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This conceptual paper addresses the different levers of both 
carsharing providers and their customers regarding the reduction 
of greenhouse gas emissions in the mobility sector. The various 
findings show that the main lever, besides the electrification of the 
vehicle fleet, is the integration of carsharing models into public 
transportation.

Andreas Collet, Dr. Philipp Scharfenberger

Carsharing – 
Utopia or Real 
Gamechanger?

Conceptualising The Potential of 
Carsharing for Tackling Carbon Emissions
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For quite some years now, carsharing concepts have been 
hailed as a possible driver of sustainable mobility. However, 
the breakthrough of these business models is still pending. 
The reasons vary, from unprofitable business models to 
higher perceived comfort levels of owning a car, resulting in 
a constant increase of private vehicle purchases (KBA, 2023; 
Kreimeier, 2022; MM, 2022). Simultaneously, in urban areas 
the demand for a new, less car-based and more sustainable 
transport policy and infrastructure is becoming stronger. 
Politicians and urban planners seek to address this demand by 
enforcing interventions that raise the usage costs of privately 
owned vehicles (Focus, 2022; SZ, 2019). This could, among 
other things, advance shared mobility concepts and thus 
enable carsharing concepts to achieve their breakthrough, 
especially in urban areas.

Public pressure to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE) 
of the transport sector and thus create a more sustainable 
mobility has grown constantly over the years, putting car-
sharing solutions in the spotlight. While carsharing pro-
viders are themselves attempting to make their fleets more 
sustainable (Donath, 2022), they are partly also forced to do 
so by government regulations (NDR, 2022). In the last few 
years, there has been a broadening of perspective in science 
and politics regarding the calculation of “real” GHGE. GHGE 
are now increasingly calculated with a systematic lifetime 
approach including the relevant infrastructure to compare 
different modes of transport (Allekotte et al., 2020; Wild, 
2021). This conceptual paper takes up this systemic view and 
closes the research gap mentioned by Shams Esfandabadi et 
al. (2022) regarding the establishment of a comprehensive 
long-term sustainability assessment framework. It develops 
an overarching framework to help both policymakers and 
corporate decision-makers to compare carsharing offers 
with privately owned cars in terms of ecological levers and 
distinguishes between supply-oriented and behaviour-oriented 
levers. Hence, our research aims to answer the following 
overarching question:

What are the main levers of carsharing business models to reduce their 
GHGE and the GHGE in the mobility sector in general?

A Systematic Perspective  
on Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
in the Mobility Sector
The pressure to reduce GHGE has increased dramatically 
in recent decades. The majority of society is now aware that 
climate change is a global problem requiring appropriate po-
litical and technological solutions (Sonnenberg, 2022). GHGE 

are seen as the main driver of climate change (COM, n.d.) and 
therefore, as mentioned above, there is a search for possible 
mitigation options. However, the authors are aware that there 
are other factors to consider, such as biodiversity, air pollutants 
or resource scarcity, to avoid “carbon tunnel vision” (Konietzko, 
2022). In order to compare the different types of GHGE with 
each other and to examine their potential to reduce GHGE, 
the factor CO2 equivalent (CO2-eq.) was introduced (Eurostat, 
2016). Taking a closer look at the development of GHGE shows 
that in many industrialised countries, such as Germany and 
Switzerland, total GHGE have decreased significantly over the 
last decades. However, this occurred disproportionally across 
different sectors (BAFU, 2023; UBA, 2022b). Absolute GHGE in 
the mobility sector have remained unchanged (BAFU, 2022a; 
UBA, 2022b). Most technological efficiency gains that would 
have decreased mobility emissions have been offset by in-
creased travel behaviour (BAFU, 2022b; UBA, 2022c), leading to 
a more or less unchanged total amount of GHGE in this sector 
(BAFU, 2022a; UBA, 2022c). The largest share of GHGE in the 
mobility sector results from motorised private transport, or 
more precisely, from the emissions accounted for by privately 
owned vehicles (UBA, 2022c). 

Using a systematic perspective allows to consider the direct 
GHGE of the use phase, occurring due to vehicle operation 
with energy consumption and exhaust emissions. Moreo-
ver, the emissions of energy supply are taken into account, 
e.g., emissions produced during the transportation of fuel 
from its production site to the gas station. In addition, the 
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indirect emissions caused by the maintenance of a vehicle, 
the emissions occurring during the production and disposal 
process and the emissions of the relevant infrastructure, like 
bridges, tunnels, or road construction, are added. Figure 1 
shows the CO2-eq. emissions per passenger kilometre (pkm) 
of an average Swiss vehicle with an internal combustion 
engine (ICE) and an average Swiss battery electric vehicle 
(BEV). For better comparability, the emissions are calculated 
as lifetime emissions and are standardised, following the 
usual scientific calculation parameters. However, the authors 
are aware that additional factors such as place of production 
and the specific energy mix and supply chains have a ma-
jor influence on the ecological footprint. Emission data for 
German vehicles are in a comparable range (Allekotte et al., 
2020; mobitool, 2022). 

If one applies the systematic perspective to an ICE vehicle, 
most of the emissions occur during the use phase with 60%  
(143 g CO2-eq.). The energy supply accounts for 16% (39 g 
CO2-eq.), resulting in 76% of emissions (depending on the 
used ICE vehicle drive type). The remaining 24% are ac-
counted by GHGE during maintenance with 2% (4 g CO2-eq.), 
production and disposal with 17% (41 g CO2-eq.), and infrastruc-
ture with 5% (11 g CO2-eq.). These numbers result in total 
emissions per passenger kilometre of 239 g CO2-eq. for the 
average Swiss ICE vehicle. In comparison, the total emissions 

per passenger kilometre for a BEV are 102 g CO2-eq. (which 
include 62 g CO2-eq. generated during the production and 
disposal processes) (mobitool, 2022). The very low amount 
of emissions during the use phase (12 g CO2-eq.) make BEVs  
very attractive for an urban context; however, the challenge 
of the high charging demand also needs to be considered 
(Adenaw & Lienkamp, 2021).

Defining Shared Mobility
With the success of companies like AirBnb or Uber, sharing 
economy business models have been established since the 
beginning of the 21st century and raised high media atten-
tion (Machado et al., 2018; Schor & Attwood-Charles, 2017). 
A key difference to existing business models is the platform 
that serves as a broker and allows peer-to-peer bookings (i.e., 
between users). This enables access to goods and services apart 
from actual ownership. One key advantage of sharing econo-
mies is the potential (re-)distribution and use of underutilised 
assets, leading to more sustainable consumption. From the 
beginning, sharing economy business models were seen as a 
potential driver of sustainable mobility, especially in urban 
areas (Machado et al., 2018). But the term shared mobility is 
not defined yet (Castellanos et al., 2021), and business models 
like carsharing, scootersharing, bikesharing, on-demand ride 

Source: Own illustration. 

Figure 1: Comparison of ICE Vehicle vs. BEV regarding CO2-eq. per PKM
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et al., 2021), decision-support frameworks regarding critical 
decisions in a carsharing ecosystem (Golalikhani et al., 2021), 
or a comprehensive conceptual framework to systematize 
the interconnections between carsharing services and their 
environmental effects applying a system thinking approach 
(Shams Esfandabadi et al., 2020). However, these frameworks 
have in common that they do not provide an overview of the 
relevant levers regarding GHGE reduction. Our framework 
goes beyond the existing models and closes the research gap 
mentioned by Shams Esfandabadi et al. (2022) with regard 
to a comprehensive long-term sustainability assessment 
framework. It provides an overview of the different GHGE 
levers and distinguishes between supply-oriented and beha-
viour-oriented levers.

The Concept of Carsharing 
Carsharing has been established for several decades now, first 
by private associations, later on by classic rental companies, 
public transport services, car manufacturers and others.  
In classic car renting, customers need to pick up and return 
the rented vehicle at a pre-defined station where the keys are 
handed over. The booking period is usually on a daily basis. 
The market for rental cars is very competitive (Kiani-Kreß, 
2021). With carsharing, a new form of car rental was estab-
lished. There are two types of operating carsharing models: 
station-based and free-floating. Station-based carsharing was es-
tablished in the 1980s. Cars are picked up and brought back to 
pre-defined areas or parking spots. The rental process differs 
from classic car rental in that the pre-defined areas are not 
staffed and customers get access to the vehicle via an app, cus-
tomer card or key card (BCS, 2023; Kolleck, 2021). In free-floating 
carsharing there is no predefined parking spot but rather a 
business area where customers pick up and park the car after 
usage. The interaction and booking process is handled via 

services and ridesharing might be understood differently. 
Because this paper focuses on carsharing, the authors recom-
mend the following papers for a more comprehensive view 
on the different definitions of shared mobility and different 
types of shared mobility concepts: Castellanos et al. (2021); 
Machado et al. (2018); McKenzie (2020); Santos (2018); Shaheen 
and Cohen (2018).

Current State of Research  
on Carsharing
Literature regarding carsharing is manifold. This paper uses 
the systematic literature review of Nansubuga and Kow-
alkowski (2021) as a basis. The authors classify the existing 
carsharing literature regarding business models, drivers, and bar-
riers, user behaviour and vehicle balancing. Literature on business 
models has a very broad focus, ranging from strategic concepts 
to increase participation (e.g., Wilhelms et al., 2017) and the 
optimisation of relationships between carsharing providers 
and local governments (e.g., Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014) to 
pathways for local policymakers for the implementation of 
sustainable carsharing solutions (e.g., Bocken et al., 2020). The 
literature on drivers focuses on sociodemographic drivers (e.g., 
Magdolen et al., 2021; Prieto et al., 2017; Ramos & Bergstad, 
2021; Ramos et al., 2020), geographic drivers (e.g., Münzel et al., 
2019), socioeconomic drivers (e.g., Dill & McNeil, 2020; Hjorte-
set & Böcker, 2020), and environmental benefits (e.g., Julsrud 
& Farstad, 2020), while literature on barriers mentions limited 
availability (e.g., Kim et al., 2019) and low public awareness 
(e.g., Burlando et al., 2019). User behaviour encompasses studies 
on trip purposes (e.g., Clark et al., 2015) and trip activities 
(e.g., Charoniti et al., 2020), frequency of carsharing use (e.g., 
Paundra et al., 2017), influence on car ownership (e.g., Chap-
man et al., 2020; Haustein, 2021; Jochem et al., 2020; Kolleck, 
2021; Miura & Yamamoto, 2022) and multimodal mobility (e.g., 
Münzel et al., 2019). The literature stream on vehicle balancing 
is technically driven, applying user-based (e.g., Brendel et al., 
2020) and operator-based (e.g., Santos & de Almeida Correia, 
2019) relocation models.

The literature on shared mobility and carsharing has led to 
the establishment of various frameworks: for instance, models 
on the impacts of shared mobility from the perspective of 
city authorities (Roukouni & Homem de Almeida Correia, 
2020), models to compare GHGE before and after carsharing 
membership (Amatuni et al., 2020), discrete choice models 
to study the willingness to postpone car purchases due to 
carsharing offerings (Hui et al., 2019), frameworks to optimise 
the booking decisions of one-way carsharing users (Illgen & 
Höck, 2019; Nguyen et al., 2022), frameworks regarding shared 
mobility and the impacts on urban sustainability (Enochsson 

Management Summary

Carsharing is supposed to offer various levers to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGE), which can be either 
supply-oriented or behaviour-oriented. Among the supply-
oriented levers, the electrification of the carsharing fleet 
is the major lever that providers themselves can use to 
cut their GHGE and should be further encouraged despite 
low customer demand. However, the mobility behaviour 
of carsharing users is the major lever and should be more 
deeply investigated to identify opportunities for extending 
existing business models.
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an app. Payment options depend on the carsharing provider, 
varying from registration fees and pay per kilometre to pay 
per time (Balac et al., 2017). Free-floating carsharing started 
in Germany around 2011 (Heise Online, 2011) and by now 
outnumbers station-based carsharing regarding the number of 
vehicles (BCS, 2023). 

Due to the fact that car rental and carsharing concepts vary 
mainly in the underlying business models, which are irrele-
vant for the ecological consideration, this paper summarizes 
car rental, free-floating carsharing, and station-based carsharing 
under the term carsharing. 

GHGE Levers of Carsharing  
vs. Owning
To highlight the differences between carsharing and pri-
vately owned vehicles regarding GHGE and to overcome the 
above-mentioned shortcomings, a conceptual framework was 
elaborated. It was derived in a two-step process: (1) a narrative 
literature review was conducted to identify research gaps and 
to derive the framework; (2) the derived model was challenged 

by experts of a global rental and carsharing company (in the 
context of a project cooperation) as well as by scientific mobility 
experts and industry experts. The framework illustrates possi-
ble ecological levers of carsharing providers and distinguishes 
between supply-oriented and behaviour-oriented levers, show-
ing the potential effects and the relevant levers to reduce GHGE 
(see figure 2).

 (1) Higher Vehicle Utilisation

One of the main problems of privately owned cars, especially 
in urban areas, is their underutilisation. For example, an 
average vehicle in Germany covers 30 km per day and is used 
for 45 minutes, which is equivalent to a daily utilisation rate 
of 3% (Nobis & Kuhnimhof, 2018). The disproportionate space 
consumption by these cars has been addressed for years. 
The possible replacement rate of private vehicles by shared 
vehicles is estimated as ranging from 2 to 20. However, these 
figures must be considered with caution as these studies 
are based on different assumptions (e.g., Jochem et al., 2020; 
Magdolen et al., 2021). Regardless of the actual numbers, 
however, it is obvious that the number of underutilised 

Source: Own illustration.

Figure 2: GHGE Levers of Carsharing in Comparison to Owning
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private vehicles is far too high and thus valuable resources 
are literally “parked” unnecessarily (Chapman et al., 2020; 
Haustein, 2021; UBA, 2022a).

(2) More Modern Vehicles

On average, private vehicles in Germany are ten years old 
(KBA, 2022). Compared to new vehicles, the exhaust emissions 
are more harmful and fuel consumption is usually higher 
(mobitool, 2022). In the sharing context, vehicles are usually 
replaced after a certain amount of kilometres or at a certain 
age, which possibly leads to lower GHGE per passenger kilo-
metre (caroobi, 2020; UBA, 2022a). In addition, the share of 
electric vehicles in the sharing pool is higher than among 
privately used vehicles (BCS, 2023). Furthermore, old, privately 
owned vehicles take up resources that would, after recycling, 
be available for newer and cleaner technology implemented 
in newer (shared) cars.

(3) Different Vehicle Usage

The different ways things are used that do or do not belong to 
a person have been widely researched in science. The use of 
one’s own belongings is distinctly different, which also applies 
to cars. Customer misbehaviour in the carsharing context has 
been researched extensively. However, it is not clear whether 
users of rental vehicles treat the vehicles better or worse in 
comparison to carsharing users; this has not been conclusively 
determined. The resulting costs for carsharing providers are 
high and the necessary replacements need to be considered 
when calculating GHGE (Bardhi & Eckhardt, 2012; Belk, 2010; 
Berliner Morgenpost, 2017; Fisk et al., 2010; Namazu et al., 2016; 
Schaefers et al., 2015).

(4) Higher Seat Occupancy

One of the most important parameters when comparing 
transport services is the passenger kilometre. Regarding 
GHGE, the emissions per passenger kilometre should 
be compared (Eurostat, 2021; UBA, 2023). Emissions per 
passenger kilometre can be reduced, inter alia, via higher 
passenger utilisation. Depending on the study, a privately 
owned vehicle is on average used by 1.3–1.5 people (Alle-
kotte et al., 2020). These figures are lower than for shared 
vehicles, as these usually carry more people (Best & Hasen-
heit, 2018). However, seat occupancy strongly depends 
on the trip purpose, e.g., seat occupancy differs between 
leisure trips and commuting (Clark et al., 2015; Nobis & 
Kuhnimhof, 2018).

(5) Different Modal Split

The modal split indicates the distribution of the transport 
volume among different modes or means of transport (e.g., 
passenger cars, buses, trains) (Eurostat, 2019). Carsharing 
users might tend to take fewer trips with a car, using more 
environmentally friendly modes instead. However, studies are 
inconclusive as to whether the modal split of carsharing users 
differs from that of people using a privately owned car. Users of 
station-based carsharing tend to move differently and use more 
public transportation modes. However, there is also a risk that 
carsharing users will replace more sustainable transportation 
modes (like public transport) or walking trips, thus leading to a 
negative impact on GHGE. Furthermore, carsharing cars are of-
ten used instead of the privately owned car for certain purposes, 
which does not lead to a general reduction of vehicles or GHGE 
(Arbeláez Vélez & Plepys, 2021; Kopp et al., 2015; Magdolen et 
al., 2021; Nobis & Kuhnimhof, 2018).

Applying the Framework
Figure 3 takes up the previous discussion and extends the 
established framework of figure 2 by integrating the CO2-eq. 
of the GHGE of an ICE vehicle, as shown in figure 1. This helps 
to distinguish between the main ecological levers of carshar-
ing providers and their customers. The framework shows that 
the lever (1) higher vehicle utilisation of shared vehicles has an 
impact mainly on the factor infrastructure. Through the more 
efficient use of cars, journeys of several users can be bundled 
with fewer cars. However, no GHGE are avoided because the 
journeys still take place, and GHGE might even increase due 
to empty runs (Pantuso, 2022). Moreover, the cars need to be 
replaced at shorter intervals, because due to the higher utili-
sation rate the cars will reach the end of their lifetime earlier 

Main Propositions

1  Carsharing providers can reduce GHGE in the 
mobility sector directly through their own products 
and indirectly by changing the users’ mobility 
behaviour.

2  A major lever to reduce emissions is the 
electrification of carsharing fleets.

3  A change in the modal split of carsharing users 
represents the greatest lever to reduce emissions  
in the mobility sector.
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(assuming that these cars are solely used in a carsharing pool). 
The factor infrastructure is responsible for 5% of the CO2-eq. of 
GHGE per pkm. This shows that the lower number of needed 
vehicles improves space utilisation and is an important benefit; 
however, it does not help to reduce GHGE significantly. The 
lever (2) more modern vehicles influences all CO2-eq. factors cited 
above, has a positive influence on the exhaust emissions and 
might reduce fuel consumption. But this is highly dependent 
on the offered car types. By offering ICE vehicles, the impact 
on GHGE is relatively low, while offering more BEV has an 
impact on the reduction. The lever (3) different vehicle usage is 
represented in the maintenance factor, which is responsible for 
2% of the CO2-eq. of GHGE per pkm, showing that maintenance 
is important for sharing companies regarding operating costs, 
but does not have a high significance with regard to GHGE 
reduction. The lever (4) higher seat occupancy results in a higher 
capacity utilisation, influences all CO2-eq. factors mentioned 
above and has therefore a high relevance for the reduction of 
GHGE. As shown above, seat occupancy has a high impact on 
lever (5) different modal split, resulting in a high importance of 
the modal split as well.

Implications
The framework shows that carsharing providers have two 
major levers to facilitate sustainable mobility and reduce 
GHGE: the electrification of the fleet and the modal split of 
their users. The electrification of the fleet is supply-oriented, 
and most of the providers are already electrifying their fleets 
(BCS, 2023; Donath, 2022). However, providers face a relatively 
low customer demand for BEV (Ecomento, 2022). The general 
scarcity of raw materials required for BEV, which are often 
mined and produced under critical conditions, further argues 
for a more efficient use of these vehicles in a sharing context. 
All in all, the electrification of the fleet is a one-off effect, 
and carsharing providers could use this as an argument to 
increase their fleet as it would not increase their overall fleet 
footprint.

Furthermore, carsharing providers can reduce GHGE by fo-
cusing more on the mobility behaviour of their customers. 
In combination with public transportation, shared mobility 
offers the possibility to avoid individual commuting trips 

Figure 3: Application of the Framework with Regard to GHGE

Potential E�ect

Lower number of 
needed vehicles 

Lower energy consumption

Shorter service intervals / 
Higher energy consumption

Higher transport capacity

GHG Emissions

Use 
phase

Energy 
supply

Vehicle production & 
disposal

Transport 
Infrastructure

Less car/more public 
transport/bike

Maintenance

Potential E�ect

Lower number of 
needed vehicles 

Lower energy consumption

Shorter service intervals / 
Higher energy consumption

Higher transport capacity

GHG Emissions

Use 
phase

Energy 
supply

Vehicle production & 
disposal

Transport 
Infrastructure

Less car/more public 
transport/bike

Maintenance

Infrastructure (5%) Low (but space improvement) 

All
Low  
(ICE) 

High  
(BEV) 

Maintenance (2%) Low (due to low percentage) 

All (100%)  High

All (100%)  High

Carsharing  

in  

comparison

to

Car owning

Premises Impact on CO2-eq. factors GHG Emissions relevance

(1) Higher vehicle 
utilisation

(2) More modern 
vehicles

(3) More intense 
vehicle usage

(4) Higher seat 
occupancy

(5) Different  
modal split

behaviour-oriented

supply-oriented

Source: Own illustration.

38

Schwerpunkt Shared Mobility



Marketing Review St. Gallen    4 | 2023

Abouee-Mehrizi, H., Baron, O., Berman, O., & Chen, D. (2021). Adoption of electric 
vehicles in carsharing market. Production and Operations Management, 30(1), 190–209. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.13262 

Adenaw, L., & Lienkamp, M. (2021). Multi-criteria, co-evolutionary charging behaviour:  
An agent-based simulation of urban electromobility. World Electric Vehicle Journal, 12(1). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/wevj12010018 

Allekotte, M., Bergk, F., Biemann, K., Deregowski, C., Knörr, W., Hans-Jörg-Althaus, 
Sutter, D., & Bergmann, T. (2020). Ökologische Bewertung von Verkehrsarten: 
Abschlussbericht. Texte, 156. Umweltbundesamt.  
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/sites/default/files/medien/479/publikationen/
texte_156-2020_oekologische_bewertung_von_verkehrsarten_0.pdf  

Amatuni, L., Ottelin, J., Steubing, B., & Mogollón, J. M. (2020). Does carsharing  
reduce greenhouse gas emissions? Assessing the modal shift and lifetime shift  
rebound effects from a life cycle perspective. Journal of Cleaner Production, 266.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.121869 

Arbeláez Vélez, A. M., & Plepys, A. (2021). Carsharing as a strategy to address  
GHG emissions in the transport system: Evaluation of effects of carsharing  
in amsterdam. Sustainability, 13(4). https://doi.org/10.3390/su13042418

References

during the week and still provide the freedom a privately 
owned vehicle offers for the weekend. This means that car-
sharing providers should see themselves more as mobility 
providers. They should operate as part of the public trans-
portation system and not as car rentals, where merely the 
ownership differs compared to the model with privately 
owned vehicles. Furthermore, carsharing providers should 
more strongly emphasize the high costs of private vehicles for 
the owners and for society when communicating with their 
customers and with urban planners (Gössling et al., 2022; 
Nurhadi et al., 2017). However, the high number of privately 
owned vehicles in Switzerland shows that these are still in 
high demand, despite a public transportation system with a 
high standard and quality.

Future Research
Considering the above-mentioned implications, future research 
should focus on the following topics: 

The drivers and barriers of users regarding BEVs. These have 
partly been analysed for privately owned vehicles, focusing on 
incentives, subsidies, or the charging infrastructure (e.g., Berke-
ley et al., 2017; Febransyah, 2021; Raux et al., 2021). However, 
the results cannot be fully transferred to the sharing context. 
Abouee-Mehrizi et al. (2020) showed that the main barriers in 
the carsharing context are charging speed, charging station 
availability, and battery range. However, a deeper understand-
ing of the key drivers of BEV bookings in a sharing context is 
still missing.

Lessons Learned

1  Carsharing should be considered as a part of public 
transport and be more fully integrated into public 
transportation systems.

2  Carsharing providers should be more deeply 
integrated into mobility booking apps to enable and 
support multimodal and intermodal travel choices.

3  Legislation needs to find a solution for companies that 
increase their own greenhouse gas emissions but at 
the same time reduce the total emissions of a sector.

4  The levers to increase the consumers’ low demand 
for electric cars in the sharing context should be 
more deeply investigated.

The modal split of shared mobility users. Do these users really 
have a “greener” footprint? How can providers nudge them 
towards a “greener” modal split? By integrating their mobility 
apps into one overarching mobility app? Or is it not about 
booking infrastructure aspects but more about emotional or 
financial drivers? Is it possible to nudge customers to “greener” 
transportation modes outside of laboratory experiments (e.g., 
Schrills et al., 2020)? And how should shared mobility providers 
be integrated into the existing mobility landscape, especially 
the public transport system? Should they become part of the 
Deutschlandticket or the Swiss Generalabonnement, resulting in a 
partially updated business model?

Urban planning. Giving up the freedom offered by using a car 
is still not an option for many people. How should this aspect 
be considered in urban planning? Does it mean the implemen-
tation of station-based carsharing in certain areas in order to 
ensure a certain level of mobility in addition to public trans-
port? Moreover, legislation needs to find solutions for dealing 
with shared mobility providers that increase their ecological 
footprint since this might reduce the footprint of the mobility 
sector in general (due to a changed mobility behaviour) and 
should therefore not be punished.

Calculation of each environmental lever. Future research 
should use this framework as a basis to calculate the concrete 
savings of shared mobility business models as compared to 
privately owned cars for specific countries, regions, or cities. 
Furthermore, this framework can be used as a basis for ana-
lysing other sustainable mobility factors such as biodiversity, 
air pollution or resource scarcity.  

39



Marketing Review St. Gallen    4 | 2023

BAFU. (2022a, December 08 ). Indikator Klima. Bundesamt für Umwelt.  
https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/de/home/themen/thema-klima/klima--daten-- 
indikatoren-und-karten/klima--indikatoren/indikator-klima.pt.html/aHR0cHM6Ly 
93d3cuaW5kaWthdG9yZW4uYWRtaW4uY2gvUHVibG/ljL0FlbURldGFpbD9pbmQ9S0 
wwMTMmbG5nPWRlJlBhZ2U9aHR0/cHMlM2ElMmYlMmZ3d3cuYmFmdS5hZG1 
pbi5jaCUyZmJhZnUlMm/ZkZWZyaXRlbiUyZmhvbWUlMmZ0aGVtZW4lMmZ0aG 
VtYS10cmFl/Z2Vyc2VpdGUlMmZ0cmFlZ2Vyc2VpdGUtLWRhdGVuLS1pbmRpa2/
F0b3Jlbi11bmQta2FydGVuJTJmdHJhZWdlcnNlaXRlLS1pbmRp/a2F0b3JlbiUyZmluZ 
GlrYXRvci10cmFlZ2Vyc2VpdGUucHQuaH/RtbCZTdWJqPU4%3d.html  

BAFU. (2022b, April 11). Treibhausgasinventar 2020: Die Schweiz verfehlt  
ihr Klimaziel knapp. Bundesamt für Umwelt.  
https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/de/home/themen/klima/mitteilungen. 
msg-id-87952.html 

BAFU. (2023, April 11). Treibhausgasinventar der Schweiz. Bundesamt für Umwelt.  
https://www.bafu.admin.ch/bafu/de/home/themen/klima/zustand/daten/ 
treibhausgasinventar.html 

Balac, M., Ciari, F., & Axhausen, K. W. (2017). Modeling the impact of parking price policy 
on free-floating carsharing: Case study for Zurich, Switzerland. Transportation Research 
Part C: Emerging Technologies, 77, 207–225. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trc.2017.01.022 

Bardhi, F., & Eckhardt, G. M. (2012). Access-based consumption: The case of carsharing. 
Journal of Consumer Research, 39(4), 881–898. https://doi.org/10.1086/666376 

BCS. (2023). CarSharing-Statistik: Aktuelle Zahlen und Fakten zum CarSharing in 
Deutschland. Bundesverband CarSharing e.V. https://carsharing.de/alles-ueber-carsha-
ring/carsharing-zahlen/aktuelle-zahlen-fakten-zum-carsharing-deutschland 

Belk, R. (2010). Sharing. Journal of Consumer Research, 36(5), 715–734.  
https://doi.org/10.1086/612649 

Berkeley, N., Bailey, D., Jones, A., & Jarvis, D. (2017). Assessing the transition  
towards Battery Electric Vehicles: A multi-level perspective on drivers of, and barriers to, 
take up. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice, 106, 320–332.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.10.004 

Berliner Morgenpost. (2017, October 10). Unfallserie mit Carsharing-Autos in  
Berlin reißt nicht ab. https://www.morgenpost.de/berlin/polizeibericht/article212293987/
Unfallserie-mit-Carsharing-Autos-in-Berlin-reisst-nicht-ab.html 

Best, A., & Hasenheit, M. (2018). Carsharing in Germany:  
A case study on the circular economy. CIRCULAR IMPACTS.  
https://www.ecologic.eu/sites/default/files/publication/2019/2809-case-study- 
carsharing_final.pdf 

Bocken, N., Jonca, A., Södergren, K., & Palm, J. (2020). Emergence of carsharing  
business models and sustainability impacts in Swedish cities. Sustainability, 12(4).  
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12041594 

Brendel, A. B., Lichtenberg, S., Prinz, C., & Herrenkind, B. (2020). Increasing the value of 
shared vehicles: Insights from an implementation of user-based relocation in station- 
based one-way Carsharing. Sustainability, 12(21). https://doi.org/10.3390/su12218800 

Burlando, C., Ivaldi, E., Parra Saiani, P., & Penco, L. (2019). To own or not to own?  
Car ownership and consumer awareness: Evidence from an Italian survey. Research in 
Transportation Business & Management, 33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2020.100435 

caroobi. (2020, January 13). Carsharing: Was passiert mit den alten Autos?  
https://caroobi.com/magazin/aktuelles/carsharing-alte-autos 

Castellanos, S., Grant-Muller, S., & Wright, K. (2021). Technology, transport, and the 
sharing economy: Towards a working taxonomy for shared mobility. Transport Reviews, 
42(3), 318–336. https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2021.1968976 

Chapman, D. A., Eyckmans, J., & Van Acker, K. (2020). Does carsharing reduce car-use?  
An impact evaluation of carsharing in Flanders, Belgium. Sustainability, 12(19).  
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12198155 

Charoniti, E., Kim, J., Rasouli, S., & Timmermans, H. J. P. (2020). Intrapersonal 
heterogeneity in carsharing decision-making processes by activity-travel contexts:  
A context-dependent latent class random utility: Random regret model.  
International Journal of Sustainable Transportation, 15(7), 501–511.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2020.1768608 

Clark, M., Gifford, K., Anable, J., & Le Vine, S. (2015). Business-to-business  
carsharing: evidence from Britain of factors associated with employer-based  
carsharing membership and its impacts. Transportation, 42(3), 471–495.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-015-9609-y 

Cohen, B., & Kietzmann, J. (2014). Ride On! Mobility business models for the  
sharing economy. Organization & Environment, 27(3), 279–296.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086026614546199 

COM. (n.d.). Causes of climate change. European Commission.  
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/climate-change/causes-climate-change_en 

Dill, J., & McNeil, N. (2020). Are shared vehicles shared by all? A review of equity  
and vehicle sharing. Journal of Planning Literature, 36(1), 5–30.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412220966732 

Donath, A. (2022, September 20). Autovermieter: Sixt setzt auf Elektroautos.  
https://www.golem.de/news/autovermieter-sixt-setzt-auf-elektroautos-2209-168387.html 

Ecomento. (2022, May 6). Buchungsplattform: Elektro-Mietwagen nur schwach 
nachgefragt. https://ecomento.de/2022/05/06/buchungsplattform-elektro-mietwagen-nur-
schwach-nachgefragt/ 

Enochsson, L., Voytenko Palgan, Y., Plepys, A., & Mont, O. (2021). Impacts of the sharing 
economy on urban sustainability: The perceptions of municipal governments and sharing 
organisations. Sustainability, 13(8). https://doi.org/10.3390/su13084213 

Eurostat. (2016). Glossary: Greenhouse gas (GHG).  
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary: 
Greenhouse_gas_(GHG) 

Eurostat. (2019). Glossary: Transport mode.  
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary: 
Transport_mode 

Eurostat. (2021). Glossary: Passenger-kilometre.  
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Glossary: 
Passenger-kilometre 

Febransyah, A. (2021). Predicting purchase intention towards battery electric vehicles:  
A case of Indonesian market. World Electric Vehicle Journal, 12(4).  
https://doi.org/10.3390/wevj12040240 

Fisk, R., Grove, S., Harris, L. C., Keeffe, D. A., Daunt, K. L., Russell-Bennett, R., &  
Wirtz, J. (2010). Customers behaving badly: A state of the art review, research agenda  
and implications for practitioners. Journal of Services Marketing, 24(6), 417–429.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876041011072537 

Focus. (2022, December 24). Wer den Größten hat, zahlt in Berlin bald mehr fürs Parken. 
https://www.focus.de/auto/news/autos-raus-politik-wer-den-groessten-hat-zahlt-in- 
berlin-hoehere-parkgebuehren_id_180892852.html 

Golalikhani, M., Oliveira, B. B., Carravilla, M. A., Oliveira, J. F., & Antunes, A. P. (2021). 
Carsharing: A review of academic literature and business practices toward an  
integrated decision-support framework. Transportation Research Part E: Logistics  
and Transportation Review, 149. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2021.102280 

Gössling, S., Kees, J., & Litman, T. (2022). The lifetime cost of driving a car.  
Ecological Economics, 194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.107335 

Haustein, S. (2021). What role does free-floating carsharing play for changes  
in car ownership? Evidence from longitudinal survey data and population segments  
in Copenhagen. Travel Behaviour and Society, 24, 181–194.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2021.04.003

Heise Online. (2011, April 8). Car2go: Pkw-Spontanmiete jetzt auch in Hamburg.  
https://heise.de/-1223807 

Hjorteset, M. A., & Böcker, L. (2020). Carsharing in Norwegian urban areas.  
Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 84.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2020.102322 

Hui, Y., Wang, Y., Sun, Q., & Tang, L. (2019). The impact of carsharing on the willingness 
to postpone a car purchase: A case study in Hangzhou, China. Journal of Advanced 
Transportation, 2019, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1155/2019/9348496 

Illgen, S., & Höck, M. (2019). Literature review of the vehicle relocation problem in 
one-way carsharing networks. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 120, 
193–204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trb.2018.12.006 

Jochem, P., Frankenhauser, D., Ewald, L., Ensslen, A., & Fromm, H. (2020).  
Does free-floating carsharing reduce private vehicle ownership? The case of  
SHARE NOW in European cities. Transp Res Part A Policy Pract, 141, 373–395.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2020.09.016 

Julsrud, T. E., & Farstad, E. (2020). Carsharing and transformations in households  
travel patterns: Insights from emerging proto-practices in Norway.  
Energy Research & Social Science, 66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101497 

KBA. (2022). Bestand nach Fahrzeugalter. Kraftfahrt-Bundesamt.  
https://www.kba.de/DE/Statistik/Fahrzeuge/Bestand/Fahrzeugalter/2022/2022_b_fz_ 
alter_kurzbericht.html?nn=3524968&fromStatistic=3524968&yearFilter= 
2022&fromStatistic=3524968&yearFilter=2022

References (continued)

40

Schwerpunkt Shared Mobility



Marketing Review St. Gallen    4 | 2023

KBA. (2023, March 2). Der Fahrzeugbestand am 1. Januar 2023. Kraftfahrt-Bundesamt. 
https://www.kba.de/DE/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/Fahrzeugbestand/2023/pm08_fz_ 
bestand_pm_komplett.html?snn=3662144 

Kiani-Kreß, R. (2021, June 4). Rasanter Preisanstieg: Preis-Explosion bei Mietwagen:  
„So etwas habe ich in 30 Jahren noch nicht gesehen“. WirtschaftsWoche.  
https://www.wiwo.de/unternehmen/auto/rasanter-preisanstieg-preis-explosion-bei- 
mietwagen-so-etwas-habe-ich-in-30-jahren-noch-nicht-gesehen/27250864.html 

Kim, D., Park, Y., & Ko, J. (2019). Factors underlying vehicle ownership reduction among 
carsharing users: A repeated cross-sectional analysis. Transportation Research Part D: 
Transport and Environment, 76, 123–137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2019.09.018 

Kolleck, A. (2021). Does carsharing reduce car ownership? Empirical evidence from 
Germany. Sustainability, 13(13). https://doi.org/10.3390/su13137384 

Konietzko, J. (2022, February 8). Moving beyond carbon tunnel vision with a sustain-
ability data strategy. cognizant. https://digitally.cognizant.com/moving-beyond-carbon-
tunnel-vision-with-a-sustainability-data-strategy-codex7121

Kopp, J., Gerike, R., & Axhausen, K. W. (2015). Do sharing people behave differently?  
An empirical evaluation of the distinctive mobility patterns of free-floating carsharing 
members. Transportation, 42(3), 449–469. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-015-9606-1 

Kreimeier, N. (2022, August 18). Warum Mietwagenhändler Sixt nicht mehr ans 
Carsharing glaubt. Capital. https://www.capital.de/wirtschaft-politik/warum- 
mietwagenhaendler-sixt-nicht-mehr-ans-carsharing-glaubt-32640492.html 

Machado, C., de Salles Hue, N., Berssaneti, F., & Quintanilha, J. (2018). An overview  
of shared mobility. Sustainability, 10(12). https://doi.org/10.3390/su10124342 

Magdolen, M., von Behren, S., Burger, L., & Chlond, B. (2021). Mobility styles  
and car ownership: Potentials for a sustainable urban transport. Sustainability, 13(5). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13052968 

McKenzie, G. (2020). Urban mobility in the sharing economy: A spatiotemporal 
comparison of shared mobility services. Computers, Environment and Urban Systems,  
79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2019.101418 

Miura, T., & Yamamoto, S. (2022). Analysis of factors influencing the choice between 
ownership and sharing: Qualitative and quantitative survey results on carsharing service 
users conducted in Japan. Sustainability, 14(19). https://doi.org/10.3390/su141912886 

MM. (2022, Novembver 1). VW stößt verlustreiche Tochter WeShare an Miles ab.  
Manager Magazin. https://www.manager-magazin.de/unternehmen/autoindustrie/
carsharing-vw-stoesst-verlustreiche-tochter-weshare-an-miles-ab-a-80c05556-
fc75-4754-892b-1bf2630dd138 

mobitool. (2022). mobitool-Faktoren v2.1. Bundesamt für Umwelt. Retrieved from  
https://www.mobitool.ch/de/tools/mobitool-faktoren-v2-1-25.html on November 11, 2022

Münzel, K., Boon, W., Frenken, K., Blomme, J., & van der Linden, D. (2019). Explaining 
carsharing supply across Western European cities. International Journal of Sustainable 
Transportation, 14(4), 243–254. https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2018.1542756 

Namazu, M., Zhao, J., & Dowlatabadi, H. (2016). Nudging for responsible  
carsharing: Using behavioural economics to change transportation behaviour.  
Transportation, 45(1), 105–119. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11116-016-9727-1 

Nansubuga, B., & Kowalkowski, C. (2021). Carsharing: A systematic literature review  
and research agenda. Journal of Service Management, 32(6), 55–91.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/josm-10-2020-0344 

NDR. (2022, October 5). Ab 2024: Hamburgs Carsharing-Autos zu 80 Prozent elektrisch. 
Norddeutscher Rundfunk. https://www.ndr.de/nachrichten/hamburg/Ab-2024- 
Hamburgs-Carsharing-Autos-zu-80-Prozent-elektrisch,hvv692.html 

Nguyen, T. K., Hoang, N. H., & Vu, H. L. (2022). A unified activity-based framework  
for one-way carsharing services in multi-modal transportation networks.  
Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and Transportation Review, 157.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2021.102551 

Nobis, C., & Kuhnimhof, T. (2018). Mobilität in Deutschland: MiD Ergebnisbericht  
(Nr. 5431). Bundesministerium für Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur.  

Nurhadi, L., Borén, S., Ny, H., & Larsson, T. (2017). Competitiveness and sustainability 
effects of cars and their business models in Swedish small town regions. Journal of 
Cleaner Production, 140, 333–348. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.04.045 

Pantuso, G. (2022). Exact solutions to a carsharing pricing and relocation  
problem under uncertainty. Computers & Operations Research, 144.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2022.105802 

Paundra, J., Rook, L., van Dalen, J., & Ketter, W. (2017). Preferences for carsharing services: 
Effects of instrumental attributes and psychological ownership. Journal of Environmental 
Psychology, 53, 121–130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.07.003 

Prieto, M., Baltas, G., & Stan, V. (2017). Carsharing adoption intention in urban areas: 
What are the key sociodemographic drivers? Transportation Research Part A:  
Policy and Practice, 101, 218–227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.05.012 

Ramos, É. M. S., & Bergstad, C. J. (2021). The psychology of sharing:  
Multigroup analysis among users and non-users of carsharing. Sustainability, 13(12). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13126842 

Ramos, É. M. S., Bergstad, C. J., Chicco, A., & Diana, M. (2020). Mobility styles and 
carsharing use in Europe: Attitudes, behaviours, motives and sustainability. European 
Transport Research Review, 12(13). https://doi.org/10.1186/s12544-020-0402-4 

Raux, C., Chevalier, A., Bougna, E., & Hilton, D. (2021). Mobility choices and  
climate change: Assessing the effects of social norms, emissions information and 
economic incentives. Research in Transportation Economics, 90.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2020.101007 

Roukouni, A., & Homem de Almeida Correia, G. (2020). Evaluation methods  
for the impacts of shared mobility: Classification and critical review. Sustainability, 12(24). 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410504 

Santos, G. (2018). Sustainability and shared mobility models. Sustainability, 10(9).  
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10093194 

Santos, G. G. D., & de Almeida Correia, G. H. (2019). Finding the relevance of staff-based 
vehicle relocations in one-way carsharing systems through the use of a simulation-based 
optimisation tool. Journal of Intelligent Transportation Systems, 23(6), 583–604.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/15472450.2019.1578108 

Schaefers, T., Wittkowski, K., Benoit, S., & Ferraro, R. (2015). Contagious effects of 
customer misbehaviour in access-based services. Journal of Service Research, 19(1), 3–21. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670515595047 

Schor, J. B., & Attwood-Charles, W. (2017). The “sharing” economy:  
Labor, inequality, and social connection on for-profit platforms. Sociology Compass, 11(8).  
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12493 

Schrills, T., Zoubir, M., Stahl, J., Drozniak, K., & Franke, T. (2020). Good boy here  
or bad boy far away? In D. Harris, & W. C. Li (Eds.), Engineering Psychology and 
Cognitive Ergonomics. Cognition and Design: 17th International Conference, EPCE 2020, 
Held as Part of the 22nd HCI International Conference, HCII 2020, Copenhagen,  
Denmark, July 19–24, 2020, Proceedings, Part II.  
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-49183-3_31 

Shaheen, S., & Cohen, A. (2018). Shared ride services in North America:  
Definitions, impacts, and the future of pooling. Transport Reviews, 39(4), 427–442.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/01441647.2018.1497728 

Shams Esfandabadi, Z., Diana, M., & Zanetti, M. C. (2022). Carsharing services in 
sustainable urban transport: An inclusive science map of the field. Journal of Cleaner 
Production, 357. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.131981 

Shams Esfandabadi, Z., Ravina, M., Diana, M., & Zanetti, M. C. (2020).  
Conceptualizing environmental effects of carsharing services: A system thinking 
approach. Sci Total Environ, 745. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.141169 

Sonnenberg, A.-K. (2022, August 17). Unter Europäern sehen Portugiesen,  
Italiener und Deutsche im Klimawandel am ehesten größte Bedrohung. YouGov.  
https://yougov.de/topics/lifestyle/articles-reports/2022/08/17/unter-europaern-sehen- 
portugiesen-italiener-und-de 

SZ. (2019, October 14). Autos raus? Debatte um Verkehr in Innenstädten. Süddeutsche 
Zeitung. https://www.sueddeutsche.de/politik/kommunen-stuttgart-autos-raus-debatte-
um-verkehr-in-innenstaedten-dpa.urn-newsml-dpa-com-20090101-191014-99-283796 

UBA. (2022a, March 18). Carsharing. Umweltbundesamt. https://www.umweltbundesamt.
de/themen/verkehr-laerm/nachhaltige-mobilitaet/carsharing 

UBA. (2022b, March 15). Indikator: Emission von Treibhausgasen. Umweltbundesamt. 
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/umweltindikatoren/indikator-emission-von-
treibhausgasen 

UBA. (2022c, September 14). Spezifische Emissionen des Straßenverkehrs. Umweltbundesamt. 
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/daten/verkehr/emissionen-des-verkehrs 

UBA. (2023, February 7). Emissionsdaten. Umweltbundesamt.  
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/themen/verkehr-laerm/emissionsdaten 

Wild, P. (2021). Recommendations for a future global CO2-calculation standard for 
transport and logistics. Transportation Research Part D: Transport and Environment, 100. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2021.103024   

Wilhelms, M.-P., Merfeld, K., & Henkel, S. (2017). Yours, mine, and ours:  
A user-centric analysis of opportunities and challenges in peer-to-peer asset sharing. 
Business Horizons, 60(6), 771–781. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2017.07.004  

41


