and only few in Asia 
(mainly India).  

Only very few serve a broader market than the original country. Moreover,  only few are 
aggregators which means they are aggregating many mobility services in one including car-
sharing but only B2C and one P2P  (GoMore) car-sharing services that are part of multi-modal 
services for now. So there is a potential in including P2P car-sharing in multimodal services.  

Most services were launched only in the 21st century with the advancement of ICT.  
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We can also notice (Appendix 1) that most of the services were only launched after 2010 which 
means that car-sharing market is a nascent market. 

Most existing car-sharing services have a B2C business model (Appendix 1) and very few have a 
P2P one and all top services with the highest number of users are B2C except one.  

Many car-sharing services impose a registration or membership fee. 

III.1.1. B2C Car-sharing Major Market Players analysis: 
Since the number of B2C car-sharing services exceed 50, only 26 were chosen to push research 
further and understand the functioning (Appendix 2).  

The choice was made based on the number of downloads, all applications with a minimum of 
500 000 downloads were kept, for the rest, the rating helped by choosing the ones that are well 
rated (>4.0) and also the most recently launched services (starting from year 2015) and also the 
ones launched in Sweden like Sunfleet.  

Of course B2C services cannot exist in all cities within a country, there are only few cities 
mainly the biggest and most populated ones with a high potential of customers. 

There are only 5 top mobile applications with at least 1 Million downloads (Zipcar, Car2go, 
Zoomcar, Sixt, Hertz) first launched from only three countries: the USA, Germany and India 
then expanded in different countries worldwide (Appendix 2). 

In total only 8 of these services expanded in other countries, only two of them (Hertz and 
Europcar) have know a worldwide expansion, and another two expanded in Sweden as well as 
which are Car2Go and DriveNow. 

This means that there is a high potential in expanding in many countries and fast growing cities 
around the world especially in Africa, Latin America and Asia.  

All the 26 services provide One-way trip with the exception of Europcar, this is one major secret 
of their growth and high number of users. 

III.1.2. P2P Car-sharing Major Market Players analysis: 
As mentioned in the previous section, P2P car-sharing services are very few. Only 7 can be listed 
as follow: 

Table 3: Different P2P carcharing services 

 Launch Country Min Downloads Launch Date 
Turo USA 1 000 000 2009 
GoMore  Denmark 100 000 2011 
Drivy France 500 000 2010 
Drivezy India 100 000 2015 
Getaround USA 50 000 2013 

Koolicar France 10 000 2013 
Snappcar Sweden 10 000 2011 
Moovby Malysia 1 000 2016 
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Most P2P services were launched in Europe, for the rest,  two were launched in the USA and one 
in India.  Nevertheless, Turo, GoMore and Drivy  have expanded in other North American and 
European countries which explains why they have the highest download rates. Unlike few B2C 
car-sharing servcies of which two now a worldwide expansion, only four P2P car-sharing 
services are made available in other countries and none expanded in more than four countries 
unlike some B2C services that even reached many countries across the world.  

Unfortunately, P2P car-sharing services still do not exist in countries outside Europe, the USA, 
Canada, India and Malysia.  This means that there are many cities across the world where P2P 
could be good to implement. 

All P2P were launched after 2008 thanks to the deployment of smart phones and ICT. This 
means that it is still a fresh market that still needs to be explored more and improved. 

Turo that was launched in the USA is the most successful one with more than 1 million 
downloads, it was launched in 2009 which is the earliest date compared to all others. It expanded 
in Canada and also in a European country which is the UK and it is the only application with 
over a million downloads. Unfortunately, it is the only app with more than a million downloads 
unlike B2C that has 5 of them. 

In Sweden two of these services already exist which is very good considering the very small 
number of existing services. These apps are GoMore and Snappcar.  

GoMore was first launched in 2011 Denmark then it expanded in 4 other European countries: 
France, Norway, Spain and Sweden.  It is a multimodal service combining both P2P car-sharing 
and carpooling. Snappcar was launched in the same year in Sweden and it is the only country 
where it operates. 

Only GoMore and Drivezy are multi-modal services, GoMore combines also carpooling and 
Drivezy combines bike sharing. 

Of course, identity and paper verification is done by all services. Insurance in case of a problem 
during rental periods is also provided by all of them which is an excellent incentive for users.  

The service commissions range between 10% to 40% which is a quite high percentage that can 
be due to lack of competition.  

Reporting is also very important but it is not possible with some services that also do not impose 
fines in case of not respecting rules (Appendix 3), all others apps where it is possible to report 
damages impose fines on the driver, the car owner is obliged to pay a fine only with Turo in case 
of late cancellation, not showing up or violating maintenance policy.  

Half of the services impose a deposit.  

Taxation is a must to pay by car owners for using all the services. 

Car check through the app is very important but still only two apps Drivy and moovby are 
providing it. 



30 
 

Only three apps provide distant car locking and unlocking via the app, these apps are Drivy, 
Getaround and Koolicar, Drivy provides a free box for that which is a good incentive. 

Drivy and Snappcar impose on the driver to have a driving license at least one or two years 
before using the service. 

Drivy, GoMore and Snappcar offer the possibility for both the driver and car owner to sign an 
agreement through the app before and after the rent period. 

Nearly all services provide road assistance in case the car breaks.  

And most services have the peer review option that should normally be available for all 
considering its importance as will be seen from survey feeds in section IV. 

III.1.3. Key Features: 
The key features of car-sharing mobile service applications can be listed below: 

� Fare: For B2C car-sharing the fare is obviously set by the company whereas for P2P it can 
be either set by the company or the car owner depending on the  service provider. 
This fare is set based on  distance travelled and/or time, for P2P car-sharing, it may also 
depend on the number of passengers or also the type of car, the fancier the car the higher the 
tariff. Of course fixed costs are also included like maintenance, insurance and the service 
provider commission. And the payments are mainly done through the app by registering 
bank cards. 

� Type:  The main distinguishing feature between different car-sharing services is the 
implementation of one-way and/or round trip. Of course at the moment it is not possible to 
have a P2P service offering one-way car-sharing, this feature is only for B2C services. Some 
B2C services offer both one-way and round-trip options like Zipcar, DriveNow and 
Sunfleet. One-way feature is better than the round trip because it offers more flexibility to 
the users, which explains the higher users number compared to services only offering round-
trip. 

� Registration: Consumers gain access to a car-sharing service by becoming a member which 
requires registration and a membership fee (Shaheen & Cohen, 2013). This registration is 
very important because for safety concerns, car-sharing users can not be bellow 18 years old 
and thus the car-sharing company has the duty to verify registered people and make sure 
they have the legal age and this age may differ for each service provider. So a profile 
verification is needed and it is done by requiring the driving license and other documents. In 
the case of Drivy, a selfie is also required to make sure that the documents are the ones of 
the actual user.  

� Car access: Users can  access  the car by either a key, smartcard, or through the smartphone 
application itself in case the car is equipped with a special box (ZipCar, 2016; Shaheen & 
Cohen, 2013; le Vine, et al., 2014; BMW DriveNow, 2016). With automatic unlocking no 
need for the car owner to be in place to hand keys, all one way B2C car-sharing can open the 
car via the app. 

� Rules violation: There might be some situation where the car renter does not respect rules 
set by the service provider or the car owner. Examples of these violations might be: 
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Additional Mileage, Late Return, Fuel Replacement, Tolls, Tickets, Cleaning, Pet, Smoking 
Fee, prohibited parking. 
 For P2P car-sharing, rules violations can also happen by the car-owner like late 
cancellation, not showing in case keys have to be delivered in person, violation of the 
maintenance policy and other rules depending on the service. In case of violations, the 
responsible is charged a fine that is extracted from their bank account. 

� Rating: Rating is very important for P2P car-sharing because it increases trust amongst users 
and help them deciding who to share cars with or rent it from. 

� Rental agreement: Some services offer the option of signing an agreement on the app before 
using the car and after. This way the car owner, the company and also the user are protected. 
Before signing the agreement, a P2P service offers the possibility to check the car via the  
app  by taking some pictures of different part of the car before and after the use and state any 
damages before taking the car to increase trust amongst car owners and also car users. 

� Reporting: In case of a misconduct for P2P car-sharing, reporting is very important because it 
allows to recover any damage caused by user or car owner and the service charges fines to 
recover the damages or even completely banning the user if it is serious. 

� Insurance:  All successful P2P services offer their own insurance. 
� Security: The car owner has to install MoovbyKit provided by Moovby service which is a 

GPS tracking device to be able to locate the car in case of theft. 
� Gamification: Getting a promo code for cheaper rides, discounts and offers for frequent users 

 
Many other features are provided by few service provider, they can be listed as follow: 
� Paying a deposit before using a car 
� Possibility to cancel before a certain time.  
� Receive notifications, make calls or chat. 
� Filters (Display cars by type, price, cars with automatic unlocking, radius, brand, fuel type, 

seat number, year, accessories...ect) 
� Possibility to look for available cars by filtering and also possibility to add some preferences  
� See if phone or Facebook contacts are also using the app. 
� Car keys delivered when owner not available 
� Mileage is automatically calculated via a box inside the car 
� Possibility to stop the car remotely via an installed box 

III.2. Carpooling market players: 
There are over 60 carpooling mobile service providers offering both short and long distance 
trips.  

There are only few non-profit carpooling  services that are not driven by financial benefits since 
they do not take any commission from the cost of rides but this number is very low. 

III.2. 1. Major Market Players analysis:  
Out of the 60 existing carpooling services, 23 were chosen (Appendix 5) based on the criteria 
already mentioned to be subject of a deeper research of different characteristics and offered 
features. 
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Compared to car-sharing apps, carpooling apps have a way higher number of downloads, the 
minimum of downloads reaches 100 million for Uber, but Uber is the market leader and it is a 
multi-modal app combining car on demand and Uber-Pool for car pooling but it is mainly known 
for on demand services. Followed by  Grab with 50 million and Bla Bla Car with 20 million, 
then comes Beepcar and Waze carpool with 1 million. The rest of apps have way less than that. 

Only 8 services are available in more than one country, mainly Europe, USA and India, so the 
rate of expansion is also low for carpooling. 

Only 4 are multimodal services, the two top apps Uber and Grab offer both on demand services, 
followed by GoMore as already mentioned offers P2P car-sharing then Via providing B2C car-
sharing. 

Matching is provided by most apps and the fare is set by the application for most services. 

Rating using stars is provided by nearly all apps but only few offer the possibility to leave 
comments.  

Users name is displayed by nearly all apps, only two display it after matching. 

Users photos is not possible for the two market leaders and few others but for the rest is either 
mandatory or optional. 

Gender can only be deduced from picture except Lifshare where setting a photo is not possible 
but it displays the gender of its users. 

Users status is mainly optional in 3 services and needed for sRide that displays it after matching. 

Only few display users age and offer the possibility to set preferences, make cancellations and 
report in case of misbehaviour.  

Only 3 offer the possibility to set groups. 

The service commissions range between 5% to 25% for Uber which is lower than commissions 
taken by P2P car-sharing services. 

Later in section IV. Survey Analysis, many of the features that are considered important or very 
important are only provided by few as mentioned above. There is still a big opportunity in 
making better apps. 

III.2. 2. Key Features: 
Different features are offered by different services. Some offer very basic functions like sending 
requests for lifts in a specific place and time then accepting suitable co-passengers. 

Other services integrate geographic information systems (GIS) to locate carpooling users in real 
time and match them.  

Ability to filter by preferences like: language, age, interests, gender, non-smoking, no pets, etc. 
These features help to make the drive comfortable and nice.  
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All services display users identity, and most convey their position, and manage payments, thus 
facilitating a real-time connection. 

There are several aspects common to most platforms,  some of these can be listed in the 
following: 

- Announcements:  Possibility to offer and search for ride offers 

- Profile : All  platforms allow users to  create and save personal information, these details can be 
shared with other users like name, picture, age, gender...etc. But the number and type of details 
can differ between apps. 

- Participant Evaluation : After a ride has been completed, both the driver and the passenger are 
asked to rate each other. Rating of the drivers and passengers is very important, it allows to build 
a reputation system to make the service more credible and secure. It is usually done on a five star 
base , sometimes it is also possible to leave comments. The idea behind this feature is that it 
allows future users to quickly evaluate potential partners. The theory is that those with higher 
ratings are more likely to be chosen. 

-  Mapping: Share the position of users involved in a carpooling trip to be able to locate them. 

- Matching: Since all services ask users to enable sharing their location with the app, many apps 
offer the possibility to match users having the same trip habits or going in the same direction. 

- Texting: Messaging between users is very important, because sometimes there might be a 
change in schedule or place for a carpooler.  

- Sign up options: These options can differ from platform to another and a service can ask the 
user to register with one or more of the following options: E-mail, mobile number, social media 
account usually Facebook, taking a selfie. 

- Sign up requirements: Usually these requirements differ from service to service and also 
between users type if it is the driver or the passenger but one is common for all, it is the age of 
user that must be above 18 years old. Some services impose a higher age for the driver that is 21 
years old. Of course both type of user should provide their ID or Passport to verify their identity 
and very few ask to take a selfie too, but drivers need to provide their driving license, sometimes 
also the vehicle registration, a clean driving record.  Some few services also ask for criminal 
history. 

There are some other features that can only be found in few platforms, they can be listed below: 

- Calling: Some platforms offer the possibility to call  from the app which helps saving time 
unlike texting. 

- Contacts Integration: The possibility to see if phone contacts or social network contacts usually 
Facebook are using the app Because there are higher chances that people prefer to share a ride 
with people they know , some platforms have linked their services to the existing social networks 
such as Facebook to improve matching.  
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-  Automated payments:  All services only allow online payments after imposing for users to 
provide their bank account details. Because this the way these services make money by getting a 
commission from every ride, this commission differs between services. But some very few non-
profit services do not get a commission and might offer the option of cash payment.  

- Fare: The fare can either be set by the App or the driver. In some cases the driver is the one to 
decide but they can get an estimation done via the platform. This estimation can be based on all 
or few of these criteria: trip duration, mileage, time, city and passenger number. 

 - Incentives:  Service providers may offer incentives or loyalty rewards based on a given 
individual’s level of participation. Frequent participants earn more points or rewards like Promo 
codes or Free carpool credits for new users. Service providers hope that by making  incentives, 
existing participants will be encouraged to share rides more frequently, and it will also encourage 
new participants to join their service.  

- Pick up: Some services impose only one pick up or a maximum number of pick-ups and riders 
to avoid some problems like exceeded number of passengers, lack of comfort and taking lot of 
time to pick and drop off every passenger 

- Cancellation: It is not uncommon that the driver's or the passenger's plans change after agreeing 
on a ride. But many apps charge a fine for a late cancellation. 

- Notifications: Receiving notifications about any change in the ride or any promo offer. 

- Round trip: The possibility for the driver to offer a round trip instead of one-way. 

- Insurance: Very few services offer their own insurance.  

- Environmental benefits: CO2 avoided by each trip. 

- Entering recurrent rides: The driver and passenger enter their trip habits so that the app matches 
users with the same road habits. 

- Making groups: By making groups, users can restrict the people they want to share a ride with.  

- Blocking other users: If a user does not want to be matched with a specific one. 

- Transaction history: The ability to see all rides and payments made for them 

- Editing rides: The driver might want to change the trip time, pick-up of destination.  

- Referring:  Invite friends to join the app and get free credits when they join 
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IV. Survey: 

To be able to have a more accurate image of users' perception and feedback about shared 
mobility services and the hypothesis that were made previously, an online survey was conducted 
on May 2018. It was shared on social media to gather a considerable number of respondents. 
First it was shared mainly with Swedish people and other living in Sweden. Then it was shared 
with Moroccans to be able to see if there is any change in responses between a country where 
people are more familiar with shared mobility services and a country where it is nearly 
inexistent. 

During 4 months, extensive research has been done to understand consumer attitudes toward the 
shared mobility. 

All the data gathered gave a holistic view of what is unfolding across both shared mobility  
businesses  and consumer landscapes. 

The survey  provided interesting data and information. 

The survey aimed at getting feedback of the respondents on the shared mobility services and new 
concepts, discover which reasons influence their involvement .  

Data for the research were collected from a total of 117 respondents, 72 in Sweden and  45 in 
Morocco.  

IV.1. Survey structure: 
The survey (Appendix 6) has 27 questions and can be divided into four sections. The first one 
gathers general information about the profile of respondent like gender, age, nationality, country 
of residence, status.  

The second about consumer experience and habits: 

- If they ever heard about shared mobility; 

- If they have ever used it 

- If they have a car or ever had it  

- The transport they mostly use 

- Whether they commute or not and how satisfied they are with their way of commuting  

- The rate at which they use a car 

- The type of shared mobility users they would be 

- The type of shared mobility they prefer 

- The registration options that would make the feel most secure 
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The third section is related to carpooling, it aims understanding what pushes the users to go for 
carpooling and what keeps them from using it, their preferences regarding co-riders, the payment 
options, the privacy requirements and other features preferences. 

The fourth and last section is related to car-sharing, it aims understanding people's habits, 
preferences and incentives to use car-sharing. 

IV.2. Survey Answer Analysis:  

Sweden: 
First, 72 people living in Sweden were surveyed. They are mainly Swedish and the few rest are 
from other European countries. 68% are men and 32% are women.  

As you can see below, most respondents' ages are between 18 and 34 years old, which means 
that they represent the youngster who are more likely to be interested by shared mobility. 

 

Figure 16: Age repartition of respondents in Sweden 

Nearly all respondents feel concerned about environmental issues. Half of the respondents  are 
employed and the other half are students, which explains why half of the respondents own or 
have owned a car and the other half not. This a good balance to get an accurate feedback from 
car owners who are more likely to  be in the position of using carpooling as drivers and car-
sharing as car owners and non car owners who are more likely to use carpooling as passengers 
and renting a car from a car-sharing service. 
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Figure 17: Car ownership 

As shown in the two graphs below a strict majority of 65% of respondents commute and most 
are satisfied or very satisfied with their way of commuting which is not a good indicator because 
people tend to stick to their comfort zone and are rarely tempted to leave it. But even though 
65% commute  only 12% use a car on a daily basis and 20% few time a week, the rest which is 
nearly 70% rarely use it which a high number of possible users or future users of car-sharing. 

 

Figure 18: Respondents commuting 

 

Figure 19: Commuters satisfaction with their way of commuting.  
1. Very satisfied  2. Satisfied  3. Not satisfied 
 

 
Figure 20: Car use frequency 
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The survey shows that only 1% never heard of carpooling nor car-sharing which means that 99% 
already did but still 43% never used neither of the two and as in figure 22, 15% would not 
consider using neither carpooling nor car-sharing. This indicates that nearly 30% of the people 
who never participated in shared mobility services would be interested so there is still place for a 
well designed service that would encourage these people to try and possibly become frequent 
users of the shared mobility. 

Even though car-sharing seems more popular as more people have heard about carshing rather 
than carpooling, the number of people who tried carpooling is way higher than for car-sharing. 

 

Figure 21: Knowledge about the existence of ridesharing and car-sharing services 

 

Figure 22: Ridesharing and car-sharing service usage 

Figure 23, shows that 15% do not and would not consider using shared mobility, for the rest, 
there a disparity between peoples' roles in the shared mobility as a lot more people are willing to 
be part of carpooling as passenger rather than drivers in carpooling and more willing to rent a car 
as users rather than car owners. 
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Figure 23: The shared mobility node respondents would consider 

As clearly seen in the graph below, the strict majority (79%) prefers having a mobile service app 
providing both carpooling and car-sharing services in one. Just 11% are interested by only 
carpooling and just 10% by only car-sharing. 

 

Figure 24: The service application type preference 

The market analysis showed that car-sharing services have the obligation to verify profiles 
because users have to submit driving license and more other ID documents, but car carpooling 
services only mention in the terms of use that the user and their parent are responsible if the 
teenage under 18 years old registers for the service which means that the service staff do not take 
responsibility in profile verification. Only very few of these services do it by asking the user to 
submit during registration an ID document  like passport which is the case for BeepCar. The rest 
only give options to register mainly email, phone number, Facebook or a combination of both. 
These options do not guarantee that the user age is above 18 years old.  

According to the survey the top preferred registration options to make users feel secure when 
using the application are ID document, phone number and email, surprisingly social media like 
Facebook and taking instant selfie are not preferred. Looking at Appendix 5, one can notice that 
most application offer the possibility to register using Facebook which can easily be a fake 
account. Only one application BeepCar asks for ID paper. 

 

Figure 25: Registration options for an increased security 
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Carpooling: 
The main concern in this part of the survey is to understand users preferences regarding 
payment, the co-rider, privacy, the most important features and the reasons why people are 
discouraged to use carpooling services. 

 We can start with the two payment methods that are either money exchange or carpooling 
credits exchange which is our initial theory to boost carpooling and make it expand 
internationally.  

According to the survey 26% of respondents prefer doing it with money exchange, the rest which 
represents 74% do not really have a preference whether it is money or credits as seen in the 
graph below. 

 

Figure 26: Payment method preference for shared rides 

In case of money exchange, the strict majority of respondents prefer that the application sets 
automatically the price in the same way for all users rather than the drivers setting their price. 
However there are still many services with a big number of users like Bla Bla Car that give the 
freedom to the driver to set the price they want. 

 

Figure 27: Respondents preference regarding price setter in case of money exchange 

The possibility to choose the person to share a ride with is important, so the respondents were 
asked to give three selection criteria, and the most important one that was selected by 93% of the 
respondents is peer review because it a good way to guarantee a certain trust among users. Then 
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comes age followed by both profession and physical appearance based on the person's picture, 
Car rental service provider preference from the latter one can also derive the person's gender.    

 

Figure 28: Elements respondents would consider to choose a co-rider with a verified profile by the app (max 3 selections) 

Privacy seems to be the least relevant as a reason for not considering capooling (figure 32) but 
still 76% of users prefer to have their identity like name and photo hidden until they get matched 
with a possible co rider (figure 29) 

 

Figure 29: Preference on displaying full identity before matching 

According to the survey, the main motives to use carpooling is that it is cheaper than other 
transport means and environmental friendly, clearly socializing is not important which has a tight 
link with the country's culture that was discussed is section II.1. in the social part of the 
PESTLE. 

Other very important elements are safety, reliability, third-party insurance, setting preferences, 
reporting, banning or fining if rules not respected by users, peer review. 

Relatively important features are the possibility to make groups and to transfer credits between 
users. 

The least important features are seeing who of Facebook of phone contacts are using the app and 
restrictions regarding cancellation time.  
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Data also shows that respondents are more interested in affordability and convenience than  in 
building social relationships.  

 

  

 

Figure 30: Importance degree of some ridesharing characteristics 

 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Figure 31: Importance degree of some ridesharing app features to encourage app use 

1: Matching users with same road habits 
2: Make groups 
3: See if phone contacts/ facebook friends are using the app 
4: Insurance 
5: Choosing ride preferences (exple: smoking, eating, listening to music...) 
6: Free credits when joining 
7: Peer reviews, rating and Historical user data 
8: Restrictions regarding time of cancellation 
9: Reporting, banning or fining if rules not respected 
10: Display best users of the week/ month 
11: Get/Transfer credits from/to anyone you want 
 

Respondents were also asked to provide possible reasons that would probably keep them from 
participating in carpooling. The most relevant ones are the loss of flexibility, the time spent on 
arranging rides then safety concerns. 
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Figure 32: Reasons behind not considering ridesharing (max 3 selections) 

Car-sharing: 
 To begin with, having an idea of the rate of respondents with an experience of renting a car is 
important, 78% already have which is a good sign because they have better understanding than 
someone who does not.  

 
Figure 33: Car rental previous experience 

Clearly, most respondents prefer renting a car from a company rather than an individual, this 
might be explained by the very few P2P car-sharing services which means that nearly all 
respondents have never experienced P2P car-sharing. 

 
 

Figure 34: Respondents entity preference to rent a car from 
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Even though people are reluctant regarding P2P car-sharing, most of them are willing to share 
their car for money with people of their choice from a service application taking the care of 
verifying profiles and papers. This is a very good indicator that there is a high potential of 
introducing more P2P car-sharing services. 

 
Figure 35: Possibility to rent own car to a person of choice through a carshairng app that verifies users' profiles 

The same way for car-sharing, important features have to be listed. For car-sharing nearly all 
suggested features are very important, the rest are important too. they can be listed as follow 
from most to least important: 

- Third-party insurance 
- Profile verification 
- Reporting in case of damage 
- Peer review 
- Car check via app by taking pictures before and after rent 
- Short list by prefernces 
- Deposit 
- Cancellation 
- Car delivery for renter for an extra fee 
- Distant car lock/unlock via the application 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Figure 36: Importance degree of some car-sharing app features to encourage app use 

1:Insurance 
2: Reporting if renter causes any damage to car 
3: Short list available cars by selecting preferences 
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4: Cancellation 
5: Car delivery to renter for an extra fee 
6: Deposit 
7: Renter and car owner sign lease agreement in app before handing the keys 
8: Verified users by ID cards/ Driving license 
9: Peer reviews, rating and Historical user data 
10: Distant car locking/unlocking via the app 
11: Car check via app (pictures taken by renter before and after) and report any damages 
before taking the car 

Comparison between Sweden and Morocco: 
The aim of surveying Moroccans is to see where similarities and differences are between people 
coming from countries with very different cultures and where different shared mobility services 
are available like Sweden and people from a country like Morocco where it is not.  

Concerning respondents' profile, there is a 10% higher contribution of females and a 17% higher 
one for the age range between 25-34 years old. 

Below only differences are stated, the rest of the questions represent similarities where no 
change or a very small change can be noticed (see appendix...) 

Differences: 
Carpooling is more popular in Morocco compared to car-sharing and 12% more respondents 
from Morocco never heard of a shared mobility service before. 

 

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 37: Knowledge about the existence of ridesharing and car-sharing services 

The rate of users who use cars daily or often increased by 10%. 

 

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 38: Car use frequency 
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After surveying people from Morocco one can see that there is more disparity between the status 
and the physical appearance of the person they would chose to ride with. This means that the 
status is more important for Moroccan users than physical appearance. 

 

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 39: Elements respondents would consider to choose a corider with a verified profile by the app (max 3 selections) 

The main reason that would push Moroccan users to avoid carpooling are safety concerns while 
it was in a third place in Sweden. 

 

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 40: Reasons behind not considering ridesharing (max 3 selections) 

The rate of people not having a previous experience with car rental also increased by 16%.  

 

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 41: Car rental experience 

The rate of people willing to rent their car via a trusted mobile application is 7% lower after 
surveying Moroccans which can be explained by a lack of trust between individuals.  
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Sweden Morocco 
Figure 42: Possibility to rent own car to a person of choice through a carshaing app that verifies users' profiles 

It looks that receiving free credits/points when joining the service has more interesting for  
Moroccans than Swedish. 
 

 
 
 

Sweden Morocco 
Sweden Morocco 
Figure 43: Importance degree of some ridesharing app features to encourage app use 

Another incentive that has more importance among Moroccans is displaying best user of week or 
month.  

    

Sweden Morocco 
Figure 44: Importance degree of some ridesharing characteristics 
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V. New strategy for possible growth and expansion: 
 

The market and survey Analysis proved that there is a high potential in introducing a shared 
mobility mobile service application gathering all key features with some other good features that 
do not exist or only offered by very few services. The aim by creating a new and better designed 
shared mobility app is to make it expand in an international level not only Europe and North 
America or India but also increase the number of users. 

The first idea to reach this objective is making a multi-modal app combining both carpooling and 
P2P car-sharing since only one service offers this combination which is GoMore and Via 
combines carpooling and B2C car-sharing. This way identity verification will be done for both 
services instead of only car-sharing to increase trust among users which is the most important 
element, users interested by only one of the services will be also introduced to the other because 
it might trigger the desire to try it.  

According to a study 69% of surveyed people will not trust a sharing economy company unless it 
is recommended by someone they trust. For this providing the possibility to invite social media 
friends to use the app is very important. 

- Review:  process is very important, but it can be improved having both driver and passenger 
rate each other and reviews are only publicly revealed after both parties have submitted them 
which is similar to what Airbnb does. 

- Instant facial picture by taking a selfie through the app. 

Gamification also contributes in increasing trust by implementing peer review through rating and 
leaving comments which is already provided my most successful services. It can also be used to 
reward users in the following ways: 

- Lower the service commission for car owners sharing their  electrical vehicle. 

- Manage with municipalities to offer free parking for a certain time for best carpoolers. 

- Display best users of the month and add a badge on their profile.  

- Pay by carpooling credits instead of money that every new user gets for free when they first 
register, when inviting social media friends or when carpooling as drivers. These credits can be 
also exchanged between users, for example one can carpool as a driver, get credits from 
passengers and transfer these credits to a friend or relative who can be in another part of the 
world and who needs them to get rides.  

Another thing can be added which is to pay for credits with a small price and part of it goes to 
charity or to plant trees because users are more ready to pay for a service that has an 
environmental and  humanitarian goal. 

- Display credits owned by everyone and the CO2 reduction they contributed in by carpooling. 
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- Make all offered rides visible but only possible to get in touch with the driver if one has enough 
credits, this can be an incentive if someone wants to go to the destination and needs credits, they 
might ask a friend or a relative to share theirs of give rides in order to share the credits with 
them. 

Privacy is also very important, most respondents prefer their name and photo displayed only 
after matching or agreeing on a ride. This way people will be more encourage to share their 
destinations and time because maybe they do not want everyone to know when and where they 
are going. For that displaying only all the valuable information like, age, gender, status 
(student/profession), number of rides given/taken and also a number given to every new user. 
This has another benefit because it would avoid denying people based on their race. Even though 
physical appearance was chose by many respondents as a criteria of choice, it can be neglected 
for the mentioned reasons.  

Other features can be:  

- Take advantage of social media by knowing if any Facebook friends are already registered in 
the app. 

- Personalize received notifications 

- Send automatic notifications of offered rides in a certain zone and only start group chat for 
people who approve 

- The possibility to offer a Round trip 

- Commission: Taking a low commission for car-sharing compared with other market competitors.  
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Discussion: 
Market analysis showed that shared mobility mobile service is a nascent market especially for 
P2P car-sharing which is provided by very few services in limited countries. There are 
differences also  between different carpooling and car-sharing mobile applications as they offer 
many similar but also different features as a point of differentiation.  

Despite the high potential of shared mobility services, there is still a big disparity in availability 
of these services around the world. All shared mobility mobile service applications are only used 
in few countries and not in every cities of these countries. This can be explained mainly by two 
factors; the countries tech level which is how much citizens are familiar with smart phones and 
their different types of applications and the second is trust between individuals which is essential 
for shared mobility services. From the social factors previously introduced in the PESTLE, trust 
is high in more individualistic countries that are also developed ones, the same countries where 
shared mobility services are mostly present. This means that trust is the most important social 
factor that affects shared mobility acceptance by users. 

Sweden is a country that combines both high trust between individuals and high tech level which 
makes of it a perfect country to implement these services which has already been done for all 
kinds of shared mobility services but there is still place to introduce a better service with 
different features that could appeal more users since it is still a nascent market. 

The factor of country's tech level is changing in a fast rate as more and more people are getting 
familiar with smart phones and the services they can provide through applications, especially 
among younger generations. However, trust between individual is more a cultural issue, in 
Morocco people are more concerned by safety, that is directly impacting trust, than  Swedish and 
they are also less likely to share their car in a P2P car-sharing app that verifies users identities. 
This issue in countries with less trust between individuals can only be faced by deploying a 
shared mobility application that enforces trust by combines identity verification of its users and 
also the right features to build users reputation and sanctions against people not respecting 
requirements.  

There are also other factors that were discussed like oil prices, car prices, public transport 
availability and cost that could influence users behaviour to adopt shared mobility services.   
Having a shared mobility service that can be used all over the world could be very challenging 
but not impossible with right resources and the right features.  

The survey analysis showed that there are many important features that are still not adopted by 
most services like identity verification for carpooling. This feature is very important but takes a 
lot of work from service provider, that is why combining car-sharing and carpooling in one 
application could be better as it is mandatory to verify profiles. 

The survey also showed that other gamification features could be interesting to implement like 
the credit policy instead of money payment for carpooling.  

Future work: 
The whole project is segmented in six parts, but only the two first parts; Industry Analysis and 
Market Analysis were done that are also very important and time consuming. Next steps would 
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be to constitute a team with different skills and backgrounds to make the service development 
plan, the financial statement, the marketing plan and the realization of the app.  
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Conclusions: 
 

Collaborative consumption is no longer limited to product-based businesses, it is becoming more  
popular in a service-based business in various sectors including transportation which is known as 
shared mobility. This paper is dedicated to the business models of shared mobility services and 
their features.  

The developments of ICT together with new reputation systems and other  trust systems proved 
their importance in incentivizing users to adopt shared mobility. The potential of gamification is 
also very important but not strongly used in shared mobility services, other gamification features 
that are still not adopted by existing services were introduced and a survey was built to see if 
users would be interested by them like the credit payment that could be adopted in any country 
and users can share these credits with any other user who needs them.  

The survey was conducted in two different countries. First Sweden where people are more used 
to smart phone and the related services and trust between individuals is high and also different 
types of shared mobility mobile services were recently introduced in the Swedish market. The 
Second is Morocco, where users are not familiar with shared mobility mobile services as there is 
only one carpooling service that was only recently launched in 2017 with a very low number of 
users  and also there is less trust between individuals. 

The survey analysis showed that there are many similarities and some differences that are mainly 
related to trust and safety. That is why trust based features are of utmost importance to attract 
and keep users as any incident related the use of the service could affect it. Other elements 
related to the efficiency of the service are also important but there are many features that could 
increase the application efficiency.  
 
Last but not least, there is still a high potential and opportunities in making a better shared 
mobility services that could be adopted in a broad way across many countries and cities where 
users are used to smart phones and applications and these services still do not exist. 
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Appendices: 
Appendix 1:Car-sharing Market players 

Service Launch Country Min 
Downloads Rating Launch 

Date Type 

Zipcar USA 1 000 000 4,2 2000 B2C 

Turo USA 1 000 000 4,4 2009 P2P 

Car2go Germany 1 000 000 4,1 2008 B2C 

Zoomcar India 1 000 000 4,3 2013 B2C 

Sixt Germany 1 000 000 4,1 1912 B2C 

Hertz USA 1 000 000 3,4 2008 B2C 

DriveNow Germany 500 000 3,7 2011 B2C 

Europcar France 500 000 3,7 1949 B2C 

National car rental USA 500 000 4,3 1947 B2C 

Drivy France 500 000 4,2 2010 P2P 

GoMore Denmark 100 000 4,3 2011 P2P 

Drivezy India 100 000 4 2015 P2P 

Revv India 100 000 4,4 2015 B2C 

Autolib France 100 000 3,2 2013 B2C 

Zazcar Brazil 100 000 3,1 2013 B2C 

Traficar Poland 100 000 3,9 2016 B2C 

Belka Car Russia 100 000 4,2 2017 B2C 

Flinkster Germany 100 000 2,9 2001 B2C 

Anytime Russia 100 000 2,8 2012 B2C 

Via USA 100 000 4,3 201 B2C 

Carngo USA 50 000 4,5 ---- B2C 

Getaround USA 50 000 3,6 2013 P2P 



ii 
 

Mobility Switzerland 50 000 3,4 1997 B2C 

MyChoize India 50 000 4,3 2016 B2C 

Silvercar USA 50 000 4,3 2012 B2C 

Citybee Lithuania 50 000 4,1 2012 B2C 

Ubeeqo France 50 000 3,1 2013 B2C 

Sharengo Italy 50 000 2,4 2015 B2C 

Bluemove Spain 50 000 3,3 2010 B2C 

Sunfleet Sweden 10 000 2,4 1998 B2C 

Virtuo France 10 000 4,1 2016 B2C 

URentCar Russia 10 000 4,5 2015 B2C 

Goldcar Spain 10 000 3 1985 B2C 

Evo Canada 10 000 2,1 2018 B2C 

Greenwheels Netherlands 10 000 2,5 1995 B2C 

BlueSG Singapore 10 000 2,8 2017 B2C 

Panek Poland 10 000 3,7 2017 B2C 

Zity Spain 10 000 2,6 2017 B2C 

stadtmobil car-
sharing 

Germany 10 000 2,7 1999 B2C 

Lifcar Russia 10 000 2,9 ----- B2C 

GreenGo Hungaria 10 000 4,2 2016 B2C 

Communauto Canada 10 000 3,7 1994 B2C 

book-n-drive Germany 10 000 2,4 2015 B2C 

ZAP Associate App India 10 000 3,3 2013 B2C 

Koolicar France 10 000 3,5 2013 P2P 

Snappcar Sweden 10 000 4,1 2011 P2P 

GoCar Ireland 10 000 3,2 2011 B2C 

Poppy Belgium 10 000 4,2 2018 B2C 
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4Mobility Poland 10 000 2,7 ----- B2C 

click2go Poland 10 000 4,1 2017 B2C 

easyshare Poland 10 000 4,2 2017 B2C 

Mobilecar Ukraine 5 000 2,8 ----- B2C 

Modo Canada 5 000 3,1 1997 B2C 

Drive by Germany 5 000 3,4 2016 B2C 

Drivetime Belarus 5 000 4,3 2016 B2C 

E-VAI Italy 5 000 2,8 2010 B2C 

ConnectCar Nederlands 5 000 2,2 1982 B2C 

Ford Car-sharing Germany 5 000 3,4 2013 B2C 

Avant2Go Slovenia 5 000 4,9 2016 B2C 

GetmanCar Ukraine 5 000 3,9 2017 B2C 

Blueindy USA 1 000 4,3 2014 B2C 

Pogo Canada 1 000 3,4 2014 B2C 

CAR4WAY Czech Republic 1 000 3,9 2013 B2C 

Moovby Malysia 1 000 3,6 2016 P2P 

FreeFloating Germany 1 000 3,8 2014 B2C 
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Appendix 2: Main B2C Car-sharing market players 

Service Launch 
Country 

Min 
Downloads Rating Launch 

Date Expansion Trip Type 

Zipcar USA 1 000 000 4,2 2000 

Austria, Belgium, 
Canada, France, 
Germany, Spain, 
Turkey, UK 

One way 

Car2go Germany 1 000 000 4,1 2008 

USA, Canada, Italy, 
France, Denmark, 
Sweden, Netherlands, 
Belgium 

One way 

Zoomcar India 1 000 000 4,3 2013 N One way 

Sixt Germany 1 000 000 4,1 1912 

France, Spain, Italy, 
Swizterland, 
Netherlands, Belgium, 
Austria, UK, USA 

One way 

Hertz USA 1 000 000 3,4 2008 Worldwide One way 

DriveNow Germany 500 000 3,7 2011 
Sweden, Denmark, 
Belgium, Italy, Finland, 
Portugal, Uk 

One way 

Europcar France 500 000 3,7 1949 Worldwide Round trip 

National car 
rental 

USA 500 000 4,3 1947 

Canada, Europe, Latin 
America, the Caribbean, 
Asia-Pacific, Africa and 
Australia 

One way 

Revv India 100 000 4,4 2015 N One way 

Traficar Poland 100 000 3,9 2016 N One way 

Belka Car Russia 100 000 4,2 2017 N One way 

MyChoize India 50 000 4,3 2016 N One way 

Silvercar USA 50 000 4,3 2012 N One way 

Citybee Lithuania 50 000 4,1 2012 N One way 

Sunfleet Sweden 10 000 2,4 1998 N One way 
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Virtuo France 10 000 4,1 2016 Belgium, UK One way 

URentCar Russia 10 000 4,5 2015 N One way 

Panek Poland 10 000 3,7 2017 N One way 

Zity Spain 10 000 2,6 2017 N One way 

GreenGo Hungary 10 000 4,2 2016 N One way 

book-n-
drive 

Germany 10 000 2,4 2015 N One way 

BlueSG Singapore 10 000 2,8 2017 N One way 

Poppy Belgium 10 000 4,2 2018 N One way 

Click2go Poland 10 000 4,1 2017 N One way 

Easyshare Poland 10 000 4,2 2017 N One way 

GetmanCar Ukraine 5 000 3,9 2017 N One way 

 

Y: Yes 

N: No 

NA: Not Available info  
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Appendix 4: Carpooling Market players 

Service Launch Country Min Downloads Launch Date Rating 

Uber USA 100 000 000 2009 4,2 

Grab Singapore 50 000 000 2012 4,4 

Bla bla car France 20 000 000 2006 4,3 

BeepCar Georgia 1 000 000 2017 4,5 

Waze Carpool USA 1 000 000 2016 4,6 

Orahi India 100 000 2015 4,1 

ToGo India 100 000 2011 4.7 

Flinc Germany 100 000 2010 4,1 

GoMore Denmark 100 000 2011 4,3 

iDVROOM France 100 000 2015 3,3 

sRide India 100 000 2014 4,1 

Zify India 100 000 2015 3,7 

Mitfahrgelegenheit Germany 100 000 2013 4,1 

AYA carpooling India 100 000 2016 4,7 

Via USA 100 000 2012 4,3 

ePoolers India 50 000 2015 4,4 

karos France 50 000 2016 4,4 

Citygoo France Paris 50 000 2014 3,7 

Motar ridesharing Central Europe 50 000 2007 4,6 

InOneCar Poland 10 000 2013 4 

Liftshare UK 10 000 2000 4.1 

Poolmyride India 10 000 2013 3,8 

carpooling.es Spain 10 000 2013 3,7 

Kango USA 10 000 2012 3,8 
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Netlift Canada (Montreal) 10 000 2012 3,3 

Meine Fahrt Germany 10 000 2016 4 

RoulezMalin France 10 000 2012 3,1 

Dublway Russia 10 000 2014 3,8 

TwoGo Worldwide 10 000 2011 3,1 

carpooling.it Italy 10 000 2013 3,8 

Pooltoo India 10 000 2016 3,6 

BlancRide Canada 5 000 2014 4,3 

Hopin India 5 000 2014 3,2 

Karhbetna Tunisia 5 000 2015 3,4 

Schoolber Singapore 5 000 2016 2,1 

COCOV Morocco 5 000 2017 4,2 

Carpoolap Spain 5 000 2013 3,1 

Travelally India 5 000 2014 4,2 

Jump In Argentina 5 000 2015 4,2 

Ridely India 5 000 2015 4,2 

KiD CarPool USA 5 000 2016 3,8 

RideShare Islamabad Pakistan Islamabad 5 000 2017 4,4 

Faxi UK 5 000 2014 3,9 

Carpoolworld USA 1 000 2000 1 

Greendrive Austria 1 000 --- 3,5 

CovEvent Belgium 1 000 2015 4,5 

myCarpool USA 1 000 ---- 3,5 

Share a Ride Portugal 1 000 2015 4,6 

Allride Spain 1 000 2016 4,1 

Poolit Greece 1 000 2016 3,6 
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Aha!CAR Bulgaria 1 000 2014 3,9 

Poolup ---- 1 000 2015 3,8 

Kidz carpool Malysia 1 000 2016 4 

CoYatri India 1 000 2014 3,3 

Caribook Canada 1 000 2017 4,6 

City2City Canada 1 000 2017 4,4 

Trempy India 1 000 2017 4,5 

Carpool Katmandu Nepal 1 000 2015 4,2 
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Appendix 6:  
Survey: (27 Questions ) 

x Gender:      Male    /    Female 
 

x Age: 
18-24 years old 
25-34 years old 
35-44 years old 
45-54 years old 
55-64 years old 
65-74 years old 
 

x Nationality:  
 

x Country of residence:  
 

x Current status:  
Employed 
Unemployed 
Student 
Retired 
 

x Have you ever heard about (Please read descriptive above, you can select 
2): 

Ridesharing 
Car-sharing 
None of them 
 

x Have you ever used:  
Ridesharing 
Car-sharing 
None of them 
 

x Do/Have you own/owned a car?     Yes   /   No 
 

x What mean of transport do you mostly use to go to work/university:  
Car 
Bus 
Metro 
Taxi 
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Train 
Bike/walking 
 

x Do you commute?   Yes  /   No 
 

x If yes, how satisfied are you with your way of commuting? 

 
 
 

x How often do you use a car?  
Daily 
Few times a week 
Few times a month 
Rarely 
 

x Would you consider (1 or more choices): 
Ridesharing as a driver 
Ridesharing as a passenger 
Car-sharing as carowner 
Car-sharing as car renter 
None 
 

x Would you prefer a mobile service app providing:  
Ridesharing 
Car-sharing 
Both in one app 
 

x What registration options would make you feel secure to use a shared 
mobility app (select max 3):  

Email 
Facebook 
Phone number 
Instant selfie 
ID card/passport 
BankID (only if possible in your country) 
 
Carpooling:  

x How important are these elements for you to use ridesharing? 
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x Based on what info you would choose the person to share a ride with, 
considering that all users are verified (select max 3):  

Age 
Gender 
Profession 
Physical appearance (photo) 
Name 
Peer reviews/rating 
 

x If you would NOT consider Ridesharing, what would be the reasons 
(select max 3):  

Time consuming to arrange rides 
Safety concerns 
Dependence 
Not comfortable with strangers 
Privacy 
Loss of flexibility 
 

x Would you prefer sharing a ride with:  
Money exchange 
Credits/Points exchange that can be shared between users 
Both are okay 
 

x How likely are you to offer a ride in exchange with credits you can either 
use yourself or share with whoever you want?  
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x If sharing a ride for money, would you prefer prices to be set by:  

Driver 
The mobile app with a unified pricing policy for all users 
 

x When using a Ridesharing App, do you prefer to keep part of your 
identity (name, photo, address):  

Hidden until you get matched with someone 
Displayed to everyone 
 

x How important are these features to encourage you using Ridesharing?  
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Car-sharing:  
x Have you ever rented a car?   Yes   /   No 

 
x If you would rent a car, would you prefer renting a car from:  

Company 
Particular 
Both are okay 
 

x If you have/had a car would you rent it from time to time to someone of 
your choice through a mobile app that verifies profiles?    Yes   /   No 
 

x How important are these features to encourage you using Car-sharing?  
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