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Executive Summary 

The automotive manufacturing industry is facing severe challenges in the Western markets as 

commoditization is setting in along with congestion and pollution challenges. Urban dwellers 

are becoming more inclined to buy smaller cars, if not simply giving up ownership of cars. The 

recent years have seen an emergence of collaborative consumption where people share, rent 

and pool products, skills, and services. One of the most prominent trends emerging from col-

laborative consumption is carsharing, and many different providers are currently offering car-

sharing schemes.  

The thesis sets out to investigate two important groups of actors in the carsharing market – the 

automakers and the carsharing organisations (CSOs) – and how each approaches profitability 

and environmental sustainability in their schemes. Sustainability is a conceptual driver for car-

sharing as it aims to reduce the number of cars driven and increase the efficient utilisation of 

the remaining vehicles. Profitability is an important business imperative, but so far the carshar-

ing market has not revealed great profits. The thesis analyses six case companies, three from 

each group, in order to gain an understanding of the differences that may exist and provide an 

outlook on the future growth of the carsharing market. The case companies are analysed from 

a product-service system perspective (PSS). The three types of PSS (product-, use-, and result-

oriented) encourage the implementation of services in the business model and a higher focus 

on the function delivered, rather than the sale of a product, while providing opportunities for 

decoupling effects and thus sustainable developments.   

The thesis finds that since CSOs are often in public-private partnerships with municipalities 

and city governments, they are not reliant on achieving large profits. For instance, much of the 

infrastructure surrounding the schemes is funded by the municipalities. On the other hand, au-

tomakers are at this time not focusing on the profitability of their carsharing schemes either but 

rather focusing on the growth of the schemes and the expansion of the knowledge of carsharing. 

The CSOs integrate electrical vehicles in their schemes to a higher degree than the automakers, 

but the automakers are following suit, implying that both groups have a high degree of the 

decoupling effect of implementing cleaner technology. Significant differences have not been 

identified, but it is assumable that the CSOs will continue the course of private-public partner-

ships whereas the automakers will retain private offerings.  
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“Carsharing is defined by its environmental and social purpose, rather than business 

and financial objectives (…) Its mission, vision and values lead to actions aimed at de-

creasing individual car ownership, reducing vehicle miles travelled, improving urban 

land use and development, providing affordable access to vehicles for all constituencies 

– including those less able to afford car ownership - as well as motivating residents to 

walk, cycle and take public transportation, and decreasing dependence on fossil fuels 

while reducing the emission of greenhouse gases” 

www.carsharing.org  

http://www.carsharing.org/
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1. Introduction 

The automobile is one of the most important inventions of all time, and during the past century, 

the automotive manufacturing industry has played a pivotal role in economic and social devel-

opment. The introduction of the personal vehicle contributed to a large increase in personal, 

independent mobility and, especially in the Western world, the car has gradually become a vital 

and granted part of most adults’ possessions. The industry employs large numbers of workers1 

and currently constitutes approximately 3-4% of GDP in both the US and the EU (Hill et al, 

2010:1; European Commission, 2012b). It has contributed to the development of groundbreak-

ing manufacturing processes such as standardised, low-cost mass production (Fordism) and the 

newer, leaner, just-in-time production (Toyotism). However, as manufacturing processes have 

become more efficient, reducing the need for human capital, and as other industries, such as the 

IT-industry, have increased in significance for the global economy, the relative importance of 

the automotive industry has declined and the manufacturers have begun struggling to retain 

profitable businesses (Orsato and Wells, 2007:998; Firnkorn and Müller, 2012:265)  

A growing number of Western consumers, especially within the urban areas, tend to prefer 

small, low-cost, and fuel-efficient cars, which provide manufacturers with smaller profits than 

SUVs and larger vehicles2 (Connolly, 2007). This has among other things meant that a company 

such as Ford, which traditionally mainly manufactured large family vehicles, has had to shift 

focus to smaller, cheaper cars (Ford, 2013). A similar trend in demand for small cars is seen in 

the rapidly growing middleclass in top-tier developing countries such as India, China, and Bra-

zil, where domestic manufacturers of low-cost vehicles (for instance Tata’s Nano) are becoming 

increasingly important players in the emerging markets. In continuation, environmental regu-

lations pressure manufacturers to constantly develop and improve sustainable technology, and 

new types of cars such as the hybrid and the electrical vehicle (EV) are gaining interest from 

both private, eco-conscious consumers, companies who use a fleet of cars and wish to reduce 

fuel-cost and/or improve their green profile as well as international, national and local govern-

ments.  

                                                 
1 According to CAR, Center for Automotive Research, (Hill et al, 2010:2) and the European Commission 

(2012a:3), the automotive industry directly and indirectly employs 8 million in the US and 12 million in the EU.  
2 According to the Wall Street Journal, trucks and SUVs produce 10-20% profit margins, whereas the correspond-

ing number for small cars is 2-3% (Connolly, 2007).  
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Around the turn of the millennium, the structure of demand for products and services was heav-

ily influenced by hyperconsumption and the notion of “more-is-better”. Though these charac-

teristics are still dominant, recent years have seen the emergence of a more rational, need-based 

consumption trend, where the consumer seeks out customised and diversified solutions that 

fulfil needs in a smarter and more efficient way, diminishing the importance of ownership. 

Popular examples are tool rental (Erento), hosting travellers within one’s own home (Airbnb), 

and carsharing (Zipcar) (Botsman and Rogers, 2011:20-21). This trend is called collaborative 

consumption. In addition, young, urban consumers, who have well-developed access to public 

transportation and face daily congestion problems along with high parking costs and difficulties 

within a city, do not value and prioritise car ownership as highly as former generations and are 

increasingly searching for easily accessible, low-cost, and uncomplicated mobility solutions 

(Wells, 2008:09; Geerken et al, 2009:13-14; Firnkorn and Müller, 2012:266). As a response, 

there has been an emergence of numerous entrepreneurial companies that provide innovative 

personal mobility solutions. A dominant group is the carsharing organisations (CSOs that gives 

the user the possibility to benefit from the availability of a personal vehicle without the associ-

ated ownership costs. Automakers, such as BMW, Ford, and Daimler are joining this trend, and 

the European and North American markets are currently the centre of their carsharing initia-

tives. As the citation on page 1 indicates, one of the main drivers of carsharing is environmental 

sustainability rather than profitability, which may prove to be a dilemma for companies and 

organisations engaging in the carsharing market.    

1.1. Research Question  

Automakers have played a large role in the personal mobility market for over a century and 

have become experts in designing vehicles and optimising manufacturing processes. Histori-

cally, their core business has been focused on product-sales, and they have entrusted dealerships 

and garages with customer service in terms of pre- and post-sales care. The carsharing schemes 

currently offered by automakers take up a minor part of the whole business, but nevertheless 

the schemes are being developed and expanded, and supporting mobility solutions, such as 

smartphone applications that provide information on parking possibilities, public transportation 

and even peer-to-peer rental are being created by the automakers (see for instance section 7.3 

on Daimler’s initiatives). In contrast, CSOs have been created to provide mobility as a service 

directly to the user, and have in many cases come into existence due to or considerably sup-

ported by city governments (Zipcar, the market leading CSO, is an exception from this. See 
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section 9.3). In contrast to automakers, who aim at selling cars, CSOs’ core business is to pro-

vide the user with easy accessible and flexible mobility that reduces congestion and pollution 

in cities.  

The automakers and CSOs have very different backgrounds and approaches to personal mobil-

ity, but nonetheless, both groups are to date highly significant players on the carsharing market. 

Carsharing is still a relatively new topic in the academic research field, and there are many 

perspectives yet to be investigated (Firnkorn and Müller, 2012:277). One of these is the contrast 

of carsharing originating from automakers and CSOs respectively and whether their different 

origins cause notable differences in the schemes and if so, how such differences may affect the 

carsharing market. As mentioned above, profitability is not conceptually a driver for carsharing, 

though it is an important business imperative, whereas environmental sustainability plays an 

important role. Therefore, the thesis will focus on these two aspects of carsharing throughout 

the thesis. In order to provide insight on the prospects of the carsharing market, this thesis uses 

six case companies, three from each group, to clarify the primary research question, which is:   

Research Question: 

How are automakers approaching profitability and environmental sustain-

ability in their carsharing schemes compared to entrepreneurial new mar-

ket entrants?  

The answer to this research question will provide readers of the thesis with an understanding of 

the strengths and weaknesses of the two groups and provide perspectives on the future of the 

carsharing market.  

Sub-Questions and Structure of Thesis 

Part I provides the framework of the thesis, both in terms of an understanding of the current 

situation in the automotive manufacturing industry as well as a theoretical viewpoint on car-

sharing. The concept of carsharing may seem counterintuitive for automakers, since it ulti-

mately incentivises consumers to increase efficient utilisation of cars and as a result purchase 

fewer. To be able to answer the primary research question, it is necessary to understand which 

factors in the automotive manufacturing industry may motivate automakers to enter the car-

sharing market, leading to the first sub-question:  
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Sub-Question #1: 

Which challenges faced by the automotive industry drive the implementa-

tion of carsharing by automakers? 

The first sub-question will be answered by looking upon the current challenges in the automo-

tive industry in the Western world such as maturity, commoditization, and environmental chal-

lenges and provide a fundamental understanding of why automakers may be interested in being 

engaged in innovative mobility solutions. This will also lead to a more elaborate suggestion of 

why automakers may have a different approach to carsharing than CSOs. Part I will also con-

sider the theories of disruptive innovation in order to give an understanding for why an auto-

motive manufacturer engages in activities that opposes its core business, as well as provide an 

overview of the current carsharing market. Part I continues with the description of the emer-

gence of collaborative consumption and introduces the theory of product-service systems 

(PSS), which explains how companies incorporate services into their business model and which 

potential this has for affecting profitability and environmental sustainability, leading to the an-

swer of the second sub-question.    

Sub-Question #2: 

How can a business model that encourages product sharing affect a com-

pany’s profitability and environmental sustainability?  

 

In Part II the knowledge obtained by answering the two sub-questions will be used to describe 

an analyse the six chosen case companies.  

In Part III the discussion will gather the findings from Part I and II in order to give an answer 

to the main research question. Following the discussion, the conclusion will provide a sum-up 

of the findings in the thesis as well as a perspective on the future of the carsharing market.  
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Figure 1.1: Structure of Thesis 
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2.  Research Methodology 

The following chapter will present an overview of the methodological decisions made during 

the research process and clarify the purposes of these choices. The selection of literature will 

be discussed, and the case companies will be presented along with the interviewees who have 

contributed to the primary dataset. Finally, the validity, reliability and risk of biases are consid-

ered critically, concluded by a section on the delimitations of the thesis.  

2.1. Research choices 

Research philosophy and approach 

Within the realm of business research, there are three philosophical schools that frame the de-

velopment of knowledge: positivism, interpretivism, and realism (Saunders et al, 2003:83-85). 

Each philosophy has different views on how knowledge is created and which meaning can be 

drawn from it (Saunders et al, 2007:103). Positivism seeks to identify general laws from a 

seemingly complex set of information, which can be tested repeatedly and subjectively by dif-

ferent researchers, and is often applied to statistical studies. Interpretivism has a more empa-

thetic outlook, in that it views individuals as unique and contextual, and reality as a social con-

struction (ibid:106). In contrast, realism states that reality is independent from the human mind, 

and thus subjective, but external factors do affect individuals whether these are aware or it or 

not (ibid:104). The philosophical framework of this thesis is interpretivism as it enables the 

researcher to explore numerous companies’ implementation of new mobility solutions under 

various conditions, as well as identify individual and subjective drivers. However, in seeking 

to understand the difference between the two groupings, the automakers and the CSOs, and 

using the results to express views on the future of the carsharing market, the thesis does have 

an element of the generalisation from positivism as well.  

The concepts of deduction and induction have different approaches to which role an already 

existing theory plays when performing new research (Saunders et al, 2003:86). Deduction tests 

an already existing theory on empirical data, and adapts and revises the theory if necessary. The 

research has an objective role and the aim of the deductive research is to be able to, to some 

degree, generalise the results (Saunders et al, 2007:118). Induction seeks to create a theoretical 

framework by observing data without a predefined theory of causality or the like. It has a high 

degree of flexibility in regards to the research process, and seeks to explain why a given situa-

tion is occurring as opposed to deduction, which focuses on what is occurring (ibid:119). Part 



Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

7 

 

I in this thesis has a deductive approach as it draws upon theories on maturity, commoditization, 

and disruptive innovations along with collaborative consumption and product-services systems. 

Part II and III, entailing case analyses and discussion, uses the findings from Part I, and is 

therefore also deductive. However, the qualitative approach to a few case companies that allows 

the researcher to explore numerous results, gives these parts inductive traits as well, as the 

outcome is not predefined by the theory.   

Research strategy and design 

There are several ways to address a research question, for instance through experiments, sur-

veys, or grounded theory, but as the aim of the thesis is to achieve insight into carsharing from 

automakers and CSOs, and given that the main research questions is formulated as a “how”-

question, a multiple-case strategy has been found most appropriate (Saunders et al, 2003:93; 

Yin, 2009:60). In continuation, the thesis mainly has an exploratory approach in determining 

how the different companies use carsharing, but also to some degree an explanatory approach 

as it strives to understand the differences between the groups and their objectives, and establish 

a somewhat generalised conclusion.  

The case study method allows the researcher to meticulously study a company, event, person 

or the like and develop an understanding for causality and linkages between the actors in the 

cases and the context. In instances where the research question considers a market-wide prob-

lem statement, such as the case is in this thesis, a multiple-case analysis will provide more valid 

results compared to a single case analysis (Yin, 2009:61). It is however important to note that 

the case study research method might be biased by the selection of cases and the subjective 

positions of the interviewees (see more on reliability and biases in section 2.5).   

2.2. Literature choices 

In order to be able to define the research question, literature on the automotive industry and on 

collaborative consumption, including PSS, was consulted. Though carsharing has gained the 

interest of academics, it is apparent that the research on carsharing just recently has experienced 

a surge, and there was found to be a gap in the distinction between carsharing from automakers 

and from CSOs. The need for more academic research was underlined by the interviewees, who 

all were interested in the results of this thesis, not only due to their own participation, but also 

due to the current lack of industry-independent insight into the carsharing field (Tanja 

Neuderth; Katrin Saternus) 
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The automotive industry has been the subject of many academic and organisational studies, 

which made literature easy to obtain. However, it also increased the need for choosing sources 

deliberately, and often the choice of authors were based on the number of times their work had 

been cited by peers. When looking upon the industry’s maturity, the classical work of Klepper 

(1997) provided the framework along with Holmes’ (2008) and D’Aveni’s (2010) books on 

commoditization. Christensen and colleagues (2000, 2003) contributed with insight into dis-

ruptive market change, while Orsato (2009) enlightened the author on environmental sustaina-

bility strategies.  

Concerning carsharing, and the elements surrounding the concept such as collaborative con-

sumption and product-service systems, new literature was found most relevant. Botsman and 

Rogers (2011) have been spokespeople for collaborative consumption through their book 

“What’s Mine is Yours”, and Tukker et al (2004, 2006a, 2006b) have done important research 

on the PSS field. With regards to carsharing, Shaheen and her colleagues (2007, 2013) have 

been crucial for understanding the market structure and the historical development. Frost & 

Sullivan (2012a, 2012b, 2012c) has also performed extensive research on the carsharing market 

and its providers, which has been of great assistance to this thesis.     

2.3. Selection of case companies 

There are numerous active carsharing companies globally, both automakers and carsharing or-

ganisations (CSOs). Though carsharing is gaining a footing worldwide, it is most widespread 

in North America and Europe with these two markets counting for 44% and 48% respectively 

of the carsharing members (Shaheen and Cohen, 2013:10), and therefore companies from these 

markets have been chosen as case companies. Furthermore, the American and European market 

structures in the urbanised areas, which are the markets for carsharing, are quite similar and 

easily comparable.   

For an automotive company to qualify as a representative for the automakers in the case anal-

yses, the most important criteria is for it to be a renowned manufacturer, with the main company 

mission being selling cars. In order to have experienced the lifecycle and commoditization ef-

fect, the companies must furthermore have existed for many years (preferably over 100) and be 

acting on an international level. The three automakers are BMW (Drive Now/AlphaCity), 

Daimler (car2go) and Ford (Ford Carsharing). All three have a long history of manufacturing 

automotive vehicles, and North America and Europe are their most important markets.    
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When choosing carsharing organisations as case companies, the significant characteristic was 

for them not to have any direct affiliation with automotive manufacturers, and be driven by an 

entrepreneurial idea. Not many CSOs were willing to participate as they often are small com-

panies with very limited resources and the selection process was thus quite restrained. Zipcar 

was chosen due to its status as market pioneer and leader, and the significant role it has played 

in increasing popularity of carsharing on the American market. Autolib’ is a sophistication of 

the Parisian bike-sharing scheme Vélib’, and with Tuxi’s carsharing model being integrated 

with the public transportation system, these were both seen as an expression for alternative 

personal mobility enhancement.  

As might be noted, some of the business models explained henceforth are from companies who 

have only recently or not yet launched their concept at the time of writing (Ford Carsharing and 

Tuxi). However, since the aim of the thesis is to describe and compare the approach to profita-

bility and environmental sustainability, and not look upon the success of the companies’ 

schemes, gaining thorough insight into the business model plans has been assessed to be suffi-

cient for the purpose of the thesis. 
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Table 2.1: List of case companies 

Automotive manufacturers 

Ford Ford has launched its carsharing initiative, Ford Carsharing, in July 2013. It is based 

on a collaboration with their dealerships and with Germany’s national rail company’s 

carsharing service, Flinkster.  

BMW 

Group 

With AlphaCity and DriveNow, BMW is making large steps into the market of inno-

vative mobility solutions, targeting both the B2B market, as well as the B2C market.  

Daimler Daimler’s scheme car2go is based on the smart car and is comparatively very wide-

spread in Europe and North America.  

Carsharing organisations 

Autolib’ Backed by the French company the Bolloré Group, Autolib’ provides carsharing with 

EVs to the Parisians. Autolib’ is a sophistication of the city’s bike-sharing scheme 

Vélib’ and was created by initiative of the Parisian mayor.    

Tuxi Tuxi will be launching their carsharing based on EVs in Copenhagen and Lisbon ul-

timo 2013/primo 2014. The scheme collaborates closely with the public transportation 

system of the city in order to create one integrated mobility solution.  

Zipcar Zipcar is an American-based carsharing company that successfully has spread its 

model to Europe. Zipcar was pioneer in the carsharing market and is now a market 

leader. Zipcar has been widely popular, but was acquired by the car rental company 

Avis primo 2013. Zipcar is however still considered a CSO due to the recentness of 

this event.  

 

2.4. Data collection 

2.4.1. Primary data 

Though much information on the companies’ initiatives is available online, it was found pref-

erable to gain first-hand information from key persons within the companies. Due to the ex-

ploratory and explanatory goal, semi-structured interviews were found to be essential for gain-

ing insight into the companies (Saunders et al, 2003:248). Furthermore, an interview is well 

suited for a case study because of its flexible nature and ability to go in-depth with interesting 

and relevant issues that may be case-specific (Yin, 2009:108). This trait also ensures valid re-

sults of the interview since, as opposed to a questionnaire, it is possible for the interviewer to 
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follow up on subjects raised throughout the interview, and thus gain wider insight into the in-

terviewees’ knowledge (ibid:107). However, interviews do entail a personal encounter, which 

can create biases since the articulation and the knowledge of the interviewer can affect the 

informants willingness for unrestricted dialog. Furthermore, the interviewee will often wish to 

paint a beneficial picture of him/herself or the company, and may be less willing to openly utter 

critique. In spite of these drawbacks, the semi-structured interview was best suited for the task 

at hand; also because the discussed topics were mainly of positive nature, and the interviewee 

thus is more willing to answer openly.  

As can be seen in Table 2.2, interviewees were located both in the Copenhagen area, but also 

in Germany, and therefore the interviews were conducted by a mixture of face-to-face meetings, 

Skype and telephone conversations. For one of the companies, Tuxi, primary data was obtained 

through a lecture at Copenhagen Business School, supervised by the supervisor of this thesis, 

Jens Frøslev Christensen. The founders thoroughly explained their business model and the lis-

teners were welcomed to ask questions. For another case, Autolib’, the informant preferred 

answering the question by email (see interview in Appendix 3). The questions were developed 

on the basis of the studied literature and identification of problem areas, and some questions 

varied from company to company (see interviewguides in Appendix 1). Each interview was 

between 30-60 minutes and was followed up by email correspondence and short phone calls, 

also in regards to Tuxi. All interviews were recorded in order to be able to review the statements 

subsequently3. Zipcar did not wish to participate with an interview, so all information obtained 

on this company has been secondary. However, Zipcar is the most used example of carsharing 

in the literature (for instance in Botsman and Rogers, 2011) and it was therefore possible to find 

a large amount of secondary data as well as analyses and discussions of its business model. Due 

to its importance on the carsharing market, the lack of primary data was outweighed by the 

necessity of including it in the thesis.  

                                                 
3 The quality of the recording of the telephone interviews was found to be quite poor, but in cases were elaboration 

was needed, the interviewees willingly answered by email.  
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 Table 2.2: Company Empiricism 

Carl Nielsen and Anders Kragelund: Co-Founders of Tuxi 

April 15th, 95 minutes Lecture at Copenhagen Business School 

Starting in the IT-business, Carl Nielsen and Anders Kragelund have since founded Tuxi, 

which aims at bringing enhanced mobility to Copenhagen and Lisbon. 

Bendt Iversen: Mobility Manager at Alphabet Denmark, BMW Group  

April 17th, 66 minutes Face-to-face at BMW HQ, Denmark 

Bendt Iversen is in charge of introducing and selling the AlphaCity concept to companies 

located in Denmark. Previously, has was engaged in a CSO called Move About and is thus 

well informed of the carsharing market.   

Tanja Neuderth: Head of Regional Marketing South Germany, Ford Motors 

May 30th, 37 minutes  Skype Interview 

Tanja Neuderth is in charge of Ford’s marketing department in Southern Germany. Her team 

came up with the idea of creating a carsharing scheme for Ford, and she plays a key role in 

its implementation.  

Vanessa Colombier: Communication Manager at Autolib’ 

June 28th Email interview 

Vanessa Colombier is responsible for communication at Autolib’.  

Katrin Saternus: Communication Manager at Daimler Mobility Services 

July 5th, 29 minutes Telephone interview 

Katrin Saternus is the spokesperson for Communication at Daimler Mobility Services. She 

has wide insight into the car2go scheme.  

Zipcar 

It was not possible to conduct an interview in any way with a representative from Zipcar. 

However, since the company is widely discussed in newspapers and academic journals, it 

was decided that secondary information would be sufficient to meet the needs of this thesis. 

  

To gain supporting information on the automotive industry and the shifting trends within the 

demand for mobility, an expert on the field were consulted. The interview with the expert was 

based on semi-structured questions from the researcher, which led to discussions and further 

inspiration for research.  
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Table 2.3: Supporting Interview 

Lise Drewes: Professor and mobility researcher at Roskilde University 

On: April 18th Telephone Interview 

Lise Drewes has spent almost two decades studying the sociological changes of mobility and 

was able to provide insight in the development of consumers’ need for individual mobility 

Due to the extensive literature on the subject, it was deemed sufficient with a single supporting 

interview. It was to a higher degree used for inspirational means rather than theoretical means.   

2.4.2. Secondary data 

In order to complete the case studies, extensive information on the companies was sought out 

before and after performing the interviews. The sources were mainly company websites and 

annual reports, where these were available, but in order to ensure a third-party view renowned 

report from companies such as KPMG, Deloitte and in particular Frost & Sullivan were also 

consulted. Furthermore, organisations such as OECD, CAR (Center for Automotive Research), 

Transport & Environment and institutions in the EU were used as sources. Articles from the 

Financial Times, the Economist etc. have also played an important role, especially with respect 

to the study of Zipcar.  

2.5. Criticism of the research strategy 

There are many companies that offer carsharing schemes, especially CSOs. Choosing six com-

panies therefore only provides a limited view into the carsharing market, but since there is a 

trade-of between the number of companies selected and the thoroughness of the analysis, it was 

decided to select a few representatives. If the analysis was performed with other companies, a 

different outcome might have been reached, but since common traits were found in each group-

ing, it is believed that some degree of generalisation can be made. An important tool to create 

validity was therefore to compare the findings of the analysis to corresponding literature, which 

can be seen in the discussion in chapter 11. When working with case studies and interviews, it 

is difficult, if not impossible to ensure replication since these are dependent on the interviewees 

and often of the current situation (Yin, 2009:107). However, the author will seek to argue sol-

idly for the statements made throughout the thesis in order to ensure reliability of the results.  

As mentioned earlier, a risk connected with the interviews is that the interviewees might be 

biased in favour of their own companies. However, this risk would be most prominent in a 
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thesis seeking to determine a value of a company or somehow rank the cases, such as deciding 

which carsharing scheme is most profitable or sustainable. As this thesis simply explores the 

differences of the schemes, many of the questions and answers were descriptive, meaning less 

risk of biased interviewees. There were however, as expected, some instances where the inter-

viewee could not provide full disclosure such as future plans for expansion and market entry.   

2.6. Delimitations 

The thesis has focused on the Western markets as these are the most important for carsharing. 

Emerging markets do have a large potential for carsharing, since the degree of urbanisation is 

explosive in cities such as Delhi, Beijing and Shanghai and car ownership is less common in 

these areas. However, the market situation is very different from the West, and therefore emerg-

ing markets have been disregarded.  

Furthermore, carsharing is not the only innovative mobility solution in growth. Peer-to-peer 

rental and ride-sharing is becoming very popular, but the thesis focuses on carsharing provided 

by companies in order to be able to analyse the underlying drivers and approaches to profita-

bility and environmental sustainability for a company. 

Electrical vehicles are becoming increasingly important for the carsharing market, but this the-

sis focused on the business model view of the companies as opposed to the technological view. 

EVs will however often be mentioned, as the popularity of the schemes in the eyes of govern-

ments and municipalities heavily depends on the environmental sustainability. The thesis will 

not discuss the trade-off between using an EV and an ICE, though the author is aware of the 

fact that some claim that EVs are not as environmentally friendly as they are made out to be. 

However, they do create less urban exhaustion and reduce the noise from traffic, and are thus 

assumed to pollute less than ICEs regardless of the context.  
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Part I 
Part I consists of chapters 3-6. It uses the deductive method of drawing upon existing literature 

and theories to give insight into the obstacles faced by the automotive manufacturing industry 

in their core business markets. It gives an overview of the carsharing market and provides an 

explanation to why collaborative consumption and service-intensive business models may ap-

pear attractive to companies that traditionally are focused on products. Part I concludes with a 

section that describes the analytical framework that is to be applied to the case companies in 

the succeeding chapters and provides suggestions to which elements may distinguish carsharing 

originating from automakers and CSOs respectively.  

3. Challenges in the Automotive Industry 

The global economic recession of 2008 revealed the automotive industry’s volatility to market 

fluctuations, which resulted in excessive government bailouts and company bankruptcies, but 

also before the recession did the industry face obstacles. Some of the key challenges meeting 

the automotive industry in the Western markets are maturity and commoditization mainly 

brought on by globalisation and the digital development (Dussart, 2010:13). Another obstacle 

is the relentless pressure from especially governments, but also consumers, to minimise the 

negative environmental impact of vehicles, both in the production process, but especially in the 

use phase (Orsato and Wells, 2007:1003). Though the industry struggles with these challenges, 

the demand for personal automobility continues to rise. Increasing population, welfare growth, 

more double-income households, and urban sprawl, combined with the fact that a car often is 

perceived as a symbol of wealth and independence, all contribute to the continuous demand 

growth (Geerken et al, 2009:7-9). Nonetheless, manufacturers in the industry are experiencing 

declining profits and increasing difficulty in meeting consumers’ demand for variety and diver-

sified products.  

3.1. The Industry Lifecycle  

Michael Porter defines an industry as:  

“a group of competitors producing products or services that compete directly with each 

other” 

(Cassia et al, 2006:10) 
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As a result of being conditioned by products and services, industries in many instances follow 

a lifecycle similar to that of products, and thus go through four stages: embryonic, growth, 

mature and decline (Klepper, 1997:148). In the embryonic phase, an innovation is brought to 

the market. Companies experiment with different variations and processes, while customers try 

out the different versions and converge toward a favourite: the dominant design4 (Cassia et al, 

2006:23). The embryonic phase is characterised by a large amount of risk-taking and uncer-

tainty, and brand-strong companies tend to avoid entering during the embryonic phase in order 

to protect their reputation. As the dominant design emerges, innovation stagnates, and the least 

eligible companies are shaken out, leaving only the strongest and most efficient actors in the to 

the growth phase. These remaining companies begin to benefit from economies of scale and 

scope, which spurs industrial growth and increases barriers to entry (Cassia et al, 2006:24). In 

the following mature stage, demand stabilises and prices begin to decline. The industry is char-

acterised by a high degree of convergence and standardisation, both in terms of product attrib-

utes, but also in terms of business models and processes. Companies rely on economies of scale, 

learning curves in terms of efficiency and productivity, and financial resources for competitive 

advantages (Cassia et al, 2006:25). Furthermore, barriers to entry, such as control of resources 

and intellectual property, become more valuable for retaining market shares. If no advanced 

innovations in products or processes are created, the industry will move over advanced maturity 

toward decline. The characteristics of an industry in advanced maturity are listed in Table 3.1: 

Table 3.1: Characteristics of advanced maturity 

 Overcapacity 

 Competition based on price and not on differentiation (commoditization) 

 Decreasing number of firms due to decrease in entries and increase in exits 

 Lower profitability margins 

 Lower employment, partly due to shift from product to process innovation 

 Increasing imports from developing countries and decreasing exports to de-

veloped countries 

 Falling demand and consequently decline in output 

Source: Cassia et al, 2006:31-31 

                                                 
4 In some cases, the dominant design emerges as a result of regulatory restrictions.  
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As commoditization, which will be described in the next section, sets heavily in, the industry 

reaches the phase of decline. Customers have increased knowledge of the products, services 

and processes, which increases their bargaining power and makes them more difficult to sell to. 

Companies exit the industry, which again leads to a lowering of the barriers to entry (Cassia et 

al, 2006:25). This mechanism means that it becomes possible for new, entrepreneurial firms to 

enter the industry and possibly reboost growth by introducing innovations. In some cases how-

ever, the industry is no longer attractive and will continue to decline until no actors are left.     

The automotive industry has largely followed the pattern of the industry lifecycle as identified 

by Klepper (1997). As the industry came into existence at the end of the nineteenth century, 

many companies entered, only to experience a massive shakeout in the following years (Klep-

per, 1997:153). The first-movers, such as Ford Motor Company, were most successful at sur-

viving the shakeout, and North American companies initially dominated the market, but were 

eventually joined by Japanese and European manufacturers, such as BMW and Daimler (Daim-

ler-Benz), in the wake of the World Wars. For many years, large automakers from the three 

regions have served the market, but by the end of the millennium, South Korean automakers 

managed to penetrate the market and also became important players (Ciravegna, 2012:3). Fur-

thermore, recent years have shown a growth in the number of automakers in developing coun-

tries such as India, China and Brazil.  

The automotive industry has a smaller growth rate than that of world GDP, and this has been 

the case for some time, indicating maturity (Cassia et al, 2006:205). Additionally, employment 

levels compared to productivity have been on a steep downward trend since 2000, which sug-

gests that the companies are fighting to create production systems that are less dependent on 

human capital (Cassia et al, 2006:207). These factors resemble the signs of advanced maturity 

listen in Table 3.1, and many industry experts agree that the automotive industry has reached 

the stage of maturity (Klepper, 1997; Maxton and Wormald, 2004; Orsato and Wells, 2007; 

Orsato, 2009). The next section will look upon the case of commoditization in the industry.  

3.2. Commoditization 

Many industries face the critical problem of commoditization in today’s fast developing busi-

ness environment, forcing companies to continuously enhance their strategies in order to stay 

competitive. Commoditization occurs as an industry matures and manufacturers offer more and 
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more similar product ranges, leading to increasingly price-sensitive consumers with low switch-

ing costs, thus pressing prices down (Chesbrough, 2011:19). The core challenge of commodi-

tization is that consumers do not make their purchasing decisions based on value of the product, 

but solely on the price. There are five central characteristics of commoditization, which are: 1) 

Critical price. The price of a new product or service starts high and declines rapidly over time 

until the price is accepted by the general consumer, thus eradicating price premiums, 2) Critical 

mass. Products reach critical mass at an even earlier stage causing an earlier onset of the com-

moditization of the product, 3) Critical time-to-market. The race for having the best and most 

innovative product in the market can erode quality and further spur price-based competition, 4) 

Critical displacement. Products are increasingly displaced by improved inventions, often initi-

ated by newcomers in the market, 5) Critical price nears zero. Companies find themselves 

forced to offer more and more, such as service benefits, without being able to expect a price 

premium (Dussart, 2008:22-31, Chesbrough, 2011). In spite of all the challenges created by 

commoditization, there is a positive aspect in regards to the industry in general as well as the 

consumer. Being severely challenged on price, companies are incentivised to find technological 

and innovative breakthroughs that may not have come into existence in a tranquil environment 

(Holmes, 2008:91-92). The commoditization currently observed by many industries is driven 

by our time’s two greatest trends: globalisation and the digital revolution (Dussart, 2008; 

Holmes, 2008; Reimann et al, 2008).  

3.2.1. Globalisation 

Globalisation enlarges the market, both in terms of customer base and competitors. The number 

of available choices and substitutes is inflated, increasing the need for competitors to stand out 

(Dussart, 2008:9). However, product differentiation as a strategy to avoid commoditization 

tends to have short respite since the many competitors often are quick at adopting product at-

tributes and features that are successful (D’Aveni, 2010:9). Emerging economies such as India 

and China are investing in automobile manufacturing, and though they might not stand out in 

the global playing field, they are benefiting massively from the growing demand in their do-

mestic markets. In addition, these market are difficult for foreign companies to expand in; China 

has imposed strict regulations that encourage domestic manufacturing while the Indian market 

to a certain degree is dominated by the popular, low-cost national manufacturers Tata Motors 

and Maruti (Maxton and Wormald, 2004:13). As seen in Figure 3.1, the percentage of car sales 
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in the Asian region has exploded over the past twenty years, moving the demand increasingly 

towards East.  

Figure 3.1: Car sales per region in % 

 

 

 

Author’s creation; data from Bloomberg. 

 

Furthermore, demand for cars has historically followed population growth, but since the West-

ern population growth is stagnating, it can be expected that the demand for individual cars may 

as well.  

3.2.2. Digitisation 

Digitisation creates consumers that research a variety of possibilities before making large pur-

chasing decisions, making them more conscious of the available options, and, importantly, the 

price of these. Some of the services that previously were untradeable, such as consultancy, have 

become available online, and often at a better price than that obtainable from a supplier nearby 

(Holmes, 2008:56). With the excessive options, the bar is raised for when consumers perceive 

a product or service to be sufficiently differentiated to deserve a price premium (Dussart, 

2008:13, Reimann et al, 2010:189). Consumers base their purchasing decisions on a variety of 

items that all determine the willingness-to-pay, and in the past, the main variable was income, 

but several additional aspects such as technical value, functional value, the ease of purchasing, 

and the purchasing experience have come to affect consumers’ perception of price (Holmes, 

2008:41). Additionally, information of successful business processes travels ever faster around 
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the world, reducing competitive advantages5 (Holmes, 2008:54; Chesbrough 2011:9). Digitisa-

tion has been a crucial part of the emergence of carsharing. The ability to constantly be online 

and have access to knowledge of the whereabouts of cars and be able to book them on-the-go 

through mobile apps, has been vital for the success of the concept 

3.3. Environmental challenges 

Sustainability has become an inevitable part of doing business, both brand-wise and regulation-

wise. By adapting a strategy, which entails differentiation in products and services with envi-

ronmental beneficial characteristics, companies can benefit from eco-branding (Orsato 

2009:96). By accentuating a highly eco-conscious part of the value chain, a company can in-

crease its association with sustainable business, which can benefit the whole value chain. 

Though this strategy is preferable to some companies, Orsato (2009) underlines than in order 

to ensure future competitiveness, companies should pursue a sustainable value innovation strat-

egy (SVI). A SVI model considers economic costs, environmental impacts, value for customers 

and contribution to society, whilst creating new market spaces and acquiring new consumers. 

The key to SVI is integrating services in the business model that are adaptable to shifting con-

sumer needs, but according to Orsato (2009), companies should: 

“identify the ultimate service a product is supposed to deliver”                           

(Orsato, 2009:295) 

Often, companies must reconsider how their products and services can create value and conse-

quently, they might have to perform drastic changes to the business model. A proposed solution 

that combines the four considerations of the SVI while providing a high degree of service to 

the consumer is the PSS (see section 5.1)  

The automotive industry is one of the most rebuked industries when it comes to environmental 

externalities. There are many resources associated with the production of vehicles, but the most 

severe environmental impact occurs in the use-stage. In fact, transportation accounts for ap-

proximately a quarter of all greenhouse gas emissions in developed countries with road trans-

portation taking up the major part (www.ec.europa.eu; www.epa.gov; www.wri.org). Using the 

                                                 
5 For instance, SCOR, a tool developed by the Supply Chain Council that “lets organizations quickly determine 

and compare the performance of supply chain and related operations within their company or against other or-

ganizations” is available to all companies who wish to purchase it (http://supply-chain.org/about).   

http://www.ec.europa.eu/
http://www.epa.gov/
http://www.wri.org/
http://supply-chain.org/about
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Mobility Model6 developed in collaboration with the International Energy Agency (IEA), the 

OECD (2012) estimates that passenger mobility in OECD countries will grow between 10 and 

50% up to 2050, while non-OECD countries will experience an explosive growth as big as 

300%. Even though manufacturers are attempting to create more environmentally friendly ve-

hicles, it is certain that such a development will increase emissions caused by transport 

(Geerken et al, 2009; KPMG, 2010; OECD, 2012). To offset this effect, and as the discussion 

on global warming, issues of bad air quality and urban capacity problems continues, more in-

tensive regulation in the field is to be expected.. As seen in Appendix 4, allowances for green-

house gas emissions have become increasingly stringent over the past 20 years, which is a trend 

that can be expected to remain (KMPG2010:7). The EU has set up targets for new cars intro-

duced to the market; in 2015 the maximum average emission level is 130g/km of CO2 and in 

2020 the level is as far down as 95g/km (European Commission, 2012c). The US is even more 

radical with 2020 target lying between 70g/km and 83g/km (T&E, 2012). With environmental 

regulations that differ from region to region, vehicles that match different standards are created 

and even though production succeeds in being streamlined to comply with all regulations, man-

ufacturing costs are expected to rise as regulation intensifies (KPMG, 2010). According to 

Transport and Environment (T&E, 2012) some American automotive manufacturers have wel-

comed the drastic domestic standards since they make the market more difficult for competitors 

to thrive in. Nevertheless, it is difficult to forecast the balance between higher costs now and 

competitive advantages in the future. Apart from regulations that reduce emission factors, toll 

rings and congestion charges as well as regulations that encourage multiple use of vehicles, 

such as parking space and high-way lines assigned to car-pooling and –sharing, aims to moti-

vate consumers in urban areas to discard individual car ownership. Also, as the number of ve-

hicles grow, so will congestion, which will minimise a key attribute of privately owned cars: 

flexibility (Maxton and Wormald, 2004). A congestion charge introduced in Stockholm in 2007 

has resulted in a stable traffic reduction of 29% without any noteworthy negative effects, and 

the public opinion of the charge has even changed from primarily negative at the time of im-

plementation to general acceptance (Börjesson et al, 2012:11).  

                                                 
6 The Mobility Model (MoMo) is a global transport model that estimates travel indicators, energy consumption, 

pollutant emissions and greenhouse gases. It was initiated by the WBSCD in 2003 and is under continuous devel-

opment and improvement by the International Energy Agency and the OECD with support from major automotive 

players such as BP, Toyota and Volkswagen (OECD, 2012;). 



Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

22 

 

3.4. Disruptive business model  

The preceding sections have shown that the automotive manufacturing industry face severe 

challenges in terms of maturity and commoditization. Car buyers want more at an ever-lower 

price and there are critical environmental challenges, forcing the automakers to continuously 

create innovations, which in many cases actually overshoots the real utilisation of the vehicle7 

(Christensen and Raynor, 2003:32-33). Furthermore, the needs of the urban consumer is begin-

ning to change in favour of efficient and innovative mobility solutions, which not only encour-

ages the emergence of carsharing organisations and other innovative mobility providers, but 

also a partial business model reinvention from the automakers. The development of carsharing 

schemes is intuitively disruptive to car sales, as it encourages a more efficient utilisation of the 

vehicles and thus fewer new car purchases. However, Johnson et al (2008:7-8) have identified 

five cases where business model reinvention is beneficial for a company in spite of the fact that 

it might be disruptive to the core business.  

1) When a large group of potential customers are left outside the market due to e.g. high 

costs or bad accessibility. Many young urban dwellers cannot afford car ownership and 

therefore chose other means of transport like public transportation and biking.   

2) When a new technology is created that could benefit more from an innovative business 

model. Automakers are struggling to sell their electrical vehicles, but with a carsharing 

scheme, users become familiar with the EV.  

3) When the industry faces the risk of commoditization, where prices are falling and sim-

ilarity between the products offered by different competitors increase.   

4) When low-end disruptors enter the market. The number of CSOs and other mobility 

providers is growing by the minute. See for instance Table 4.1: Overview of the current 

carsharing market (North America and Europe).  

5) When the basis of competition is shifting, for instance through the emergence of com-

petition from emerging market.  

If the current customer value proposition (CVP), the degree to which the customer’s needs are 

fulfilled satisfactorily, is low, there exists a potential for disruptive innovations that create new 

markets, often targeting a niche (Johnson et al, 2008:3). However, large companies rarely rec-

ognise the potential of these new markets, since profitability and value creation is uncertain and 

                                                 
7 For instance, many cars have high top speeds that are never reached in practice.  
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the relative value to the large company’s current business is minimal, and therefore first-moving 

disruptive innovators are often smaller, entrepreneurial companies (Christensen and Overdorf, 

2000:3).   

First-mover advantages 

First-mover advantages (FMAs) is a widely discussed concept. Introduced in 1988 by Lieber-

man and Montgomery, the same authors questioned the validity of the concept only ten years 

later (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1998). However, the time of entry into a market can play 

an important role in the division of market shares and the ability to retain market positions and 

control of resources.  

Being a pioneer in a market originates from the fact that the company has some sort of techno-

logical leadership in the market or an innovative way of presenting a product or a service 

(Lieberman and Montgomery, 1988:42). An important attribute of the pioneering role is the 

chance to capture customers and create a base to which all future offerings will be compared; 

an industry standard (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1998:1113). Customers who quickly adapt 

new offerings often have an important role as a seminal figure in their network, meaning that, 

assuming they have a positive perception of the product or service, their recommendations will 

expand the customer base. Additionally, customers who have adopted the pioneer’s offering 

often spend time and money, like for instance paying a one-time start-up fee, which increases 

the customers’ switching costs. Companies can also create reward systems, such as frequent 

flyer miles, which will motivate customers to stay with the pioneer, in spite of followers enter-

ing the market. Additionally, pioneers have the advantage of an untapped market, both in terms 

of resources and geography (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1988:44). 

The effects of entering a market first are however far from entirely positive. For instance, iden-

tifying market potential and influencing and educating customers to try a new product or service 

can consume a large amount of resources. The high degree of market uncertainties mean that 

pioneers tend to miss the best opportunities, which are assumed by followers who have allowed 

time for the demand for the new product or service to develop (Lieberman and Montgomery, 

1988:47). Furthermore, customers often have diversified needs, and in the wake of a new prod-

uct or service introduction, various niche markets come into existence, which followers can fill 

(ibid:48).  
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In line with Christensen and Overdorf’s (2000:3) claim in the previous section, Lieberman and 

Montgomery (1998:1114) found that the market pioneers are often smaller, entrepreneurial 

companies, who have developed an idea, whereas manufacturing companies and companies 

with a strong brand value tend to enter later. The followers wish to avoid the uncertainties in 

the embryonic phase and be ensured that there is a potential in the market. Furthermore, com-

panies with a strong brand are averse to expose their name in a risky operation. Finally, in many 

cases, it is difficult for pioneers to keep their knowledge proprietary and followers can therefore 

benefit from their experiences and mistakes (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1988:43). In fact, 

research has shown that considerably more followers than pioneers succeed in the market in the 

long run, at that the followers often achieve larger market shares (Golder and Tellis, 1993:169). 

In the carsharing market, many small actors came into existence in the 90s, but it was Zipcar’s 

entrance in 2000 that spurred the growth. It was not until late 00s that automakers began to 

follow Zipcar’s lead and create carsharing schemes of their own.  

3.5. Answer to Sub-Question #1 

The automotive industry is facing challenges in gaining profits and fulfilling environmental 

standards. First of all, the traditional manufacturing part of the industry has reached maturity 

and old automakers as for instance Ford, BMW, and Daimler, are facing increased competition 

from emerging markets such as China, India, and Brazil, which at the same time are the markets 

where demand has the highest growth rate. Furthermore, profits are dwindling, and European 

and American customers are becoming increasingly conscious of the price of owning a car. 

These are some of the answers to the first sub-question. 

Sub-Question #1: 

Which challenges faced by the automotive industry drive the implementa-

tion of carsharing by automakers? 

The manufacturers are also working hard to comply with regulations that seek to lessen the 

negative externalities caused by the use of personal vehicles, and some of these are encouraging 

people to share their cars. The trend of carsharing has come into existence, and automakers are 

expanding their business to include this phenomenon as well, in spite of the fact that carsharing 

encourages lesser car sales, and thus seems counterintuitive for automakers. However, in order 

to follow the trend in demand in the Western markets and to face the competition of entrepre-

neurial market entrants, many automakers have chosen to follow suit.   
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4. Overview of the carsharing market 

History of carsharing 

Carsharing is a system that allows users to rent a car for a short period of time. There exist 

round-trip systems, where the vehicle must be returned to its point of origin, and free-float-

ing/one-way systems where the vehicle can be dropped off anywhere inside an indicated area. 

The cars are most often accessed by using a card that unlocks the vehicle and starts the rental, 

meaning that the user can pick up a car anywhere at any time.  

One of the earliest known carsharing schemes was initiated in 1948 in Switzerland and the next 

fifty years saw various examples of carsharing experiments in Europe and North America (Sha-

heen and Cohen, 2007:81). However, many of these experiments were eventually terminated 

and it was not until the end of the millennium that the popularity of carsharing took off and the 

modern carsharing systems came into existence. One of the major facilitators of carsharing and 

contributors to its growth, is the internet and in particular the smartphone which provides con-

venient, on-the-go access to information on the whereabouts of vehicles as well as booking 

systems. From 2006 to 2012 the number of carsharing members worldwide grew from 346,610 

to 1,788,027 (over 400%) and the corresponding number of vehicles grew from 11,501 to 

43,554 (around 280%) (Shaheen, 2013:5-6)8. According to a forecast scenario performed by 

Frost & Sullivan (2012a; 2012b) carsharing can potentially grow to over 22 million members 

by 2020 in Europe and North America. These two regions are the most important markets, 

taking up over 90% of the memberships and around 83% of the vehicles in 2012 (Shaheen, 

2013:5-6). Theoretically, the Asian market has large potential for carsharing and innovative 

mobility solutions due to massive population growth, urbanisation, and as a result pressing con-

gestion issues. As of 2012, however, carsharing was only present in Japan and Singapore, with 

small pilot projects in South Korea, China and Hong Kong (Frost & Sullivan, 2012c:18).  

                                                 
8 In order to ensure these numbers were valid, the figures from Shaheen (2013) were compared to findings from 

Frost & Sullivan (2012a; 2012b). F&S found the membership number in Europe and North America (they do not 

provide worldwide figures) in 2011 to be 700,000 and 820,000 respectively, compared to Shaheen (2013) whose 

numbers for 2012 (2011 is not indicated) are 691,943 and 908,584. The number of vehicles in carsharing in 2011 

were according to F&S (2012a; 2012b) 21,000 in Europe and 13,782 in North America, and Shaheen’s (2013) 

corresponding numbers in 2012 were 20,464 and 15,795. The data is thus in accordance with each other, and 

Shaheen’s (2013) data is used as illustration due to it being most recent.      
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Renting vs. sharing 

Traditionally, car rental companies have offered solutions for drivers who do not have a car 

available, but wish to use one for a short period of time. Renting a car allows the customer to 

have exclusive access to a vehicle for a given time-frame, giving the customer some of the 

ownership benefits not obtained through carsharing, such as the security of having a car avail-

able. Rentals are most suited for long-term rentals where the car is used often or for driving far. 

However, though a customer rents the car for a week, it is unlikely that the vehicle will be used 

round-the-clock in the rental period, and the customer thus pays for more than he actually uses. 

In most cases, the customer also experiences added costs in the shape of insurance, mileage, 

and fuel, and often fees are high for young drivers. Furthermore, car rentals must often by 

picked up at the branch office. Carsharing, on the other hand, provides customers with imme-

diate car access, and usage for only the period necessary. Insurance and fuel are included in the 

price, ensuring price transparency and easy cost calculation, and the cars are often situated at 

convenient locations across the city.  

Recently, car rental companies have shown growing interest in the carsharing market, which in 

particular has been illustrated by Avis’ acquisition of Zipcar (see more in section 9.3). Other 

large car rental companies have also entered the market, such as Hertz (Hertz on Demand) and 

Enterprise (Enterprise CarShare). Carsharing schemes have the potential to be highly disruptive 

of the car rental market, since both target customers, who wish to have vehicles access for a 

limited period9.    

Peer-to-peer rental and ridesharing 

Other growing trends on the collaborative personal mobility scene are peer-to-peer rentals and 

ridesharing, where private persons rent their own car to their peers or offer seats in the car for 

trips. Collaborating and sharing with your peers demand a high degree of trust, which is often 

obtained through rating and feedback systems. Sharing your vehicle with your peers increases 

the utilisation immensely while retaining the ownership advantages for the car owners. These 

models are based on some of the members owning a car and being able and willing to share it 

with the network, whereas carsharing is based on companies and organisations providing the 

vehicles.    

                                                 
9 As can be seen in the concluding chapter, the disruptive effects of carsharing on car rentals would be an interesting 

subject for further research. It is however not within the goal of this thesis to look upon the car rental market.  
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Carsharing operators 

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the most important carsharing schemes in the North Ameri-

can and European markets. It should be noted that making an entirely comprehensive list is 

complicated due to the vast number of small schemes, but by using the extensive information 

provided by Frost & Sullivan, Shaheen and her colleagues, as well as internet research, the list 

has been made as detailed as possible. As can be seen, the list divides the carsharing schemes 

into three main groups: automakers, CSOs and rental companies. Though rental companies do 

not play a role throughout the thesis, they are becoming important players in the carsharing 

market and would in another context be interesting to analyse. 

Table 4.1: Overview of the current carsharing market (North America and Europe) 

 Countries served Size (members/vehicles) Year of launch 

Automakers 

BMW: DriveNow  DE, US 40,000 /1,200 2011  

Daimler: car2go DE, US, CA, NL, AT 400,000 / 8,000 2008  

Ford: Ford Carsharing DE N/A / N/A 2013 

Peugeot: Mu FR, UK, DE, ES, IT, BE, CH N/A / N/A 2008  

Volkswagen: Quicar DE 5,000 / 200 2011  

CSOs 

Autolib’ FR 30,000 / 1,800 2011  

AutoShare CA 12,000 / 300 1998  

Buffalo CarShare US 600 / 15 2008 

Cambio DE, BE 55,000 / 1,600 1992 

City Car Club UK 20,000 / 600 2005  

Communauto CA 27,000 / 1,300 1994 

Flinkster DE, NL, AT, CH 230,000 / 2,800 2009  

GoCar IE N/A / 200 2008  

Greenwheels NL, DE 10,000 / 19,000 1995  

Mobility CH 102,100 / 2,700 1997  

Stadtmobil DE 38,00 / 1,800 1999  

Sunfleet SE 22,000 / 800 1997  

Tuxi DK, PT N/A / 150 and 200 resp.  Primo 2014 

Zipcar (owned by Avis) US, UK, ES 700,000 / N/A 2000  

Rental companies 

Enterprise CarShare (I-Go and 

PhillyCarShare) 

US 62,000 / N/A 2008  

Hertz 24/7 US, UK, DE, DK N/A / N/A 2008   

Notes: Companies written in italics are used as case companies further in the thesis 

           Data for all companies was not available.  

Sources: Company websites; E-mail contact with companies; Frost and Sullivan (2012, 2013a, 2013b); Shaheen and 

Cohen (2013) 
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Six of the listed companies are analysed in Part II. The choice of Zipcar was based on its im-

portance for the carsharing market, as it accounts for over 700,000 of carsharing members. 

Car2go and DriveNow are both important players in the German market, and are expanding to 

the US. Car2go is also active in neighbouring European countries. Autolib’ and Tuxi are small 

CSOs who are largely driven by local government and their wish to decrease congestion and 

urban pollution, while Ford Carsharing is following in the footsteps of its peer and has recently 

launched Ford Carsharing in Germany.  
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5. Collaborative Consumption 

Since the industrialisation in the beginning of the past century, the welfare of individuals has 

grown exponentially, especially in the Western world. The middleclass became able to afford 

much more than just the items that fulfil basic needs, and eventually products became a means 

of self-definition10. Additionally, globalisation and the increased interconnectedness between 

nations and regions made it possible to purchase goods from all over the world. By the end of 

the millennium many purchases were characterised by hyperconsumption – excessive buying. 

Hyperconsumption puts a large strain on the environmental system by tapping resources unsus-

tainably fast and by emitting large amounts of pollutants in production and consumption. In 

addition, the past twenty years have been the scene of an internet revolution, creating a revolu-

tionising digital world. A considerable part of communication is conducted through computers, 

smartphones, and tablets. Self-definition is increasingly being shaped by the activities on social 

media such as joining and liking groups and networks, sharing articles and websites, and being 

tagged at points of interest. Furthermore, recent years have shown a new trend in the demand 

structure, where consumers largely seek customised, functional solutions as an alternative to 

purchasing mass-produced goods (Mont, 2002; Lindahl et al, 2009; Botsman and Rogers, 

2011). Among other things, this shows that the business environment has become more com-

plex since the introduction of the four Ps of marketing: product, price, place, and promotion. 

Several authors argue that companies can no longer count on consumers to buy what they sell, 

but that they must adapt their products and services to what the consumer wants. The four Ps 

have increasingly become replaced by the four Cs: consumer – needs and wants, costs – cost to 

satisfy, convenience – ease of buying, and communication – give and take (Orsato, 2009:198, 

Schultz et al, 1994:12-13).  

Resistance toward hyperconsumption and the communicative possibilities enabled by the inter-

net revolution paved the way for a new consumption trend: collaborative consumption (CC). 

Consuming collaboratively means that people share and rent products, knowledge, space etc. 

through social networks or internet platforms. For a fairly long time online peer-to-peer selling 

and purchasing sites such as craigslist and eBay have been available, but in the course of the 

past couple of years there has been a massive emergence of companies and platforms that ena-

bles sharing and renting of items as opposed to the traditional product-sales model. Examples 

                                                 
10 See for instance the renowned article “Symbols for Sale” by Levy (1959).  
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of well-known companies that facilitate collaborative consumption are Airbnb, where it is pos-

sible to rent a room in private homes almost wherever you go, Landshare, where people with 

green fingers can cultivate spare land owned by someone else, and Erento, where it is possible 

to rent privately owned items from tools to tables (Botsman and Rogers, 2011:20-21). Consum-

ing collaboratively allows consumers to minimise ownership costs such as maintenance ex-

penses, insurance fees, and in some cases taxes. Furthermore, by renting a product instead of 

purchasing it, the consumer avoids the cost of purchase, and those who do own products can 

benefit monetarily from renting their items. As the collaborative consumption scene grows and 

as more products become available for short-term rental, consumers are less inclined to buy 

items that will be used infrequently. This creates challenges for manufacturing companies, who 

seek new ways to meet consumption needs. One way is by maintaining ownership of the prod-

uct and focusing on providing services.   

5.1. Product-Service Systems 

Collaborative consumption covers three models11, one of them being product-service systems 

(PSS) which again has three categories: the product-oriented, the use-oriented and the result-

oriented PSS. The concept of PSS is still a new acquaintance for many companies. Research on 

the field reflects this fact as studies before the turn of the millennium were sparse, but the quan-

tity has grown immensely over the past decade (Boehm and Thomas, 2013:10). Being a rela-

tively new and fast-growing research area, many different definitions of the PSS have appeared 

and authors such as Baines et al (2007), Vasantha et al (2012), Boehm and Thomas (2013), and 

Beuren et al (2013) perform thorough literature reviews in order to streamline the developed 

characteristics of the concept, and formulate an all-encompassing, but somewhat broad defini-

tion such as: 

“PSS … are defined as an integrated bundle of products and services which aim at cre-

ating customer utility and generating value”  

(Boehm and Thomas, 2013:18) 

                                                 
11 Botsman and Rogers (2011) also define redistribution markets and collaborative lifestyles. In the former system, 

owners of products sell or give their used items, and the latter describes how people pool their resources together, 

for instance time, space or skills, in order to achieve results.  
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However, the descriptive keywords that can be derived from the definitions in the articles cre-

ate a comprehensive understanding of which issues are imperative for the PSS. The words in 

Figure 5.1 are frequently repeated in the definitions. 

Figure 5.1: Keywords of Product-Service Systems 

 

 

Derived from Baines et al (2007), Vasantha et al (2012), Boehm and Thomas (2013) and Beuren et al 

(2013). 

Intangible services are often used in the traditional product-sales model as a beneficial add-on, 

but in the PSS, services are incorporated to a much higher degree in the lifecycle of the tangible 

products with the goal of being able to satisfy individual customer needs more specifically. 

Meeting these needs and being able to customise solutions to the individual, necessitates a close 

learning interaction between the company and the consumer, which often is facilitated by the 

ownership structure. As will be described below, the company will keep ownership of the prod-

uct in some of the types of PSS, which not only strengthens the relationship between the con-

sumer and the company, but also has the potential to change the company’s perception of the 

product from being a profit centre to a cost centre (Williams, 2007:1095). This can incentivise 

manufacturers to not only create products that are longer lasting, easily disassembled and recy-

cled, but also highly resource-efficient during use, with low environmental impact. In the same 

sense, also companies that are not manufacturers will recognise that one of the competitive 

advantages of the PSS is the possibility to minimise material input and thus dematerialise the 

value chain (Beuren et al, 2013:3). Competitive advantages are to a smaller degree found in the 

design of a product and to a higher degree in the design of the system, which delivers the func-

tionality of an item to the customers. 
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Product-oriented 

The product-oriented PSS maintains most characteristics from the traditional product-sales 

model and is used by many companies in shape of product-related services and product-related 

advice and consultancy (Tukker and Tischner, 2006c:66) The customer buys the products along 

with extra services such as maintenance, consultancy, financing, insurance, repair and take-

back schemes. These value-adding services enhance the durability of the products and improve 

the utilisation, while creating an environment where companies can learn how their customers 

use the product (Manzini and Vezzoli, 2002:8). Examples of product-oriented PSS in the auto-

motive industry are companies that offer yearly service check-ups along with the purchase of a 

new vehicle or in the B2B sector offer fleet management systems in order to ensure an optimal 

and efficient use of e.g. trucks, busses and cars. Some authors do not include the product-ori-

ented PSS in their definition of the concept due to the fact that the company does not maintain 

ownership of the product and it thus resembles product-sales too much (e.g. Lindahl et al, 2009). 

However, it does include many of the important PSS characteristics such as improving func-

tionality and fulfilling a variety of needs related to the product. Additionally, as the least radical 

type of PSS, many product-sales companies will find a transition to the product-oriented PSS 

to be fairly frictionless, making it relevant for understanding how e.g. manufacturers are adopt-

ing services in their value chain.  

Use-oriented 

In the use-oriented PSS the consumer never obtains ownership of the product, but can pay a fee 

for unlimited use (leasing) or pay for the product for a certain period of time, either sequentially 

(renting) or simultaneously with other users (pooling). The company handles all the product-

related issues and manufacturing companies are thus incentivised to use durable and efficient 

inputs (Tukker and Tischner, 2006c:67). With many privately owned products, there exists a 

large discrepancy between how much they are used and how much they in fact could be used 

without noteworthy effect on the lifespan. Chesbrough (2011) labels this issue the utilisation 

differential and points to the fact that there is a large potential for companies to profit from such 

underused capacity. An often cited example of the use-oriented PSS is the carsharing scheme, 

where companies indeed aim at more optimal utilisation of cars, so that many individuals’ needs 

can be fulfilled with fewer vehicles. In continuation, customers who choose a use oriented PSS 

often have a wide range of products to choose between, resulting in changing and diversified 

needs being satisfied (Manzini and Vezzoli, 2002:9). Since the use-oriented PSS rarely involves 
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large fixed costs for the consumer it is a challenge for companies to create customer loyalty, 

meaning that is important for companies to offer a wide range of customised services to keep 

consumers satisfied (Eisenmann et al, 2006:96).     

Result-oriented 

Being the most radical of the three types of PSS, the core characteristic of the result-oriented 

PSS is that is offers the customer a final result, competency or capability that does not neces-

sarily require a specification of a product (Baines, 2007; Beuren et al, 2013). Since companies 

have free reins on how to reach a certain result, it is assumable that they will attempt to find the 

most efficient method in order to maximise profits by e.g. reducing any excessive and redundant 

resources. Therefore, it can be expected that the result-oriented PSS has a high degree of envi-

ronmental sustainability (Tukker and Tischner, 2006c:67). A certain degree of risk can be per-

ceived concerning the result-oriented PSS, due to the somewhat abstract notion of purchasing 

a result as opposed to purchasing a specific product, making it important to involve the con-

sumer in the value creation process in order to restore a sense of control (Tukker, 2004:253). 

Examples of the result-oriented PSS in the automotive industry is seen when companies focus 

on providing a mobility service that can get a user from A to B, regardless of the mode of 

transportation. This could for instance be a combination of public transportation, rental bicycles 

and shared cars. For all PSS companies the design of the system is imperative for success, but 

especially in this type of PSS does the importance become apparent, since products are not the 

centre of the transaction. A well-designed system will involve the customer in co-creating so-

lutions, benefit from obtaining tacit knowledge, and thus enhance the company’s ability to meet 

needs more straight-on (Chesbrough, 2011). Using tacit knowledge and customer relationships 

will make the system design difficult to copy and increase resistance against competitors.  

Sum-up of Product-Service Systems 

Product-service system are distinguished by the importance of the product and the ownership 

structure. The product-oriented resembles the traditional product-sales model, but supports it 

heavily with services. The use-oriented PSS offers consumers to use a product for a certain 

amount of time and the result-oriented PSS focuses on offering a function to the consumers. 

The differences in ownership and role of product are imperative for assessing which environ-

mental impact the PSS can have along with the system’s ability to generate profit, which will 

be the focus of sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2.  
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5.1.1. Generating profit 

Even though an industry is suffering from commoditization were profits are low, it can seem 

counterintuitive at first sight for manufacturers to engage in product-service systems, as their 

traditional goal is to sell as many products as possible, whereas the PSS encourages more effi-

cient use of fewer units. In addition, the short-term profit realisation that follows sales is re-

placed by smaller fees that are paid on a continuous basis, resulting in a prolonged return-on-

investment period12 (Mont, 2002:243). Furthermore, if the product continues to be the property 

of the company it becomes a cost centre as opposed to a profit centre, which will however 

incentivise the company to enhance the efficiency and the lifespan of the product (Williams, 

2007:1095). These issues can create resistance to change within a company, but there are vari-

ous profit-generating elements in the PSS. If the lifetime of a product is extended, it will provide 

additional profit in the PSS, where in a product-sales model it will postpone consumers’ acqui-

sition of new products. In addition, if the product has high market value at the disposal stage, it 

can be reused either as it is or for parts, and therefore reduce expenses for virgin material (Mont, 

2002:242-243). Additionally, for companies undertaking PSS, there is profit to be found by 

performing the services that previously were performed by third parties, if at all.  

One of the most important effects of the PSS is the synergy effect. In the product-sales model, 

the dominant approach is to optimise the economic value for each stakeholder individually, but 

since the common goal in the PSS is to have resource-efficient products, the individual values 

converge and create synergies in profits as well as environmental benefits13 (Manzini and Vez-

zoli, 2003). The profits that arise from synergy effects are enjoyed by all stakeholders; for in-

stance, consumers that use carsharing schemes avoid fixed costs associated with car purchase 

while having access to a range of selections and the corresponding companies benefit from 

efficient utilisation of their fleet of cars. 

5.1.2. Gaining environmental sustainability 

Environmental sustainability is defined by many authors as being an essential driver for the 

choice of a PSS, not just for companies but also for consumers and is connected to several of 

the keywords listed in Figure 5.1 (Mont, 2002; Manzini and Vezzoli, 2003; Tukker and 

Tischner, 2006; Williams, 2007; Botsman and Rogers, 2011). For instance, dematerialisation 

                                                 
12 This is especially applicable to companies that are initiating a PSS business model and face large upfront invest-

ments.  
13 This may not be the case when it comes to leasing (see below).  
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has great significance for the environmental impact of a company both because of a reduced 

use of materials, but also due to lesser waste creation.  

Since companies keep some or all of the property rights14 associated with the products, which 

can lead to the convergence of individual values in the value chain (synergy effect), the PSS 

can rectify eco-inefficiencies caused by opportunistic behaviour, bounded rationality and infor-

mation asymmetries. The first issue causes companies to reduce or not optimise the durability 

of a product on purpose in order to increase sales, whereas bounded rationality applies to the 

problem that consumers rarely consider the full cost of owning a product at the time of purchase, 

incentivising companies to offer cheaper products that may be less resource-efficient in the long 

run. For instance, Bendt Iversen from Alphabet (the BMW Group) tells that Danes commonly 

do not consider the full cost of owning and driving a car, since they overlook wear and tear and 

value depreciation. The last inefficiency factor reflects the fact that consumers rarely have full 

knowledge of the utilisation potential of a product, which could be exploited to a higher degree 

if companies had incentives to give advice and consult consumers continuously (Hockerts, 

2008).  

A tool for achieving sustainability is decoupling environmental impact from economic growth, 

which can be done through five strategies (see Figure 5.2) (Tukker et al, 2006a; Orsato, 2009). 

                                                 
14 The property rights are: the right to retain profits, the right to maintain and operate a product, the right to dispose 

of a product, the right to exclude others, and the right to use a product exclusively. Obligations connected with the 

property rights are: the duty to cover losses, the obligation to maintain a product, and the duty to pay for the 

disposal of a product at the end of its useful life (Hockerts, 2008:10).  
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Figure 5.2: Decoupling Strategies 

 

 

Derived from Tukker, Tischner and Verkuijl, 2006, pp. 77-80. 

The first and second strategies are used by many companies in the search for raising margins 

or as a result of governmental regulation. However, the PSS gives companies the possibility to 

introduce new technology, which can reduce emission factors, such as the electrical vehicle 

used by many carsharing providers. Furthermore, a PSS can improve the utilisation of a product, 

by ensuring that more users receive output from one product, thus requiring less production. 

The third strategy is the essence of a use-oriented PSS, since it encourages systems of sharing 

and renting. Finally, the two last strategies deal with a change of mentality and culture and are 

difficult for single companies to implement efficiently. However, a common characteristic of 

all strategies is dematerialisation meaning that PSS can be used in all senses and thus has a 

decoupling effect.  

An issue that counteracts the positive environmental effect of the PSS, especially regarding the 

decoupling effect, are the rebound effects, also known as Jevon’s paradox (Manzini and Vez-

zoli, 2003; Tukker et al, 2006a; Sorrell, 2009). In the direct rebound effect it is predicted that 

the more efficient a resource becomes, the cheaper it will be, leading to it becoming accessible 

to more consumers and thus a growth in consumption resulting in the same level, if not more, 

of material use. The degree of the rebound effect is determined by the price elasticity of the 

product; if the elasticity is high, a large rebound effect can be expected. There are also several 

indirect rebound effects, such as the income effect, which predicts that due to the increase of 

efficiency of one product, consumers will have more disposable income and therefore increase 
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consumption in other potentially unsustainable areas (Tukker and Tischner, 2006:80-82). The 

same effect applies to producers, who might use the savings obtained from increased energy 

efficiency to increase inputs (Sorrell, 2009:1457)15. All rebound effects are characterised by the 

fact that as the probability of a significant rebound effects grows, the larger the economic ben-

efits are of for instance an increase in energy efficiency.  

The issues of rebound effects and the fact that PSS in several cases have been implemented for 

other reasons than environmental benefits, such as cost-cutting, meeting changing demand, and 

maintaining competitiveness, underline that one cannot conclude anything about the sustaina-

bility effects of the PSS in general, but it must be determined on case-by-case basis (Tukker et 

al, 2006a:98). However, there is general agreement in the literature that the PSS is an important 

tool in the battle for environmental sustainability. 

5.2. Potential effects of carsharing 

As a PSS, carsharing has the potential to affect social, economic, and environmental welfare 

(Firnkorn and Müller, 2011:1521). It can heighten social welfare by providing a wider set of 

mobility choices and therefore contribute to a more sophisticated fulfilment of differentiated 

user needs. It can increase the economic welfare by allowing more people to access personal 

vehicles and lower mobility costs for those who give up a car. This does however facilitate both 

the direct rebound effect as well as the income rebound effect. The same is the case when as-

sessing the environmental aspects of carsharing. Furthermore, since many non-car owners join 

carsharing, which increases their emissions, it is crucial for the net effect of carsharing that 

there are users who give up car ownership resulting in a large reduction on their behalf (Martin 

and Shaheen, 2010:3). Several authors have looked into the issue of the PSS of leasing and the 

negative effects that might follow (Tukker et al, 2006a:90; Agrawal et al, 2012:529). Since 

leasing and carsharing both are use-oriented PSS, where the company retains ownership and 

the user pays for the use of the product, it can be expected that particularly the moral hazard 

problem will apply to both. Since users do not have the ownership responsibilities they could 

exploit the product in an unsustainable and life-shortening way, such as rough driving (one of 

the case companies, Autolib’, has struggled with keeping the fleet clean and maintained – see 

                                                 
15 Additional rebound effects are the economy-wide effect, where a resource used a input for other products be-

comes cheaper allowing lowering of the prices which again will lead to an increase in consumption, the transfor-

mational effect which makes society’s preferences less eco-conscious e.g. just-in-time production and deliveries, 

as well as  the reduction of non-market quality of life, which is expressed by the creation of services for items that 

used to be free, such as childcare (Tukker et al, 2006a:80-82). 
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section 9.1). Furthermore, as CSOs purchase vehicles from a third-party manufacturer they are 

rarely involved in whether the product design is sustainable. Agrawal et al (2012) made a 

thought experimental game in order to illustrate under which circumstances leasing will or will 

not be greener than selling. Assuming moral hazard problems, they conclude that leasing is only 

a win-win strategy in the cases where the leasing product’s durability is sufficiently higher than 

for products used for sales, meaning companies would experience high costs for investments in 

longevity. However, one should take into consideration the facts that users of a leasing option 

may not act morally devious and leasing companies often integrate insurance and maintenance 

in the contract that can correct bad use. Though these points do not bode optimism for carshar-

ing, research so far has shown that carsharing does result in a positive environmental net effect 

(Martin and Shaheen, 2010:8; Firnkorn and Müller, 2011:1527) 

5.3. Answer to Sub-Question #2 

Following the theory of Botsman and Rogers (2011), consumers are becoming increasingly 

aware of the overcapacity of many goods. In the case of cars, this overcapacity is particularly 

large and very costly. Furthermore, for urban dwellers, it is becoming increasingly inconvenient 

to own a car. Finally, local governments aim to improve the climate in the cities and alleviate 

congestion, and therefore are supportive of carsharing schemes, especially when they are based 

on electrical vehicles.  

The second sub-question asked:  

Sub-Question #2: 

How can a business model that encourages product sharing affect a com-

pany’s profitability and environmental sustainability?  

Companies can benefit monetarily by designing a system of sharing that is convenient and eas-

ily accessible for users. They take on the task which otherwise would be performed by third 

parties. Furthermore, sharing gives many possibilities to gain from decoupling effects and can 

be used as an eco-branding strategy.   
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6. Framework for Analyses 

Chapters 3 through 5 have presented some of the challenges in the automotive industry such as 

falling profitability and increased pressure to improve sustainable performance as well as col-

laborative consumption and product-services systems. Drawing upon this knowledge, chapter 

6 will first present a framework, which will be used for analysing the case companies, and 

thereafter provide propositions to what the succeeding analyses and discussion can be expected 

to reveal.  

The automakers differ from the CSOs in that they are experiencing the challenges of the auto-

manufacturing industry. Therefore, some attention will be given to these companies’ core busi-

ness before proceeding to the description and analysis of their carsharing schemes. For each 

group of carsharing schemes the types of PSS will be assessed as well as the implications for 

and importance of profitability. Furthermore, the analyses will look upon the schemes’ envi-

ronmental effect. The guidelines that will be used in the analyses are depicted in Table 6.1.  

Table 6.1: Framework for analysis 

For automakers 

 Which market challenges from the automotive manufacturing industry are the companies 

facing? 

For all schemes 

Product-service systems 

 Which type of PSS is dominant? (Product-oriented, use-oriented or result-oriented) 

Profitability and environmental sustainability 

 How is profitability obtained? 

 How important is profitability for the success of the scheme? 

 Can any prominent decoupling effects be identified?  

 Can a synergy effect be identified in regards to both profitability and environmental sus-

tainability? 

Drivers 

 What are the main drivers for the scheme? 

 What can be expected of the future of the scheme? 

Source: Own creation 
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Discovering the answers to the above framework in the analyses of the two groups will create 

a basis for discussing differences between them in chapter 11.  

Propositions 

Since carsharing is used widely in the literature as a representative of the result-oriented PSS, 

it is to be expected that many of the schemes will lie closest to this model. The carsharing 

schemes themselves will not have product-oriented PSS traits, but it is likely that the automak-

ers will have other offerings are product-oriented PSS. A highly likely finding is therefore that:   

1) All carsharing schemes will bear closest resemblance to the result-oriented PSS 

Automakers are not dependent on the carsharing schemes being profitable as they can see the 

schemes as marketing tools and means to expose their green profile for eco-branding purposes 

(Orsato, 2009:96). CSOs, on the other hand, do not have large capital funds to draw upon, and 

therefore must have profitable solutions.  

2) CSOs are more dependent on their carsharing schemes being profitable 

Furthermore, since automakers have full access to the production of the vehicles, they theoret-

ically have the option to adapt the cars used for carsharing to fit into the schemes optimally, as 

opposed to CSOs who must use the cars available in the market. This means that the automakers 

can provide vehicles that are sustainable and environmentally beneficial.   

3) Automakers can provide very environmental sustainable carsharing schemes as they 

have full access to the technology needed to optimise the vehicles.  
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Part II 
Part I looked upon the current challenges in the automotive industry such as maturity, commod-

itization, and environmental challenges with regards to regulations and customer preferences. 

Furthermore, the emergence of collaborative consumption and the concept of product-service 

systems, along with the potential effect on profitability and sustainability, was assessed. After 

presenting the descriptive empiricism, the knowledge obtained on these subjects will be used 

to analyse the case companies in order to provide basis for the discussion in Part III, which will 

answer the main research question.  

7. Descriptive Empiricism – Automakers  

7.1. Ford: Ford Carsharing 

A Skype-interview was held with Tanja Neuderth, Head of Regional Marketing South Germany 

at Ford Motor Company, on May 30th. Ford Carsharing16 is still in its start-up phase, and the 

first cars hit the road in July2013, with the official launch in September 2013. As this thesis 

was finished by the end of September 2013, all information on the scheme is based on business 

plans and models.  

Introduction to Ford 

Ford Motor Company was founded in 1903, and in 1908 the company started the production of 

the famous model T on a revolutionary assembly line with specialised tools – Fordism was born 

(Marketline, 2013:5). Ford has been one of the market leaders ever since the origination of the 

automotive industry, and even managed to overcome the global economic crisis without gov-

ernmental bailout, as was the case for its American peers. Ford produces a wide range of vehi-

cles under the brands Ford and Lincoln. The Ford brand has historically been a popular family 

vehicle, particularly in its domestic market, the US, which has meant that Ford has relied heav-

ily on large and medium sized vehicles (Ford, 2013). 

Over the last years, Ford has held a fairly stable market share of 15-16% in the US (the market 

share in 2012 was 15.3%), but has experienced a decline in Europe from 10.9% in 2007 to 7.9% 

in 2012 (Ford, 2013). The European market, which is Ford’s second most important market, 

has proven to contain large challenges due to poor economic conditions in several countries, 

                                                 
16 Initially, the scheme went under the name FORD2GO, but the name has been changed to Ford Carsharing, as 

the former was to alike to Daimler’s car2Go.  
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along with overcapacity and intense competition (Marketplace, 2013:29). Though the domestic 

market is gaining its former strength, these issues are pressing prices down in Europe, and the 

pre-tax loss in 2013 in Europe is expected to be no less than $2,000 million (ibid). Furthermore, 

Ford’s total sales has been quite stable over the past six years, implying little or even no growth 

in their markets (Ford, 2013).  

Ford has been known to diversify its products geographically, but under the “One Ford”17 strat-

egy, the company is streamlining its production to models that can be sold globally with a few 

adjustments in order to ensure faster response to market demand (Groom and Seetharaman, 

2012). This strategy is created to increase benefits from economies of scale and decrease the 

time-to-market factor, which is important in a commoditizing industry (Ford, 2013).   

Looking forward, Ford is planning to increase focus on the Asian market and particularly on 

China, where the company has entered the market through a joint venture, (Ford, 2013). The 

American and European markets will most likely play a smaller role. Furthermore, the company 

is planning on a shift toward higher production of small vehicles that meet the needs of urban 

customers (Scruggs, 2008; Ford, 2013). These plans are illustrated in Figure 7.1.   

Figure 7.1: Ford’s 2020 strategy 

  

Source: Ford, 2012 

 

                                                 
17 The One Ford strategy: “One team: People working together as a lean, global enterprise for automotive leader-

ship, as measured by: Customer, Employee, Dealer, Investor, Supplier, Union/Council, and Community Satisfac-

tion. One Plan: Aggressively restructure to operate profitably at the current demand and changing model mix. 

Accelerate development of new products our customers want and value. Finance our plan and improve our balance 

sheet. Work together effectively as one team. One Goal: An exciting viable Ford delivering profitable growth for 

all.” (Ford, 2013) 
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Ford is working hard on developing more energy-efficient vehicles, and in 2006, the company 

was the first automaker to produce hydrogen engines on a commercial basis. Additionally, 

Ford’s first all-electric passenger car saw the light of day in 2011 (Marketline, 2013:7). The 

company is continuing to develop more eco-friendly vehicles, and expect EVs to become in-

creasingly popular (Ford, 2012).    

Ford Carsharing  

Indicative for the automotive manufacturing industry, Ford is struggling in particularly the Eu-

ropean market and seeking new opportunities to catch urbanised European customers. The suc-

cess of other carsharing schemes been one of the reasons to create Ford Carsharing18, which 

was launched in eight German cities in September 2013 (Tanja Neuderth).     

 “At Ford, we believe that mobility challenges – in urban as well as in rural settings – 

require the same level of attention and determination that we have put toward develop-

ing solutions for the environmental challenges faced by our industry.” 

Ford, 2013 

The Ford Carsharing scheme is a part of Ford’s “Go Further” strategy19, which aims at integrat-

ing people, customers and employees more closely and increase level of service. Ford Carshar-

ing has been created in close collaboration with Ford’s dealerships and through a partnership 

with Flinkster (see Table 4.1), the national German rail company’s, Deutsche Bahn, carsharing 

organisation, which has had great success with basing vehicles at train stations. Ford has rec-

ognised that the competition for carsharing customers is very high in large cities, but has iden-

tified a gap in the smaller towns, which can be filled by using the local dealerships as licensees 

of Ford Carsharing (Tanja Neuderth). The individual dealership will be in charge of a small 

fleet of cars and be responsible for all maintenance associated with the fleet. The size of the 

fleet depends on the size of the town, and though the cars may be placed at the dealership site, 

it is required that a certain share of the vehicles are stationed elsewhere, e.g. in the city centre 

or by main public transportation junctions (Tanja Neuderth). The model is thus equipped for 

rapid expansion, as Ford has a large number of dealerships and affiliated branches nationwide 

                                                 
18 Carsharing is not new to Ford. In 2011 the company entered a collaboration with Zipcar to provide cars for its 

university based fleet. The goal of this partnership was for Ford to expand the knowledge of Ford’s products, 

hoping to catch the first-time buyers before they started the process of searching for the first car. Ford did however 

not participate directly in the carsharing scheme and is therefore new to the carsharing business model.    
19 The “Go Further” strategy aims to express three characteristics: people serving people, ingenuity and attainabil-

ity, thus ensuring close interaction between the company, the dealers, employees and customers (Ford, 2013).   
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in Germany, meaning there is a fundamental infrastructure in place already to reach many lo-

cations (Tanja Neuderth). Furthermore, it will be possible for the customer to book cars a long 

time in advance, which distinguishes the scheme from some of the other carsharing schemes, 

where the maximum advance booking time sometimes is as low as 15 minutes (for instance one 

of the big German carsharing schemes Drive Now by BMW (15minutes) as well as car2go (30 

minutes) and Autolib’ (30 minutes)). Ford Carsharing is a round-trip system, meaning that the 

cars must be returned to their point of departure.   

Flinkster has provided Ford with the technology used for the booking system and fleet manage-

ment, and are going to continue to maintain and upgrade the systems going forward. Through 

this partnership, Ford will also gain access to Flinkster’s customers in that a Flinkster member-

ship triggers a Ford Carsharing membership and vice versa. This give Ford a competitive ad-

vantage since they receive prompt access to a large customer base that would have required 

large amounts of resources to reach otherwise (Tanja Neuderth). Finally, some of the parking 

spaces by train stations, which are owned by Deutsche Bahn, will become restricted to Ford 

Carsharing’s vehicles.   

The carsharing scheme will not receive a large amount of financial backing from Ford Motor 

Company, and therefore the scheme is starting smaller than some of its peers (Tanja Neuderth). 

Furthermore, the dealerships are responsible for purchasing their “own” vehicles and installing 

the appropriate technology, which is expected to result in a gradual start-up. The dealerships 

will receive 80% of the usage fees, and the remaining portion will be divided between Ford 

Motor Company, who will be responsible for marketing, and the technology provider, Deutsche 

Bahn Rent (the owner of Flinkster). Since the dealerships rely on the profitability of the scheme, 

Tanja Neuderth does not expect to see large negative profits, as has been the case for many 

other carsharing schemes in the initial phase.    

Ford will draw on its large fleet of vehicles, and offer five different types, from the small Ford 

Ka, to the large Ford Transit, which can be used for transporting big items. Within a year, Ford 

is planning to introduce the EV through the scheme as well, thus following the pattern of many 

other CSOs and carsharing automakers. According to Tanja Neuderth, it is inconceivable not 

to have EVs in the product range at one point, given that the typical car-sharer to some degree 

is environmental conscious, and therefore will prefer the EV to ICE vehicles. 
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Tanja Neuderth believes that the carsharing market will continue to grow, and if not be im-

portant for the company’s profitability per se, then for the company’s brand exposure and as a 

way of actively showing the company’s pursuit of an environmental strategy along with a close 

integration of customers.  

Sum-up of Ford 

Ford is aware of the challenges of the urban markets, especially in Europe. Furthermore, rec-

ognising the increased popularity of carsharing, the company has decided the enter the German 

carsharing market through its dealers. Using this method, it will be able to spread in many cities 

across the country instead of being centred only in large cities where the competition is already 

high. The scheme is expected to develop quickly, possibly also outside Germany with time.   

7.2. BMW: AlphaCity and Drive Now 

Bendt Iversen, Mobility Manager at Alphabet Denmark, was interviewed on April 17th. Though 

he primarily works with BMW’s B2B scheme AlphaCity, Bendt Iversen was also able to give 

some insight into the B2C scheme Drive Now. Supporting information was obtained online.   

Introduction to BMW 

BMW was established in 1916 in Germany as a motorcycle company and started producing 

cars in the inter-war period (BMW Group, 2013). Currently, the BMW Group owns three 

brands: the BMW, the Mini and the Rolls Royce. While the two former brands target upscale 

luxury markets, the Rolls Royce aims to serve an exclusive niche market with only few high-

end customers. The vehicles produced under the BMW brand account for the very largest part 

of the total sales.  

The most recent annual report shows that the BMW Group has experienced growth in sales 

volumes, revenues and profits the past couple of years, and even managed to achieve positive 

profits during the peak of the global recession in 2008 and 2009 (BMW Group, 2012). Europe 

has historically been the BMW Group’s most important market, but with a struggling European 

economy and growth in sales in the Asian market of almost 250% from 2006-2012 (with China 

taking up the far largest amount), compared to the corresponding growth in the European mar-

ket of merely 6.3%, the scene seems to be changing (Katrin Saternus). Though BMW has a 

relatively small market share in the overall sales of passenger cars, it is an important player in 

the premium segments. One of the BMW Group’s largest assets is the BMW brand value, which 



Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

46 

 

Forbes magazine in 2012 ranks number nine of all types brands, and thus making it the most 

powerful automotive brand20. 

The BMW Group has succeed in cutting emissions, both in the production processes as well as 

in the finished products, and are currently introducing EVs into their product range (BMW 

Group, 2013). Furthermore, the BMW Group has been nominated the most sustainable auto-

motive manufacturer for eight consecutive years by the Dow Jones Sustainability Index (BMW 

Group, 2012b). The company will continue the environmentally conscious line with the sub-

brand BMWi, which spans from innovative vehicles to innovative mobility solutions.  

Since 2007, the BMW Group has worked under Strategy number ONE, a strategy based on the 

four pillars: growth, shaping the future, profitability, and access to technology and customers.  

Figure 7.2: BMW’s Strategy number ONE 

Strategy number ONE 

“to be profitable and to enhance long-term value in times of change. And this 

applies to technological, structural as well as cultural aspects of our company. 

Since 2007, we have been implementing various initiatives in keeping with 

the strategy’s four pillars: Growth, Shaping the Future, Profitability and 

Access to Technologies and Customers.” 

 BMW Group, 2013  

 

AlphaCity and Drive Now 

The BMW Group has two different types of carsharing schemes: AlphaCity and Drive Now. 

The former targets the B2B market, whereas the latter targets the B2C market. For comparative 

reasons, the focus will be on Drive Now, since the other case companies also mainly target the 

B2C market, but AlphaCity will also be described due to its importance for BMW’s mobility 

solutions.  

The BMW Group’s mission statement for the next decade indicates that the company is focused 

on participating in meeting the demands for a wider set of mobility needs: 

                                                 
20 Comparatively, Ford is number 59 and Mercedes-Benz (Daimler) is number 16 on the same list. Other listings, 

such as www.brandirectory.com, have somewhat different placements for the brands, but the order of succession 

for these three companies is the same.   

http://www.brandirectory.com/
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“The BMW Group is the world’s leading provider of premium products and premium 

services for individual mobility” 

(The BMW Group, 2013) 

In 1997, the fleet management company Alphabet was created as a division of the BMW Group. 

Initially, Alphabet offered operational leasing which entailed businesses leasing a fleet of cars 

and Alphabet providing the required maintenance, along with services such as fleet consulting, 

but in 2010 the combined corporate and private carsharing scheme AlphaCity was introduced. 

Starting in France, Alphabet has expanded the concept into the Netherlands, Germany, the UK 

and Denmark. AlphaCity allows a company to lease a fleet of cars for the daily period they are 

needed e.g. within the timeframe from 8am to 6pm. After the working day ends, the cars are 

released for private rental by employees at favourable prices21, thus optimising the utilisation 

of the cars. Many carsharing companies struggle with not being able to fill their cars during the 

weekdays and an excess demands during the weekend, but by combing business car and private 

car in one scheme, AlphaCity manages this hurdle effectively (Bendt Iversen). With this 

scheme, the BMW Group does not target employees, who have a company car and drive long 

distances, but rather employees who otherwise take short rides by e.g. taxi or use their own car 

for short trips to business meetings and the like.  

The BMW Group also has a regular B2C carsharing scheme called Drive Now, which currently 

is implemented in four large German cities and San Francisco, USA. In Europe the scheme has 

been created through a joint venture with the car rental company, Sixt, but in the US, the scheme 

is entirely owned by the BMW Group. According to Bendt Iversen, the concept will expand 

with time, but currently a market expansion is not planned. It is not necessary to book a Drive 

Now car beforehand. The user can located any vehicle nearby by using a smartphone app, and 

access the car straight away. In order to support this system, a vehicle can only be reserved 15 

minutes before the rental. As a user of Drive Now, Tanja Neuderth from Ford finds this system 

problematic since you cannot be sure that there is a vehicle available at the time you need it, 

for instance when arriving at the airport. However, the core concept of Drive Now is for it to 

be easy, fast and flexible, and therefore it is important to maintain availability of the vehicles. 

                                                 
21 In all countries apart from Denmark, where tax rules make it impossible, the revenues go to the companies and 

thus provide an initial source of income (Bendt Iversen).  
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For the same reason, Drive Now is a free-floating system allowing users to drop off their vehi-

cles anywhere within an indicated area (Bendt Iversen). 

The BMW Group will use the two schemes to introduce the electrical vehicles to their custom-

ers, since the high degree of uncertainty associated with the EV – for instance if an infrastruc-

ture will come in place, how fast the value depreciates, the level of maintenance costs – most 

likely will keep the EV of the private market for some time yet (Bendt Iversen)22. However, 

with being able to draw on a range of products, from a large BMW station wagon to a smart 

Mini convertible to the environmentally friendly EVs, the BMW Group can fulfil many differ-

ent needs. An important point for the BMW Group regarding both schemes, is creating a sense 

of security and convenience for the user by offering a round-the-clock hotline service (Bendt 

Iversen).The introduction of the EV through the carsharing scheme shows how producers can 

be incentivised to create environmentally sound product since, as Bendt Iversen says, private 

buyers will not want to purchase an EV, but the carsharing customer would be happy to drive 

one. This is in line with the observation of Tanja Neuderth from Ford. So far, Drive Now does 

not use EVs, but five different models of the BMW Group’s brand of cars. The Mini is widely 

used, but is not as small and eco-efficient as the smart car of Daimler’s car2go (see section 7.3). 

The BMW Group is also planning to introduce a flexible ownership model, where customers 

can have an EV during the weekdays, for the short trips, and switch to an ICE during weekends, 

where drives are usually longer (Singh and Briggs, 2013). These plans are a part of the “project 

i”, which is BMW’s elaborate strategy to create a greener, more flexible, high-tech company.  

The BMW Group gains most of its carsharing profits from the B2B customers who use Al-

phaCity. Here, BMW has guaranteed an income from the companies, whereas Drive Now is 

more unpredictable (Bendt Iversen). Due to its focus on large cities, Drive Now meets much 

competition from car2go (described below). However, Drive Now offers luxury cars that add 

extra value to the carsharing scheme, such as the Mini Convertible, and they aim at keeping 

their premium market target.  

                                                 
22 The company Better Place has served EVs by providing battery changing and charging stations nationwide in 

Denmark. The company has however filed for bankruptcy, leaving XX customers with EVs they can no longer 

use at the same degree as before. Such a case can have very negative consequences for the consumers’ perception 

of the EV and keep them from choosing it.  
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Sum-up of the BMW Group 

AlphaCity aims directly at the B2C market, but also captures the employees after the end of the 

working day, and thus increases the utilisation of its vehicles. Drive Now is a flexible, free-

floating scheme, offering luxury products. Carsharing appears to be a part of an elaborate inno-

vative mobility strategy, which includes EVs, high-end technology and flexible ownership.  

7.3. Daimler: Car 2 Go 

Katrin Saternus, Spokesperson for Corporate Communications at Daimler Mobility Services, 

was interviewed on July 5th by telephone.  

Introduction to Daimler 

Daimler is one of the oldest automotive companies, dating back to 1886. The company strug-

gled through the world war era, but subsequently managed to generate great growth and became 

an important player in the global automotive market (Daimler, 2013). In 1995, the company 

merged with the American company, Chrysler, but after only 12 years, Chrysler was sold. The 

global economic crisis took its toll on Daimler, but financial backing was found and the com-

pany proceeded investments in research and development, which among other things led to the 

development of EVs and hybrids (Marketline, 2012a:8-9).  

Daimler produces a large number of trucks and buses, but it is the personal vehicles that account 

for the largest part of the revenues (52.2% in 2011) (Marketline, 2012a:24). Daimler owns the 

premium car brand Mercedes-Benz, which takes up the majority of its personal vehicle busi-

ness. Furthermore, the company manufactures the smart car, a small, city vehicle, designed for 

urban dwellers. Daimler’s carsharing scheme, car2go, is built around the smart-for-two, bene-

fiting from the petite size and its eco-friendliness.  

Daimler’s largest market is the Western European, with Germany taking up approximately half 

of the revenues from the region (Marketline, 2012a:24). Daimler is still experiencing a small 

increase in the European market, which could indicate more stability in the premium and luxury 

segments, which Daimler represents, than in the cheaper, family-vehicle segment. As its peers, 

the company is experiencing the biggest growth in the Asian market, and in particular in China 

where it has production facilities through a local partnership. However, Daimler is far from the 

only automaker looking upon the Chinese market and the competition is increasing. This has 

resulted in the company having to ease its expectations for 2013 along with the stagnating Eu-

ropean market, revealing that Daimler does have some severe problems regarding the market 
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for car sales (Sackmann, 2013). Furthermore, the company has had to postpone its goal of 

achieving 10% margins from cars to 2014 at the earliest, creating a four year delay of this goal 

(Automotive News Europe, 2013).    

Daimler’s strategy contains four points, which are shown in Box 7.1.  

Box 7.1: Daimler’s strategy 

 Future strengthen our core business 

 Grow in new markets 

 Take the lead with “green technologies” 

 Lead the way with the development of new mobility concepts and 

services 

Source: www.daimler.com 

 

Daimler thus aims to focus on new mobility concepts and services, which has resulted in the 

development of several mobility offers. One of them is the carsharing scheme, car2go.   

car2go 

Car2go was piloted in Ulm, near Munich, Germany, in 2008. Daimler’s think-tank for innova-

tion, which is situated in Ulm, were studying how people move from A to B, and recognised 

that public transportation does not always cover the need. Furthermore, they saw the parking 

problems of many cities and realised that the small smart car would be ideal for a carsharing 

scheme (Katrin Saternus). Further research showed cars travelling around urbanised areas usu-

ally contain only one, maybe two, persons and therefore a smart-for-two would be sufficient 

for the car-sharers needs. Often, the car2go scheme is used spontaneously, which most often 

occurs when the customer is alone (Katrin Saternus). The car2go scheme was a pioneer in the 

free-floating carsharing market, as previous schemes have been based on returning the cars to 

designated or even the same spots (Katrin Saternus; Shaheen and Cohen, 2013:26). In compar-

ison to many of its competitors, fixed costs do not exist in the car2go scheme, thus increasing 

the sense of flexibility (Firnkorn and Müller, 2011:1520). Car2go focuses on large cities and 

have had to turn down various smaller towns, who have been looking to bring the concept to 

the local area. A certain size is required in order to support the system of service teams picking 
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up the cars for refuelling and maintenance. So far, car2go has managed to break even in three 

of the 18 cities it is present in (Daimler, 2013).  

Car2go did encounter some challenges by being pioneer in its field, especially when collabo-

rating with municipalities. Bringing a new concept forward requires a large amount of stake-

holder learning, and for this reason, car2go actually appreciated its competitors in the field 

(Katrin Saternus). Being more who offer the carsharing solution, there are also more to spread 

the popularity and making the concept common and well-known. Raising awareness for the 

sharing culture is important for car2go’s, and other similar scheme, success (Katrin Saternus).  

Car2Go offers Smart for two vehicles due to four key factors—low maintenance costs, low fuel 

consumption, competitively priced service over competitors in the market, and ease of parking 

(Frost & Sullivan, 2013:88). The Smart for two fulfils the need of car-shares without excessive-

ness, and thus meets the PSS demand of optimal usage of capacity. Though it could be tempting 

to add the Mercedes brand to the car2go scheme, in order to reach customers seeking luxury, it 

is not likely to happen anytime in the near future. The Mercedes vehicle is targeted at a whole 

other type of driver that does not correspond to the target group of car2go (Katrin Saternus). As 

has been discussed of EVs, a Smart for two may not be an attractive option for ownership, due 

to its size. Customers enjoy driving the small, car, but on some occasions, they would prefer a 

larger car, which may limit their inclination to purchase the small car.     

Electrical Smart cars have been introduced to the scheme, and have been very well accepted 

(Katrin Saternus). A fully charged smart EV can drive 120-140km, and since the average car2go 

trip is 5-10km, many customers can potentially use the car before it needs charging. However, 

due to a service team, that constantly monitors the battery levels, the average battery level is 

84% (Katrin Saternus). The same service team is also in charge of refuelling the ICE vehicles, 

but it is possible for the driver to do this using a provided gas card in exchange for 20 minutes 

of free driving. The EV also has a solar roof in order to minimise the time spent on charging 

and benefitting optimal from driving around (www.daimler.com). A survey by Firnkorn and 

Müller (2011) showed that car2go has large potential to limit users’ total CO2 emissions from 

transport, considering the use of car2go, public transportation, borrowing a car and owning a 

private vehicle. Furthermore, the authors found that it could be expected that car2go in Ulm 

http://www.daimler.com/
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would assist in reducing the number of cars in the city23. It is expected that the more car2go 

customers there are, the higher the CO2 reduction will be. With the small smart cars, the car2go 

scheme is very environmentally beneficial. In fact, it is a close competitor, if not superior, to 

public transportation, which in many instances emits large amounts of pollution and must be 

near full capacity to be more beneficial than the Smart (ibid:1526). These results apply only to 

Ulm. For instance in the US, citizens drive much further, and therefore the potential positive 

effects are higher (ibid:1526). With the free-floating system supplemented by reserved parking 

spots, cruising for parking is heavily reduced, and this also plays a large role in the eco-friend-

liness of the concept (ibid:1526). There are however some challenges connected with a free-

floating system, in that it requires a large amount of vehicles, to “fill out” the city and the 

constant observation of a service team, who can ensure that the cars are spread out and easy to 

reach.  

With car2go, Daimler is increasing focus on fulfilling the demand for flexible mobility, and the 

scheme is not the only mobility solution offered by the automaker. Daimler has also created 

car2share and car2gether, which respectively are peer-to-peer car rental and ride sharing plat-

forms (www.daimler.com). Daimler is also involved in the mobile app Moovel24 which finds 

the easiest and fastest ways to get from A to B in an integration between bus, rail, citybikes and 

even car2go (www.moovel.com). 

Sum-up of Daimler – car2go 

Car2go was pioneer in its field and is still one of the most popular carsharing schemes, only 

second to Zipcar (see Table 4.1: Overview of the current carsharing market (North America 

and Europe)). Car2go has a special environmental benefit due to the small eco-efficient Smart 

car. Furthermore, the smart is easy to navigate in the urban areas where space is sparse and 

much time is spent on looking for parking space. The introduction of the electrical smart car 

will further increase the environmental sustainability of car2go.     

  

                                                 
23 Firnkorn and Müller (2011:1525) estimate that the reduction of cars within the municipality of Ulm would 

amount to 2,295 cars and with 300 car2go vehicles put in place, the net reduction of cars would be 1,995, even 

with the application of a large intention-behaviour gap.  
24 Moovel is still in its initial phase, and there are plans to integrate all of Daimler’s mobility offers in the app 

(www.daimler.com).   

http://www.daimler.com/
http://www.moovel.com/
http://www.daimler.com/
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8. Analysis of Automakers 

All of the automakers above are facing challenges in the European market, little growth in the 

North American market, and an increasing need to focus on the East, especially China. Further-

more, profits are diminishing and competition is high, partly due to the number of automotive 

manufacturers emerging from the developing markets, mainly the BRIC countries. In addition, 

consumers in the Western markets are expecting ever-more product attributes, though not nec-

essarily willing to pay a price premium. Furthermore, they are becoming increasingly conscious 

of the total price of car ownership – including sensitivity to high fuel prices. These market 

characteristics define a mature industry, where commoditization is setting in; consumers are 

more price-conscious than value-conscious and manufacturers offer an increasingly similar, 

though wider, product range.  

Though at its current size the carsharing market can hardly be said to disrupt the automotive 

manufacturing industry, one of its main goals is to reduce the number of cars on the road and 

decrease the utilisation differential of personal vehicles (Chesbrough, 2011), and it thus has 

potential disruptive effects. The reasons for a company to adopt a business model that is dis-

ruptive of its core business are listed on page 22, with two of them being the risk of commodi-

tization, as mentioned above, as well as a shift in the basis of competition. In this case the shift 

does not only come from manufacturers from developing markets, but also from organisations 

that do not only make carsharing possible, but also peer-to-peer rental, ridesharing, and the like. 

These schemes have been made possible by the internet revolution as well as the emergence of 

collaborative consumption. Furthermore, carsharing gives the automakers an opportunity to 

reach customers that are left outside the market, by for instance not being able to afford car 

ownership and to introduce new models and technology such as the electrical vehicle.  

It is recognised that there are differences between the automakers’ carsharing schemes such as 

age, scope and geography, but there does also exist various similarities, with one of the main 

being the fact that the automakers have a large portion of resources in the shape of cars and 

financial backing to draw on. Furthermore, their initial focus has been on the European market, 

though car2go and Drive Now subsequently have become active in the American market.  
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8.1. Product-Service Systems 

Automakers that are of the size of the case companies are not strangers to offering product-

related services to their customers and thus using the product-oriented PSS. All three have in-

dependent financing branches (www.credit.ford.com, www.bmwfin.com, and www.daimler-

financialservices.com) that among other things enable lease-to-buy schemes. Furthermore, the 

companies offer insurances and B2B solutions such as fleet management services, maintenance, 

and take-back schemes for commercial vehicles. Incorporating services in the business model 

is thus not new to the automakers, but in all the mentioned cases, the product ownership has 

(eventually) been passed on to the customer. Furthermore, a representative from an automaker 

underlines that it is important for the manufacturers in the industry to incorporate services in 

their business model  

“Services are going to be more necessary (…) Those customers who use our bank are 

more loyal than customers who pay cash. It is absolutely vital to move ahead in ser-

vices.” 

Diem, 2009  

When it comes to the carsharing schemes presented here, they are all use-oriented PSS. The 

company (or its dealerships, as in the case of Ford) retain ownership and responsibility for the 

vehicles, and the users only pay for the exact time they use the car. This is a new approach for 

the automaking companies, as they traditionally do not have direct contact with their customers. 

Daimler is even taking a step further by creating a platform, the Moovel app that eventually 

will facilitate the result-oriented PSS through integration with the public transport system. So 

far, however, this is still a work in progress.   

Profitability 

Profitability is not a driving factor for the automakers. Their main market is, and will remain, 

the sale of cars, and the prospective profits generated from carsharing plays a minimal role in 

the total account. Ford is the only automaker that underlines that profitability is important for 

the success of the scheme (Tanja Neuderth). This comes down to the fact that the carsharing 

scheme is operated by the dealerships, who purchase the fleet of cars, and are in charge of all 

associated maintenance charges as well as other costs that may apply, such as renting parking 

spaces. This does however also mean that Ford Motor Company will not receive monetary 

benefits directly from the carsharing scheme, but only a contribution to the marketing expenses. 

http://www.credit.ford.com/
http://www.bmwfin.com/
http://www.daimler-financialservices.com/
http://www.daimler-financialservices.com/
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Daimler’s scheme, car2go, has so far managed to break-even in three of the 18 cities it is present 

in, and BMW’s Drive Now does not provide information on this field. So the carsharing 

schemes do not appear to be a goldmine for the automakers.  

However, by implementing carsharing schemes themselves and not letting third parties such as 

the CSOs dominate the market, the automakers absorb any monetary benefits there might arise 

in the market and ensure that they stay close to the developments of the innovative mobility 

market. As Tanja Neuderth says, the carsharing market is growing and everyone wants to be a 

part of it. By skipping the third party and dealing directly with the customer, the values of the 

automakers and consumers converge, potentially creating synergy effects, where both parties 

wish to use vehicles that minimise costs (see more on this below in the section on Environmen-

tal Sustainability). By using the dealerships as locations for the carsharing schemes, Ford has 

not only benefitted from the wide network this provides, but has also drawn upon the party in 

its value chain that is most experienced in customer service and care. When implementing Al-

phaCity. BMW draws upon its sub-division Alphabet that also has a history of customer service. 

In BMW’s B2C scheme, Drive Now, there is a more direct approach from the mother company 

to the customer just as the case is with Daimler’s car2go.  

A final point is that the automakers have a prospective secondary monetary effect of the car-

sharing schemes in that they can give the consumers a first-hand experience of the cars that 

could affect their choice in favour of the car brand they have used, if they are to buy a car. This 

is especially relevant for young users of carsharing who cannot afford a car at the moment, but 

wish to do so in the future.   

Environmental Sustainability 

It has been proposed on page 40 that automakers have potential for creating highly sustainable 

carsharing schemes since they have full access to the technology that is required. Fuel is in-

cluded in the carsharing fee of the cars, and therefore the automakers will wish to provide ve-

hicles that are as fuel-efficient as possible to the schemes. Neither Ford nor BMW have so far 

taken this opportunity with their regular cars, but to some degree Daimler’s Smart for Two can 

be said to be adapted for the task as it is small and well suited for urban travels. However, all 

automakers are introducing EVs in their carsharing product range, which does give a positive 

environmental effect, and can lead to the decoupling effect of reducing emission factors. With 
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the addition of solar panels on the roofs of some of the Smart for Two cars, a part of the elec-

tricity used for driving is generated by the car itself. This leads to the decoupling effect of output 

with less production.  

Apart from the abovementioned decoupling effects, the carsharing schemes also leads to the 

decoupling effect of multiple use, where in particular BMW’s B2B scheme AlphaCity pulls 

through. Is has found an optimal solution of providing cars for businesses during working hours 

and then offering the use of the same cars to the employees of the business after work and 

during weekends. This means that AlphaCity eliminates the idleness of the vehicles as much as 

possible. 

Sharing the vehicle between company and user creates the possibility to rectify the three pitfalls 

of eco-inefficiency found in the product-sales model: opportunistic behaviour, bounded ration-

ality, and information asymmetries. In regards to the case companies analysed in this thesis, the 

automakers are mostly removing bounded rationality in that the carsharing users are full aware 

of the costs of the scheme and there are no additional expenses. Information asymmetries do 

still exist, in that the user does not have insight into the cost of running the scheme, but this 

inefficiency is highly reduced due to the ease of comparing the price with other carsharing 

schemes in comparison25. There does not exist motives for the automakers to undertake oppor-

tunistic behaviour in terms of the durability and sustainability of the cars and the scheme and 

they are in fact incentivised to display highly efficient products for eco-branding purposes. This 

is however an issue that demands thorough attention, which is outside the scope of the goal of 

this thesis.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
25 Comparing total costs for car ownership is complicated, since it is difficult for the consumer to forecast costs of 

gas, depreciation, wear-and-tear etc.  
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8.2. Sum-up of Analysis of Automakers 

The automakers have for many years used the product-oriented PSS in their business models, 

but with the implementation of carsharing schemes, they are expanding to the result-oriented 

PSS. This gives them an opportunity to test new technology such as the EV, but also to gain 

first-hand contact with the consumers. Carsharing is not a goldmine for the automakers, but 

there could arise secondary monetary benefits such as influencing customers to prefer the brand 

and to enhance the green profile of the company. To a high degree the implementation of car-

sharing schemes has occurred due to a necessity of being in touch with new trends in the mo-

bility market (Tanja Neuderth). Participation in innovative mobility models gives the automak-

ers a first-hand knowledge of the trends as well as knowledge of the behaviour of the consum-

ers. Furthermore, carsharing might be automakers’ new way of brand exposure, both in terms 

of affecting future purchases but also to show their sustainability actions.   
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9. Descriptive Empiricism – Carsharing Organisations 

9.1. Autolib’ 

Communications Manager at Autolib’, Vanessa Colombier, participated in an email interview, 

which was completed on June 28th.   

Description of Autolib’ 

Autolib’26 is a carsharing company in Paris based entirely on one type of electrical vehicle, the 

Bluecar, which was created by the Bolloré Group27. The carsharing programme was created as 

an extension of the popular and renowned bike-sharing scheme, Vélib’, by initiative of the Pa-

risian mayor, whose key issue is to reduce the amount of cars in Paris and create a greener city 

(Vanessa Colombier). Currently, there are 1,750 Bluecars in the streets of Paris, connected by 

an infrastructure of 820 stations with 4-6 charging and parking spots in each, meaning there are 

approximately 4,000 charging points in the city. Out of these many stations, 500 are managed 

by the city of Paris, which had played a big role in enabling the size of the scheme. The goal is 

to reach 3,000 cars within the next couple of years while also increasing the number of stations 

(Vanessa Colombier).  

The Bolloré Group has never manufactured personal vehicles before, and did encounter scepti-

cism when they announced their participation in the competition for the Parisian tender, espe-

cially since large automakers such as Renault, Daimler, and Peugeot also had expressed interest 

for the project (Liu, 2009). However, the Bluecar proved to suit the purpose of the scheme 

perfectly, and since the company would demand lower user costs than its competitors, making 

the scheme more attractive for the local Parisians, they were chosen. The Autolib’ brand is 

owned by the Parisian government, but it is planned that the Bluecar system is to be expanded 

to Lyon and Bordeaux under another name. Furthermore, the Bolloré Group are looking to 

expand to Indianapolis, USA by 2014 with 500 vehicles.  

Once subscribed to Autolib’ the user can find available cars online and use the provided card 

to unlock and access the vehicle. At the time of writing, a long-term booking system is yet to 

be developed in order to ensure reliability, and the rentals are performed on a here-and-now 

                                                 
26 Autolib’ is a contraction of the two words “automobile” and “liberté”, meaning car and freedom.  
27 The Bolloré Group is one of the 500 largest companies in the world. It has activities in transportation logistics, 

communication and media, and electricity storage and solutions. Using the knowledge of electricity storage, Bol-

loré has been able to create a battery for an EV that is durable and can withstand periodic charging (www.bol-

lore.com). 

http://www.bollore.com/
http://www.bollore.com/
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basis, with a maximum of 30 minutes advance booking. The same booking system applies to 

parking spots, which means that the driver can be sure of access to a spot near the destination 

– provided that the booking is performed less than 30 minutes before arrival (www.autolib.eu). 

Though Autolib’ aims to have a free-floating fleet of cars, by not requiring that user return the 

vehicles to the point of departure, the users must locate a station and terminate the rental by 

plugging the car into a charging station. There are over double as many charging spots than 

Bluecars in Paris, which gives the impression of excessiveness and many idle stations. This has 

however been crucial in order to be able to provide flexible parking and make the scheme as 

convenient as possible. Autolib’ did have difficulty gaining acceptance by the Parisians and 

from the opposing political scene, as firstly the French are used to the independence of their 

own car, and secondly, the EV had an uncertain image (Vanessa Colombier). Furthermore, the 

programme was critiqued by environmentalist for possibly increasing congestion by adding 

cars to the roads and taking up much space for parking (Liu, 2009). Nevertheless, almost 90,000 

people have tried the scheme at least once, around 30,000 are frequent users, and approximately 

1,500 new subscribers have been joining weekly. Thus far, Autolib’ has mainly targeted private 

customers, but realise the large potential there is in the B2B segment, which will be the next 

step for the company. 

Autolib’ has a large financial advantage by being a public-private partnership, and therefore 

does not meet the monetary challenges of an independent start-up company. Furthermore, the 

Parisian government take responsibility for a large amount of the challenges, such as finding 

spaces for the stations. Autolib’ seeks to be complementary to public transportation and other 

mobility solutions, and when questioned whether one type of car is sufficient for the Autolib’ 

user, the reply was 

“When you only need to get from A to B in 20 minutes, you don’t look too much [at] the 

car, but on its security, easy use, availability, and the cleanliness of the service” 

Vanessa Colombier 

The Autolib’ scheme is thus focused on personal mobility and the environmental aspect of re-

ducing pollution and noise through the use of EVs. Though criticised for possibly adding to 

congestion, Autolib’ defends themselves with research that shows that carsharing reduces the 

total number of vehicles. There is however no empirical research on Autolib’s case to support 

this statement thus far. Another big challenge for Autolib’ has been keeping the cars clean and 

http://www.autolib.eu/
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ensuring a high standard, as there have been numerous cases of dirty cars, smelling of cigarette 

smoke, or even cases of vandalism (Schmemann, 2013). These cases are still working obstacles, 

but are being improved by instant customer service that can be reached through the car, the 

stations or by phone (Vanessa Colombier).    

Sum-up of Autolib’ 

Unique for Autolib’ is that it is the first government initiated programme centred on a car that 

has been designed exclusively for the purpose. The brand is owned by the Parisian government, 

but similar schemes are planned to appear elsewhere in France and in Indianapolis, USA using 

the Bluecar. The scheme is based on a large system of charging stations across the city where 

the users plug the cars in order to finalise the rental.      

9.2. Tuxi 

The founders of Tuxi, Carl Nielsen and Anders Kragelund, held a talk at Copenhagen Business 

School on April 15th, where they thoroughly described their business model and openly an-

swered questions from the listeners. The focus of the talk was the launch in Copenhagen, and 

therefore the description of the scheme will mainly be centred on this location.  

Description of Tuxi 

Tuxi is a Danish start-up company that at the time of writing are planning to launch a mobility 

scheme by ultimo 2013 or primo 2014 in Copenhagen that integrates the use of public trans-

portation (train, bus, and metro) with citybikes and carsharing. Tuxi is also to be launched in 

Lisbon at around the same time. In order to make this realisable, Tuxi has worked in close 

collaboration with the municipality of Copenhagen, and the national rail provider, DSB. Tuxi 

will provide and manage a fleet of 150 EVs that are to be placed within the city centre and that 

can be accessed by members using the public RFID card, Rejsekortet, or with a card provided 

by Tuxi. Whenever a vehicle needs charging, a Tuxi employee will pick it up, either by bike or 

by exchanging it with another, fully charged vehicle, and return it to the servicecenter, where 

the car will be checked and charged. Tuxi has chosen this structure for several reasons; firstly, 

setting up an infrastructure of chargers for the EV is close to impossible to finance for a small 

start-up company; secondly, realising that carsharing users are seeking ultimate convenience, it 

is counterintuitive to require they park in certain spots and charge the car; and thirdly, returning 

the vehicle to the servicecenter ensures continuous maintenance check-ups and cleaning. An-

ders Kragelund underlines that a clean car is important, since cleanliness encourages cleanliness 
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and thus offsets moral hazard problems. They estimate that each car will return to the service-

center every two or three days. 

One of the company’s goals is to relieve congestion, meaning that Tuxi targets people who only 

need a car within the city centre once in a while for short trips. They estimate an average trip 

will be 8.5 km and last approximately half an hour. The users could be urban dwellers, who do 

not own a car, but need one occasionally, or business people in the city centre wishing to drive 

to business meetings within or close to Copenhagen. They thus hope to influence commuters, 

who usually bring their car into the city in order to the able to take short trips during the days, 

to leave their car outside the city and use public transportation instead (Anders Kragelund). 

Since it is common that business people in Copenhagen often take daytrips to other Danish 

cities for business meetings, Tuxi will set up non-electrical cars at major train stations, so the 

carsharing service can be used nationally. In collaboration with DSB, they hope to be able to 

encourage people to travel the long distance by train. As Anders Kragelund says: 

“The producers want more cars on the street. We want less” 

The partnership with DSB and Rejsekortet gives Tuxi access to a large set of customers that 

would have been difficult to reach otherwise, just as is case with Ford Carsharing. Tuxi expects 

to be able to gain access to some of the parking spots owned by DSB at major train stations in 

order to further encourage the use of public transportation most of the way, and using the Tuxi 

car simply to travel the final kilometres to the end destination. In order to meet the needs of 

business consumers, some of the Tuxi cars will be reserved for companies only during the 

working hours and subsequently be released for all users. This ensures security for businesses, 

who cannot operate without the security of having access to a car as well as usage of the cars 

in off-peak hours.   

A major challenge for Tuxi has been to find initial investment required to purchase the large 

fleet of cars, and at the time of writing there is still a certain degree of uncertainty regarding 

funding. Tuxi has experienced rising interest from large cities across Europe, and are currently 

planning to license their business model to Lisbon. Seeing that the model is easily scalable, 

further expansion is to be expected, as soon as the system is in place in Copenhagen. The license 

model will allow the founders to free themselves from the responsibility of running the scheme, 

which will be entrusted to local governments.     
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Sum-up of Tuxi 

Tuxi aims at a high integration between the public transportation system and the carsharing 

scheme, so that the cars become perceived as a part of the public transportation offerings. The 

scheme is centred on EVs that in Denmark will be monitored by a service team, who will ensure 

the vehicles are charged and cleaned.  

9.3. Zipcar 

Zipcar has been described widely in the carsharing and collaborative consumption literature 

and has also been used as case examples. It was not possible to establish contact with a key 

person in the organisation, but sufficient information on the organisation was obtained through 

secondary sources.  

Zipcar was purchased by Avis in the beginning of 2013, but since no major changes have oc-

curred in the business model, but will still be analysed as one of a carsharing organisation.  

Description of Zipcar 

Zipcar had its first cars on the street in June 2000 in Boston. Not long after, the scheme ex-

panded to other major American cities, and quickly gained popularity on university campuses 

and within city centres. Zipcar has been named a pioneer in the carsharing market, with a 

groundbreaking business model and heavy influence on drivers’ view of car ownership. Zip-

car’s major marketing move included providing 250 participants with a Zipcar membership is 

exchange for them giving up their own vehicles for a month. As a result, 100 of the participants 

gave up their cars, since they found it just as easy or easier to travel without their own car, as 

well as it making much more economic sense (Botsman and Rogers, 2011:75). Currently, Zip-

car is the largest CSO and is the market leader globally with 700,000 users (Frost & Sullivan, 

2013a:152). As of winter 2010, it was estimated that Zipcar accounted for 46.5% of the world-

wide carsharing memberships and 27.6% of the vehicles deployed (Shaheen and Cohen, 

2013:22). In the American market, Zipcar has an even larger market share (approximated at 75-

80%). Zipcar is based on a round-trip system, where vehicles are booked, picked up from their 

“home location” to which they also must be returned. Zipcar has a huge fleet of cars and many 

different types of vehicles to choose between, but has struggled with overcapacity during the 

weekdays, and excessive demand during the weekends. Zipcar does not only target private us-

ers, but has also become very popular at universities and for smaller businesses. Furthermore, 

the company has used its carsharing experience to create FastFleet, a fleet management system, 
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where employees can book cars for certain periods of time. It also has Zipvan, a cargo van 

service in Chicago (Marketline, 2013b:5). Zipcar and Ford created a partnership, where Ford 

provides the major part (60%) of the cars for Zipcar’s university stations (Frost and Sullivan, 

2012:149). This has meant cheaper access to the main resource – cars – for Zipcar and access 

to future car owners for Ford28.   

Zipcar has made its entrance into the European market through mergers and acquisitions 

(Avancar in Barcelona, Streetcar in the UK, and Denzel Mobility GmbH in Austria). Zipcar has 

not had quite the same power of penetration in Europe as it has in the US, partly because many 

European markets already have carsharing providers. Some of the acquired companies have 

kept their names, such as Avancar, and simply called themselves “a Zipcar company”.  

One of Zipcar’s self-defined characteristics is that it is an innovative and disruptive business 

model (Zipcar, 2012). Due to its size, it is possible for Zipcar to have some effect on a large 

number of consumers’ willingness to purchase and own their own vehicles, but the company is 

particularly disruptive to car rental organisations, by creating the possibility to rent a car for 

only the amount of time you need it, and not for a predefined period. This might be one of the 

reasons for Avis’ acquisition of the company in the beginning of 2013. Another might be that 

for years, Zipcar has struggled with negative profits in spite of the scheme’s popularity (net loss 

in 2011 was $7.2 million), though 2012 was finally a profitable year (net profit in 2012 was 

$14.7 million) (Marketline, 2013b:3). There is a certain degree of concern regarding this acqui-

sition and whether Avis will allow Zipcar to maintain its low-cost, only what you need offers. 

Car rental companies are accused of consistently trying to make their customers spend more 

money and pay hidden costs, such as insurance, whereas insurance has always been included 

in the Zipcar rental. According to Avis, Zipcar will stay the same, but have financial backing 

from the rental company.  

 

 

 

                                                 
28 Ford was not directly involved in the carsharing scheme.  
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Sum-up of Zipcar 

Zipcar was a pioneer in the carsharing market, and is the biggest CSO to date. Zipcar is a well-

known brand, and has a huge market-share, particularly in the US. There are many concerns 

with the development of the company after the acquisition by Avis, but thus far, no major 

changes have occurred.  
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10. Analysis of Carsharing Organisations 

There are many differences between the CSOs described above. Zipcar is a large company that 

has existed for over a decade, and has become one of the market leaders. Tuxi, driven by two 

entrepreneurs, has yet to launch its scheme and as Autolib’ it will operate on a much smaller 

scale than Zipcar, but with entire focus on EVs. Autolib’ was created on initiative of the Parisian 

mayor by the Bolloré Group, a large company that has entered the mobility market for the first 

time. These distinctive differences illustrate that there are many shapes of business models in 

the carsharing market, for instance Tuxi and Autolib’ can be perceived as social entrepreneurs, 

which makes the group of CSOs complicated to analyse as one. For instance, Tuxi and Autolib’ 

can be said to be social entrepreneurs. The next sections will however attempt to find common 

and important characteristics that can be said to define CSOs and distinguish them from car-

sharing schemes created by automakers. 

10.1. Product-Service Systems 

Per definition, carsharing is use-oriented, as it offers the usage of a product – a car – without a 

shift in ownership. Zipcar is often used in the literature on PSS as a prime example of a use-

oriented PSS (e.g. Botsman and Rogers, 2011). Autolib’ and Tuxi both have elements of the 

result-oriented PSS, as they aim to be an integrated part of the public mobility solutions. By 

using the RFID cards provided for public transportation along with a smart-phone application 

that informs the customer of the easiest way to get from A to B, Tuxi aims for their product to 

be mobility regardless of mode of transportation. Autolib’ also appears as a public offering for 

the Parisians, though there to date is not the same flexibility between traditional public trans-

portation solutions and the carsharing scheme as with Tuxi. 

Zipcar does have the potential to satisfy different needs to a larger degree than the two other 

schemes due to its size. This is an important aspect of a successful PSS. Zipcar covers larger 

geographical areas, meaning that users of Zipcar can benefit from their membership outside 

their home base. Furthermore, Zipcar offers a wide range of vehicles, meaning that diversified 

needs can be fulfilled as opposed to Autolib’ and Tuxi which each offer one standardised type 

of cars. Due to its size, Zipcar has larger potential for reducing private car ownership.    
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Profitability  

Though it was expected that profitability was a core key to success of the CSO, this has proven 

not to be the case. Autolib’ and Tuxi are heavily supported by local governments, who in large 

part are in charge of the supporting infrastructure. Since these schemes are meant to be public, 

the governmental entities wish for the prices to be as low as possible in order to make them 

attractive for as many as possible, which does diminish the profitability potential. Tuxi has gone 

around this problem by leasing their business model and thus only providing the technological 

framework and not being dependent on the income from the users. Furthermore, Zipcar has 

proven that the carsharing business is difficult to be profitable in. Though highly popular, it 

struggled with achieving black numbers. This is somewhat caused by its ever expansion and 

acquisitions of other CSOs in order to enter the European market but the expansions were im-

portant for Zipcar to maintain its market leadership, since a carsharing company convenience 

and availability is crucial for its success. The acquisition by Avis meant that Zipcar got access 

to funds and resources.  

A common trait is thus that the CSOs receive monetary support from a second party. An inves-

tigation of the entire carsharing market would reveal if this a general characteristic, but a quick 

look at some of the other CSOs’ webpages show that many of them are supported or initiated 

by local governments, providing assumable grounds that this might be important for success.   

Environmental sustainability 

The CSOs are distinguished from each other by the focus on electrical vehicles. Autolib’ and 

Tuxi, who both have based their carsharing scheme on EVs, are to a large extent driven by 

environmental sustainability motivations. This has been personal motivations for the creators 

of the scheme, as is commonly is the case with entrepreneurial start-ups, but was also caused 

by the preferences of the supporting governmental entities. Zipcar was a first-mover in the mar-

ket, and was also driven by an entrepreneur, but has been more focused on the business case as 

opposed to Autolib’ and Tuxi who serve the mobility need. When looking upon the factors 

affecting environmental sustainability of the schemes, there is once again significant differ-

ences between Autolib’ and Tuxi, and Zipcar. Since the two former solely use EVs in their 

schemes, they will have a positive effect on noise and pollution. They benefit from the decou-

pling effects of using cleaner technology and reducing emission factors. In Autolib’s case, these 

effects are strengthened by the fact that the company has the specially designed Bluecar.   On 

the other hand, Zipcar once again has the advantage of size, meaning that it potentially can urge 
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more drivers to use Zipcar and thus reduce the number of privately owned cars, heightening the 

decoupling effect of multiple use. However, the use of EVs is close connected with the collab-

oration with the local governments in that it requires a certain infrastructure.   

As mentioned elsewhere a prominent rebound effect of carsharing is the fact that consumers 

who previously did not move by car but used public transportation and the like will suddenly 

have access to cars. Zipcar has made it an important part of their business to target campuses 

and therefore give students, who did not use personal vehicles, access to cars, which thus facil-

itates this rebound effect. 

Zipcar and its likes has been called a disruptive market entrant, both toward the auto rental 

market, but also toward the product-sales market. The carsharing business model makes the 

customer aware of how little he actually uses a car, and therefore may not need a car. Being 

disruptive to such big players as automotive manufacturers and rental companies can prove to 

be challenging for the smaller companies. This is among other thing reflected by the fact that 

Avis bought Zipcar earlier this year, and thus incorporating Avis’ biggest disruptor threat in its 

own company. However, so far the carsharing market has not shown large signs of disruption 

to the automotive manufacturing market – it is not one of the direct reasons the industry is 

struggling in the Western markets.   

10.2. Sum-up of the Analysis of Carsharing Organisations 

The CSOs used as case companies in this thesis, Autolib’, Tuxi, and Zipcar, differ on many 

points and it is thus recognised that general remarks on the CSOs’ carsharing schemes are dif-

ficult to make on this basis. However, by not having the background of automotive manufac-

turing and sales, the CSOs do have a core similarity: they seek to fulfil a mobility need. Tuxi 

even takes it a step further with its integration with the public transport system in order to ensure 

smooth mobility in the easiest way available.   
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Part III 
Part III gathers the key points from the analyses in Part II in order to discuss the observed 

differences between carsharing originating from automakers and carsharing originating from 

CSOs and thus provides an answer to the main research question. As throughout the thesis, the 

focus is on the approach to the profitability and environmental sustainability aspects of the 

schemes. The discussion will lead into an outlook on the future of the carsharing market includ-

ing the implications the observed differences might have. This will be the thesis’ main contri-

bution to the literature on the carsharing market. Part III ends with the final conclusion includ-

ing a critical view of the performed research as well as perspectives and suggestions for future 

research.  

11. Discussion 

Carsharing schemes introduced by automakers and CSOs respectively have very different back-

grounds. The automakers have fulfilled the need for personal mobility for a century using the 

traditional product-sales model (though supplemented by a product-oriented PSS), whereas the 

CSOs are new entrepreneurial market entrants with founders that previously have not been in-

volved in the mobility market29. The automakers’ carsharing schemes take up a very small part 

of their total business, whereas the CSOs are made up entirely of a business of carsharing. It 

can therefore be expected that the two groups of companies behind the carsharing schemes have 

different reasons to enter the carsharing market, and as a result different approaches to the roles 

of profitability and environmental sustainability.  

The rise in popularity of carsharing schemes is a part of the trend of collaborative consumption 

(Botsman and Rogers, 2011). One of the types of collaborative consumption is the Product-

Service Systems described earlier in this thesis, where carsharing is often used as a prime ex-

ample of the use-oriented PSS, since it allows companies to maintain ownership of the core 

product and users only to pay for the actual time of the product they use, thus avoiding fixed 

costs. Automakers have for a long period been actively engaged in a PSS, the product-oriented 

PSS, by adding financing and insurance services to the purchase of cars, but regardless, the step 

to a use-oriented PSS where they retain ownership of the vehicle is groundbreaking. The CSOs 

                                                 
29 Autolib’s founders the Bolloré Group were active in many other sectors, but not in personal mobility, Tuxi’s 

founders came from a background in providing IT solutions to a telecommunication company and Zipcar’s founder 

Robin Chase had not dealt with personal mobility beforehand.  
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however, are born as use-oriented PSS and are to a higher degree than the automakers engaging 

in the result-oriented PSS, where carsharing is integrated with public transportation. This comes 

from the close collaboration with local governments who see the carsharing schemes as a means 

to bring down congestion and city pollution and therefore seek a seamless integration of per-

sonal and public mobility. The different backgrounds of the schemes and the combination of 

the types of PSS are expressed by the drivers and challenges each of the group meet. These are 

listed in Table 2.1.   

Table 11.1: Drivers and challenges for implementation of carsharing 

Drivers for automakers Drivers for CSOs 

 Introduction of new technology 

 Supporting the environmental profile of 

the company (eco-branding) 

 Reaching new consumers 

 Local governments 

 Entrepreneurial drive 

Challenges for automakers  Challenges for CSOs 

 Disruptive business model 

 Adding services to the business model 

 Raising capital for sufficient fleet of cars 

 Accessing a large group of consumers 

Author’s creation 

It is likely to believe that these fundamental differences will have an effect on the two groups’ 

approach to profitability and environmental sustainability.  

Observed differences in the approach to profitability 

As noted in the analysis, the carsharing schemes are to date not great sources of income for the 

providers. For Tuxi and Ford Carsharing it is impossible to determine anything on the profita-

bility of the scheme, as the latter has only been active for a couple of months and the former is 

yet to launch. Drive Now and Autolib’ did not provide information on the monetary situation 

of their schemes, making it complicated to make conclusive points. However, car2go and Zip-

car, who have both been on the market for a comparatively long time, do not report large profits. 

Car2go has only broken-even in three of its 18 locations and up to the purchase by Avis, Zipcar 

was struggling with negative numbers. Small or no profits are nonetheless not surprising as the 

carsharing market is still in its growth phase (see more on growth in the carsharing market in 

section 11.1).   
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In chapter 6 it was proposed that the CSOs would be more dependent on creating profitable 

carsharing schemes than the automakers, as they are entrepreneurial market entrants without 

the benefits of large companies, such as access to resources. Nevertheless, CSOs are in many 

cases supported by local governments who are seeking solutions to congestion and pollution 

problems in urban areas. Autolib’ was created by initiative of the Parisian mayor and Tuxi are 

dependent on the local authorities in Copenhagen and Lisbon to support their scheme. In this 

regard Zipcar is a special case, as is has not received anything near the same amount of govern-

mental support. However, a quick view of the CSOs listed in Table 4.1 show that many of the 

CSOs are created in close collaboration with municipalities and local governments as public-

private partnerships and this thus seems to be a fairly common factor. By being a part of the 

carsharing market the automakers take on the role that third parties otherwise would have per-

formed, for instance the CSOs. Though taking over the jobs of third parties is not always ad-

vantageous, the automakers argue that the costs of implementing the carsharing schemes are 

outweighed by the prospective benefits (Tanja Neuderth, Katrin Saternus). The automakers un-

derline that is it important for them to actively participate in innovative mobility solutions that 

potentially could affect their traditional way of doing business. Therefore, the proposition that 

CSOs are more dependent on profits than automakers does not seem to hold, since the authori-

ties support the schemes in order to make the user costs as low as possible, so neither group are 

driven by profitability prospect but rather other benefits.    

Observed differences in the approach to sustainability 

It was proposed that the automakers would be more able to influence the environmental sus-

tainability of their carsharing schemes, since they have the resources to make vehicles that are 

well suited for the purpose. But though environmental concerns are central to the carsharing 

providers, there is no guarantee that the schemes are environmentally beneficial. Carsharing 

mainly targets people who do not own a car, and who will thus increase their personal pollution 

by becoming carsharing users. The benefit is dependent on how many of the users give up a 

car, or do not purchase a car of their own due to the possibilities carsharing provides. This 

number is difficult, if not impossible to forecast, and much research is based on assumptions 

and respondents assuming future actions (e.g. whether they will avoid buying a car in the fu-

ture).  

An interesting viewpoint on carsharing schemes implemented by automakers is that they use 

them for eco-branding purposes and thus as a part of their sustainability strategy (Firnkorn and 
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Müller, 2012). This is partly illustrated by the carsharing schemes being accentuated in the 

sustainability reports from all automakers (BMW, 2012; Daimler, 2012; Ford, 2013). The CSOs 

on the other hand, seem to be motivated more by the potential for environmental benefits, which 

particularly is illustrated by Autolib’ and Tuxi and their choice of only using EVs. The main 

reason behind this however, is to gain the goodwill of the municipalities and their support fi-

nancially and logistically (Anders Kragelund). Once again, Zipcar once again stands out from 

its peers as it has mostly been based on ICEs.    

Decoupling effects are present in all the carsharing schemes, but they do have different impacts. 

The most widespread decoupling effect is that of multiple use. Carsharing automatically fulfils 

this effect, but the efficiency of the schemes are not assured. An important aspect of carsharing 

is that it must be convenient and easy to use, which requires a large fleet of vehicles, often 

resulting in idleness. BMW’s B2B scheme, AlphaCity, avoids this by letting the business vehi-

cles used by day released as private vehicle outside working hours. Tuxi is planning on imple-

menting a somewhat similar structure by reserving a portion of their vehicles for business use 

during the day, which then will be released to the scheme after hours. Ensuring that the vehicles 

are used as efficiently as possible will increase the effect of multiple use. Autolib’ is also plan-

ning on implementing a business scheme in the future. Another decoupling effect that is present 

in all carsharing schemes is that of reducing emission factors. The focus is increasingly on using 

EVs for the carsharing schemes. Furthermore, the carsharing scheme is an good tool to ease the 

EVs into the market, since the carsharing customer rarely drives far. And with a service team 

that ensures that the cars are monitored and charged when needed, the customers feels secure 

when driving. Furthermore, car-sharers often have an environmentally friendly agenda, and 

EVs therefore meet their agenda well, fulfilling more needs. EVs are also preferred by govern-

ments and municipalities, meaning that if they do not require EVs, they at least are friendlier 

toward a new scheme with the benefits of the EVs such as lesser pollution and lesser noise. 

There are however some benefits with regards to the vehicle itself. In comparison to a rental 

vehicle, a carsharing vehicle has a longer lifespan, meaning that one single product has longer 

time to generate profits. The total economic benefits in the cycle are more relevant to look at. 

Assuming that users do not lessen their personal value, they will benefit from using carsharing 

by avoiding to pay the fixed costs associated with car ownership. Furthermore, the companies 

benefit from take-back schemes, where they can reuse parts of the cars.  
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In general, the CSOs are more concerned with the environmental sustainability aspects of the 

schemes, but this can be linked with their close collaboration with the local governments. As a 

matter of fact, Autolib’ is based on a car developed for the purpose and Tuxi will be based 

entirely on an EV, meaning they both have large potential for sustainability. Automakers do 

have potential to create vehicles that are adapted carsharing schemes, but to date the CSOs are 

leading in this field.    

11.1. Growth in the carsharing market 

The carsharing market is still in its growth phase, meaning that many new actors are continu-

ously entering the market. When introducing a new concept, there is a lot of learning involved, 

and as a matter of fact it is beneficial for companies and organisations that there are many actors 

on the market, since they all collaborate in the process of learning governments and consumers 

about the schemes and make it less abstract (Katrin Saternus). According to a study performed 

by Shaheen and Cohen (2013:28), carsharing membership has growth potential of 4.3% be-

tween 2010 and 2015 in Europe, and as large as 10% in the US. Furthermore, the authors expect 

that there will be a large increase in the revenues obtained in the market. The major drivers for 

carsharing will be congestion, city pollution and lack of parking possibilities as well as govern-

ments imposing stricter regulations on new cars and placing tariffs on car ownership an driving, 

such as congestion charges (ibid:30). The authors expect to see growth from both CSOs and 

automakers, but also car rental companies will come to play an important role on the market. 

At the moment there is being made efforts to create carsharing associations, where CSOs can 

work together to improve the carsharing market for instance by streamlining technology and 

providing access to each other’s’ schemes and using standards of practice. This is important for 

the accessibility and convenience of the carsharing schemes.  

Whether CSOs or automakers – or both – will dominate the market is difficult to say at this 

early stage. However, Vanessa Colombier made an interesting observation when asked if it did 

not create problems that Autolib’ only offers one type of car: 

“The most important in a carsharing system is probably the operating system and not 

so much the car itself” 

Vanessa Colombier 
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This indicates that the core of a carsharing scheme is the platform and the system surrounding 

the scheme, meaning that the strength lies in the technological knowledge. Once again, digiti-

sation proves itself to be crucial for success.    
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12. Conclusion 

The purpose of this thesis was to look upon the carsharing market and determine whether there 

exists differences between carsharing originating from automakers and carsharing originating 

from CSOs in their approaches to profitability and environmental sustainability. It looked upon 

the challenges faced by the automotive manufacturing industry, which could incentivise au-

tomakers to participate in carsharing schemes. Thereafter, the theories of collaborative con-

sumption and product-service systems were introduced in order to provide an understanding of 

which effects carsharing might have on profitability and environmental sustainability for the 

providers of the schemes. The knowledge obtained on these subjects was applied to six case 

companies: three of which had a background in automotive manufacturing and three of which 

were entrepreneurial market entrants. The primary research question asked:  

Research Question: 

How are automakers approaching profitability and environmental sustain-

ability in their carsharing schemes compared to entrepreneurial new mar-

ket entrants?  

In the Western markets, and in particular in Europe, automakers are facing changing demands 

and increasing pressure on greening their products. Young urban consumers seek small, eco-

efficient vehicles that do not provide the automakers with very large profits. Furthermore, they 

are seeking more for less, indicating that the automotive manufacturing industry is heavily af-

fected by commoditization. Though sharing may seem counterintuitive for companies that tra-

ditionally have followed the product-sales model this trend is catching on. Collaborative con-

sumption, especially regarding vehicles, has large potential for offering eco-friendlier alterna-

tives than regular purchases through decoupling effects. The most important decoupling effect 

with regards to carsharing is the effect of multiple use that increases efficient utilisation of a 

vehicle. However, carsharing also encourages the use of a greener technology as well as the 

decoupling effect of output with less production. Much research has shown that carsharing has 

the potential to reduce individual car purchases, though this effect will most likely not be shown 

in its fullest until carsharing has become more outspread.   

The carsharing providers have very different background and thus very different approaches to 

carsharing. Larger companies have the benefits of capital and networks, and can use them in 
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the carsharing scheme, but the smaller CSOs are more prone to collaborate with governments, 

since they can lease the business model. If automakers continue to create and expand their PSS 

to also involving the result-oriented PSS by seeking a higher integration with public transpor-

tation and peer-to-peer carsharing.  

The thesis finds that both automakers and CSOs do not focus on profitability of the carsharing 

schemes, but are driven by other motives. This is partly due to the fact that the carsharing market 

is still in its growth phase, and the companies therefore concentrate on expanding the schemes 

and gaining customer base. The CSOs that work in collaboration with municipalities are very 

eco-conscious and base their scheme entirely on electrical vehicles. Automakers are however 

also using EVs in their offerings and if the carsharing schemes are to be used for eco-branding 

purposes, the environmental sustainability of the schemes will be crucial for them. So in spite 

of the fact that the automakers and the CSOs have very different backgrounds, they ultimately 

do not differ greatly in the approach to profitability and environmental sustainability.  

Perspectives and future research 

The academic research of the carsharing market is still new, and many of the participants in this 

thesis have expressed a need for further research. The concluding points reached here, provides 

a small contribution to the research, but due to the limited number of case companies, they do 

not give a fully in-depth picture of the carsharing market. Furthermore, information on the 

schemes was to some degree limited due to confidentiality as well as the possibility of biased 

interviewees.   

While working on this thesis it has been discovered that automotive rental companies have 

come to play an important role in the carsharing market. Especially with the acquisition of 

Zipcar, the global rental company Avis showed its engagement in carsharing. Compared to 

automotive manufacturers, rental companies historically have a better base for engaging with 

customers, as they are service providers with knowledge of car rentals.  

Another interesting point for future research is the automakers’ use of carsharing schemes and 

other types of PSS for eco-branding. The automotive industry is one of the most discussed 

industries when it comes to eco-friendliness, but by increasing the usage of product-service 

systems, where the focus is on the functionality of the vehicle, and using electrical vehicles in 

the carsharing schemes, the automakers have potential to positively affect their eco-branding 

profile.  



Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

76 

 

13. Bibliography  

Agrawal, V., Ferguson, M., Toktay, L. and Thomas, V. (2012): “Is Leasing Greener than Sell-

ing?” Management Science, 58(3):523-533. 

Automotive News Europe (2013): “Daimler sees H2 gains as Europe car market hits bottom.” 

Accessed at http://europe.autonews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/arti-

cle?AID=/20130724/ANE/307249985/daimler-sees-h2-gains-as-europe-car-market-hits-

bottom#axzz2aQ3omVbE on 29.07.13.  

Beuren, F. H., Ferreira, M. and Miguel, P. (2013): “Product-Service Systems: A Literature Re-

view on Integrated Products and Services.” Journal of Cleaner Production, 47:222-231.  

BMW Group (2012): Annual Report 2012. www.bmwgroup.com.  

BMW Group (2012b): “BMW Group once again sector leader in Dow Jones Sustainability In-

dex.” Accessed at https://www.press.bmw-

group.com/pressclub/p/pcgl/pressDetail.html?title=bmw-group-once-again-sector-leader-

in-dow-jones-sustainability-index&outputChan-

nelId=6&id=T0131942EN&left_menu_item=node__2212 on 27.07.13. 

BMW Group (2013). www.bmwgroup.com  

Boehm, M. and Thomas, O. (2013): “Looking Beyond the Rim of One’s Teacup: A Multidis-

ciplinary Literature review of Product-Service Systems in Information Systems, Business 

Management, and Engineering and Design.” Journal of Cleaner Production, 51:245-260.   

Börjesson, M., Eliasson, J., Hugosson, M. and Brundell-Freij, K. (2012): “The Stockholm Con-

gestion Charges—5 years on. Effects, Acceptability and Lessons Learnt.” Transport Policy, 

March:1-12. 

Botsman, R. and Rogers, R. (2011): “What’s Mine is Yours. How collaborative consumption 

is changing the way we live.” Harper-Collins, Pymble, Australia.  

Cassia, L., Fattore, M., and Paleari, S. (2006) “Entrepreneurial Strategy. Emerging Businesses 

in Declining Industries.” Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, UK.  

Chesbrough, H. (2011): “Open Services Innovation.” Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, USA.   

Christensen, C. M. and Overdorf, M. (2000): “Meeting the Challenge of Disruptive Change.” 

Harvard Business Review, March-April.  

Christensen, C. M. and Raynor, M. E. (2003): “The Innovator’s Solution. Creating and Sustain-

ing Successful Growth.” Harvard Business School Press, Boston, USA.  

Ciravegna, L. (ed) (2012): “Sustaining Industrial Competitiveness after the Crisis. Lessons 

from the Automotive Industry.” Palgrave MacMillan, Basingstoke, UK.  

Connolly, M. (2007): “Demand for Small Cars Tests Auto Makers’ Financial Ingenuity.” Wall 

Street Journal.  Accessed at http://online.wsj.com/article/SB119300361094266311.html 

on 15.08.13.  

D’Aveni, R. A. (2010): “Beating the Commodity Trap.” Harvard Business Press, Boston, USA. 

Daimler (2013) www.daimler.com  

Deloitte (2012): “Fourth Annual Gen Y Automotive Survey. Executive summary of key themes 

and findings.” Accessed at http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Lo-

cal%20Assets/Documents/us_auto_GenYSurveyReport_02032012.pdf on 08.06.13. 

http://europe.autonews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20130724/ANE/307249985/daimler-sees-h2-gains-as-europe-car-market-hits-bottom#axzz2aQ3omVbE
http://europe.autonews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20130724/ANE/307249985/daimler-sees-h2-gains-as-europe-car-market-hits-bottom#axzz2aQ3omVbE
http://europe.autonews.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20130724/ANE/307249985/daimler-sees-h2-gains-as-europe-car-market-hits-bottom#axzz2aQ3omVbE
http://www.bmwgroup.com/
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/pressclub/p/pcgl/pressDetail.html?title=bmw-group-once-again-sector-leader-in-dow-jones-sustainability-index&outputChannelId=6&id=T0131942EN&left_menu_item=node__2212
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/pressclub/p/pcgl/pressDetail.html?title=bmw-group-once-again-sector-leader-in-dow-jones-sustainability-index&outputChannelId=6&id=T0131942EN&left_menu_item=node__2212
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/pressclub/p/pcgl/pressDetail.html?title=bmw-group-once-again-sector-leader-in-dow-jones-sustainability-index&outputChannelId=6&id=T0131942EN&left_menu_item=node__2212
https://www.press.bmwgroup.com/pressclub/p/pcgl/pressDetail.html?title=bmw-group-once-again-sector-leader-in-dow-jones-sustainability-index&outputChannelId=6&id=T0131942EN&left_menu_item=node__2212
http://www.bmwgroup.com/
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB119300361094266311.html
http://www.daimler.com/
http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%20Assets/Documents/us_auto_GenYSurveyReport_02032012.pdf%20on%2008.06.13
http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%20Assets/Documents/us_auto_GenYSurveyReport_02032012.pdf%20on%2008.06.13


Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

77 

 

Diem, W. (2009): “Peugeot to Launch Mu Lifestyle Vehicle-Rental Program.” Accessed at 

http://wardsauto.com/ar/peugeot_mu_rental_091216 on 30.09.13.  

 

Dussart, C. (2010): “Creative Cost-Benefits Reinvention. How to Reverse Commoditization 

Hell in the Age of Customer Capitalism.” Palgrave MacMillan, New York, USA.  

Economist, The (2011): “Al charged up for sharing; Electric cars.” http://bi.galegroup.com.esc-

web.lib.cbs.dk/essentials/arti-

cle/GALE%7CA266486806/a03bddb4e42bbe4c71930d3cb41fdb1b?u=cbs on 23.06.13.  

Eisenmann, T., Parker, G. and van Alstyne, M. E. (2006): “Strategies for Two-Sided Markets.” 

Harvard Business Review, October.  

European Commission (2012a): “Cars 21. High Level Group on the Competitiveness and Sus-

tainable Growth of the Automotive Industry in the European Union. Final Report 2012.” 

Accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/files/cars-21-final-report-

2012_en.pdf on 15.08.13 

European Commission (2012b): “CARS 2020: for a strong, competitive and sustainable Euro-

pean car industry.” Accessed at  http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-12-1187_en.htm 

on 15.08.13. 

European Commission (2012c): “Road Transport: Reducing CO2 emissions from vehicles.” 

Accessed at http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/vehicles/index_en.htm on 

15.08.13.  

Financial Times (October 2nd, 2012): “US shift to small cars seen as permanent.” Accessed at 

http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/c8ecf7b2-09c6-11e2-a424-

00144feabdc0.html#axzz2VR8w1Ota on 06.06.13.   

Firnkorn, J. and Müller, M. (2011): “What will be the environmental effects of new free-float-

ing car-sharing systems? The case of car2go in Ulm.” Ecological Economics, 70, pp. 1519-

1528.  

Firnkorn, J. and Müller, M. (2012): “Selling Mobility instead of Cars: New Business Strategies 

of Automakers and the Impact on Private Vehicle Holding.” Business Strategy and the 

Environment, 21:264-280.  

Forbes (2012): “The World’s Most Powerful Brands.” Accessed at 

http://www.forbes.com/powerful-brands/list/ on 27.07.13. 

Ford (2012): “Sustainability 2011/12” (Webpage). Accessed athttp://corporate.ford.com/mi-

crosites/sustainability-report-2011-12/default on 16.07.13  

Ford (2013): “Sustainability 2012/2013.” (Webpage). Accessed at http://corpo-

rate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2012-13/blueprint-strategy on 15.08.13.   

Frost & Sullivan (2012a): “Business Models and Opportunities in the European Traditional and 

Peer-to-Peer Carsharing Market.” M813.18. www.frost.com.  

Frost & Sullivan (2012b): “Business Models and Opportunities in the North American Tradi-

tional and Peer-to-Peer Carsharing Market.” NB-0018. www.frost.com.  

Frost & Sullivan (2012c): “Executive Analysis of the Carsharing Market in APAC.” P5F7-18. 

www.frost.com.  

http://wardsauto.com/ar/peugeot_mu_rental_091216
http://bi.galegroup.com.esc-web.lib.cbs.dk/essentials/article/GALE%7CA266486806/a03bddb4e42bbe4c71930d3cb41fdb1b?u=cbs
http://bi.galegroup.com.esc-web.lib.cbs.dk/essentials/article/GALE%7CA266486806/a03bddb4e42bbe4c71930d3cb41fdb1b?u=cbs
http://bi.galegroup.com.esc-web.lib.cbs.dk/essentials/article/GALE%7CA266486806/a03bddb4e42bbe4c71930d3cb41fdb1b?u=cbs
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/files/cars-21-final-report-2012_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/automotive/files/cars-21-final-report-2012_en.pdf
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-12-1187_en.htm%20on%2015.08.13
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-12-1187_en.htm%20on%2015.08.13
http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/vehicles/index_en.htm
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/c8ecf7b2-09c6-11e2-a424-00144feabdc0.html#axzz2VR8w1Ota
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/c8ecf7b2-09c6-11e2-a424-00144feabdc0.html#axzz2VR8w1Ota
http://www.forbes.com/powerful-brands/list/
http://corporate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2011-12/default
http://corporate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2011-12/default
http://corporate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2012-13/blueprint-strategy
http://corporate.ford.com/microsites/sustainability-report-2012-13/blueprint-strategy
http://www.frost.com/
http://www.frost.com/
http://www.frost.com/


Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

78 

 

Frost & Sullivan (2013a): “ OEM’s new mobility offerings and new business model linking 

web 2.0” M8F8-18. www.frost.com.  

Frost & Sullivan (2013b): “Competitive benchmarking and comparative analysis of the mobil-

ity strategies of key global OEMs.” M8AD-18. www.frost.com.   

Geerken, T., Vercalsteren, A., and Borup, M. (2009): “Review of the Mobility Domain.” Chap-

ter 2 in Geerken, T. and Borup, M. (2009) “System Innovation for Sustainability 2. Mobil-

ity.” Greenleaf Publishing, Sheffield, UK.  

Golder, P. N. and Tellis, G. J. (1993): “Pioneer Advantage: Marketing Logic or Marketing 

Legend?” Journal of Marketing Research, 30(2):158-170.   

Groom N., and Seetharaman D. (2012): “‘One Ford’ strategy top focus, says incoming Ford 

COO.” Accessed at http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/11/29/us-autoshow-ford-fields-

idUSBRE8AS02520121129 on 16.07.13.  

Hill, K., Menk, D., and Cooper, A. (2010): “Contribution of the Automotive Industry to the 

Economies of all Fifty State and the United States.” Center for Automotive Research. Ac-

cessed at http://www.cargroup.org/?module=Publications&event=View&pubID=16 on 

15.08.13. 

Hockerts, K. (2008): “Property Rights as a Predictor for the Eco-efficiency of Product-Service 

Systems.” Working Paper no. 02-2008. Copenhagen Business School.  

Holmes, A. (2008): “Commoditization and the Strategic Response.” Gower Publishing Limited, 

Abingdon, UK.  

Johnson, M. W., Christensen, C. M., and Kagermann, H. (2008): “Reinventing Your Business 

Model.” Harvard Business Review, December.  

Klepper, S. (1997): “Industry Life Cycles.” Industrial and Corporate Change, 6(1):145-180.  

KPMG (2010): “The Transformation of the Automotive Industry: The Environmental Regula-

tion Effect.” KMPG International. Accessed at http://www.kpmg.com/US/en/Is-

suesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/transformation-automotive-indus-

try.pdf on 02.06.13.   

KPMG (2013): KPMG’s Global Automotive Executive Survey 2013. www.kpmg.com.  

Lieberman, M. and Montgomery, D. (1988): “First-Mover Advantages.” Strategic Management 

Journal, 9:41-58.  

Lieberman, M. and Montgomery, D. (1998): “First-Mover (Dis)Advantages: Retrospective and 

link with the Resource-based View.” Strategic Management Journal, 19:1111-1125.  

Lindahl, M., Sakao, T., Sundin, E. and Shimomura, Y. (2009): “Product/Service Systems Ex-

periences – an International Survey of Swedish, Japanese, Italian and German Manufac-

turing Companies.” CIRP IPS2 Conference, Cranfield University.  

Liu, L. (2009): ”Paris’ Electric Car Sharing Plan.” Business Week Online 08.10.09, p.14.  

Manzini, E. and Vezzoli, C. (2002): “Product-Service Systems and Sustainability: Opportuni-

ties for Sustainable Solutions.” United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP).  

Manzini, E. and Vezzoli, C. (2003): “A Strategic Approach to Develop Sustainable Product 

Service Systems: Examples taken from the “environmentally friendly innovation” Italian 

prize.” Journal of Cleaner Production, 11, pp. 851-857. 

http://www.frost.com/
http://www.frost.com/
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/11/29/us-autoshow-ford-fields-idUSBRE8AS02520121129
http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/11/29/us-autoshow-ford-fields-idUSBRE8AS02520121129
http://www.cargroup.org/?module=Publications&event=View&pubID=16
http://www.kpmg.com/US/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/transformation-automotive-industry.pdf
http://www.kpmg.com/US/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/transformation-automotive-industry.pdf
http://www.kpmg.com/US/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/transformation-automotive-industry.pdf
http://www.kpmg.com/


Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

79 

 

Marketline (2012a): “Company profile: Daimler AG.” Accessed at www.marketline.com on 

07.17.13.  

Marketline (2012b): “Company profile: Bayerische Motoren Werke AG (BMW Group)”. Ac-

cessed at www.marketline.com at 07.17.13.  

Marketline (2013a): “Company profile: Ford Motor Company.” Accessed at www.market-

line.com on 07.16.13.  

Marketline (2013b): “Company profile: Zipcar, Inc.” Accessed at www.marketline on 28.07.13.  

Martin, E. and Shaheen, S. (2010): “Greenhouse Gas emission impacts of carsharing in North 

America.” Mineta Transportation Institute, College of Business, San José State University. 

Maxton, G. and Wormald, J. (2004): “Time for a model change. Re-engineering the Global 

Automotive Industry.” Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.  

Mont, O. K. (2002): “Clarifying the Concept of Product-Service System.” Journal of Cleaner 

Production, 10:237-245. 

OECD/International Transport Forum (IFT), (2012) “Transport Outlook 2012. Seamless 

Transport for Greener Growth.” Accessed at http://www.internationaltransport-

forum.org/Pub/pdf/12Outlook.pdf on 22.02.13.  

Orsato, R. J. (2009): “Sustainability Strategies. When does it pay to be green?” Palgrave Mac-

millan, Houndmills, UK. 

Orsato, R. J. and Wells, P. (2007): “U-turn: the rise and demise of the automobile industry.” 

Journal of Cleaner Production, 15:994-1006.   

Reimann, M., Schilke, O. and Thomas, J. S. (2008): “Toward and understanding of industry 

commoditization: Its nature and role in evolving marketing competition.” International 

Journal of Research in Marketing, 27:188-197.  

Sackmann, H. (2013): “Daimler may cut 2013 outlook on weak European demand.” Reuters. 

Accessed http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/04/10/us-daimler-outlook-

idUSBRE9390AK20130410 on 25.07.13.  

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2003): “Research Methods for Business Students.” 

Third edition. Prentice Hall, Essex, UK.   

Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2007): “Research Methods for Business Students.” 

Fourth edition. Prentice Hall, Essex, UK.   

Schmemann, Serge. "Buzzing around Paris in borrowed electric cars." New York 

Times 21.11.12. Accessed at http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/25/automobiles/buzzing-

around-paris-in-borrowed-electric-cars.html?_r=0 on 28.07.13.   

Schultz, D., Tannenbaum, S., and Lauterborn, R. (1994): “The New Marketing Paradigm. Inte-

grated Marketing Communications.” NTC Business Books, Chicago, USA.  

Scruggs, M. (2008): “Changes at Ford Illustrate Industry Re-Think.” Frost & Sullivan. Ac-

cessed at http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?search-

Query=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9

zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJ-

jaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZ-

tYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaC-

BSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D on 27.07.13.  

http://www.marketline.com/
http://www.marketline.com/
http://www.marketline.com/
http://www.marketline.com/
http://www.marketline/
http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/Pub/pdf/12Outlook.pdf
http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/Pub/pdf/12Outlook.pdf
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/04/10/us-daimler-outlook-idUSBRE9390AK20130410
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/04/10/us-daimler-outlook-idUSBRE9390AK20130410
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/25/automobiles/buzzing-around-paris-in-borrowed-electric-cars.html?_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/11/25/automobiles/buzzing-around-paris-in-borrowed-electric-cars.html?_r=0
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?searchQuery=ford+&id=133787253&bdata=aHR0cDovL3d3dy5mcm9zdC5jb20vc3JjaC9jcm9zcy1jb21tdW5pdHktc2VhcmNoLmRvP3BhZ2VTaXplPTEyJnNlYXJjaFR5cGU9YWRyJnF1ZXJ5VGV4dD1mb3JkKyZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1UUiZtYXJrZXRDb2Rlcz1DUCZmaWx0ZXJTd2l0Y2g9MUB%2BQFNlYXJjaCBSZXN1bHRzQH5AMTM3Mzk2MjY2ODgwNg%3D%3D


Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

80 

 

Shaheen, S. and Cohen, A (2007): “Growth in Worldwide Carsharing. An International Com-

parison.” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research 

Board, 1992:10.  

Shaheen, S. and Cohen, A (2013): “Carsharing and Personal vehicle services: worldwide mar-

ket developments and emerging trends.” International Journal of Sustainable Transporta-

tion, 7:5-34 

Singh, S. and Briggs, M. (2013): “BMWi Launch - BMW to push new business models and a 

unique value proposition with the iBrand in 2013.” Accessed at http://www.frost.com/sub-

lib/display-market-insight.do?id=271819298 27.07.13.  

Sorrell, S. (2009): “Jevon’s Paradox Revisited: The evidence for backfire from improved en-

ergy efficiency.” Energy Policy, 37(4):1456-1569.  

Transport and Environment (T&E) (2012): “Stricter CO2 Standards Needed or Europe Won’t 

be Able to Compete.” Accessed at http://www.transportenvironment.org/news/stricter-

co2-standards-needed-or-europe-won%E2%80%99t-be-able-compete on 03.06.13.  

Tukker, A. (2004): “Eight Types of Product-Service Systems: Eight Ways to Sustainability? 

Experiences from SusProNet.” Business Strategy and the Environment, 13:246-260. 

Tukker, A., Tischner, U. and Verkuijl, M. (2006a): “Product-Services and Sustainability.” in 

Tukker, A. and Tischner, U. (eds.) “New Business for Old Europe.” Greenleaf Publishing, 

Sheffield, UK. 

Tukker, A., van den Berg, C. and Tischner, U. (2006b): Product-Services: A Specific Value 

Proposition, in Tukker, A. and Tischner, U. (eds.) “New Business for Old Europe.” Green-

leaf Publishing, Sheffield, UK. 

Tukker, A. and Tischner, U. (eds.) (2006c): “New Business for Old Europe.” Greenleaf Pub-

lishing, Sheffield, UK. 

Vansantha, G. V. A., Roy, R., Lelah, A. and Brissaud, D. (2012): “A Review of Product-Ser-

viceSystems Design Methodologies.” Journal of Engineering Design, 23(9):635-659. 

Wells, P. (2008): “Alternative Business Models for a Sustainable Automotive Industry.” Chap-

ter 5 in Tukker, A., Charter, M., Vezzoli, C., Stø, E. and Andersen, M. M. (2008) “System 

Innovation for Sustainability 1.” Greenleaf Publishing, Sheffield, UK. 

Williams, A. (2007): “Product Service Systems in the Automobile Industry: Contribution to 

System Innovation.” Journal of Cleaner Production, 15:1093-1103. 

Yin, R. K. (2009): “Case Study Research. Design and Methods.” Fourth edition. Sage INC, 

California, USA. 

Zipcar (2012): “Zipcar appoints Frerk-Malte Feller as President of Zipcar Europe. Frost and 

Sullivan estimates European car sharing market could reach 3 billion euros.” Accessed at 

http://zipcar.mediaroom.com/index.php?s=25414&item=109959 on 27.07.13.  

 

Other  

www.carsharing.org  

www.ec.europa.eu 

 www.epa.gov 

 www.wri.org  

http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?id=271819298
http://www.frost.com/sublib/display-market-insight.do?id=271819298
http://www.transportenvironment.org/news/stricter-co2-standards-needed-or-europe-won%E2%80%99t-be-able-compete
http://www.transportenvironment.org/news/stricter-co2-standards-needed-or-europe-won%E2%80%99t-be-able-compete
http://zipcar.mediaroom.com/index.php?s=25414&item=109959
http://www.carsharing.org/
http://www.ec.europa.eu/
http://www.epa.gov/
http://www.wri.org/


Carsharing MSc. International Business October 2013 

 

81 

 

14. Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Company Interviewguide 

 

Presentation of the concept 

Description of how it will work/works. 

Ford: Collaboration with dealerships – why has this approach been chosen? Profit dis-

tribution?  

Collaboration with DB Rent and Flinkster – how will this work? Why has this 

approach been chosen, and how does it benefit the parties?  

BMW: Difference between AlphaCity and Drive Now 

Daimler: The choice of the Smart car 

Autolib’: The Bluecar  

Tuxi: Why is there such a close integration with the public transportation system? 

How big will the initiative be/is the scheme?  

Geography  

Which type of cars will be available? Are EV’s incorporated in the scheme? 

Who are the target groups of the scheme?  

 

Drivers 

Why has the scheme been created? Profits? New markets? Market followers? Social entrepre-

neurship?  

Why has the location been chosen? 

What benefits does the scheme present? Monetary, brand-wise, social?  

Why has this not been done earlier?  

 

Competition 

Who are the closest competitors in this market?  

How is the scheme differentiated from its peer? 

How is the competition from automakers and CSOs respectively viewed? 

 

General assessment of the automotive industry and the carsharing market 

Has the global economic crisis played a role on carsharing? 

View on the future of the automotive manufacturing industry/on the carsharing market.  
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Appendix 2 – Expert Interviewguide 

 

Presentation of carsharing 

Who uses it and why? 

Why have we seen this surge in carsharing right now? 

How come automakers are joining the market? Eco-branding? Introduction of new products 

and new technology?  

How important is carsharing for sustainable transport? 

 

Future of carsharing 

How do you see the future of carsharing? 

Who do you think will dominate the market? 
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Appendix 3 – Email Interview with Autolib’ 

 

Presentation of the concept 

What is the current number of stations and cars? 820 stations, 1800 cars 

How many members does Autolib’ have, and which growth rates are there? Are the growth 

rates steady? We have almost 37 000 people who has subscribed for a year since the beginning 

of the adventure. 29 000 are still valid today, and 87 000 people have tried at least once our 

service for a day, a week, a month or a year since Dec. 2011. Approximately 1500 new sub-

scribers join us every week! 

Who is the typical user of Autolib’? A man (70%) living in Paris aged between 25 and 40! 

Is there greatest interest from private users or from business users? From private users so far 

as we started with this offer and are not communicating much and promoting enough the busi-

ness one, although with our business offer we can reach easily much more people quicker than 

with private target! 

Does Autolib’ only offer one type of car? If yes, what is the reason? Yes, the Bluecar built by 

the Bolloré Group around its battery LMP which is at the core of the carsharing service and of 

all our “Blue” solutions (Bluecar, Bluebus, Bluebox…). www.bluecar.fr. It was chosen because 

when Bolloré Group answered Paris tender, they wanted to have control on everything from the 

charging infrastructure, to the carsharing system, the LMP battery and the cars themselves. 

What has been the motivation for choosing electrical vehicles? It was required in Paris tender, 

and that was the purpose of the answer from Bolloré Group, as it is not an automotive manu-

facturer, nor a carsharing leader, but with the LMP technology, Bolloré wanted to secure its 

vision on cities future and energy saving. 

Geography: 

Autolib’ is currently only implemented in Paris – are there plans to expand? Where to, and 

why?Autolib’ will always remain in Paris as the brand is own by the Municipality of Paris and 

only dedicated for the carsharing service in the Ile de France region. Bolloré Group on its side 

is planning to expand new carsharing service in Lyon (Bluely), Bordeaux (Bluecub) and Indi-

anapolis… 

http://www.bluecar.fr/
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Which benefits have there been from starting in Paris? It was a good opportunity to let the 

world know about Bolloré’s technology since Paris is a world known experimental laboratory. 

Our Mayor has been experiencing many new strategies to clean the air of the capital and make 

life more breathable (new transport: tram, bike sharing service…) 

What is the difference between an Autolib’ plug and a public plug?None, Autolib’ chose to be 

equipped with Yazaki charging connectors: Mode 3, type 1, 220V – 16A, compatible with 

Peugeot iOn, C-Zéro, Kangoo ZE and Fluence ZE. 

Drivers 

Why was Autolib’ created? Autolib’ was created to take the pollution out of the air of Paris and 

reduce the number of private cars in downtown. 

How big a role has the municipality of Paris played in the implementation of the scheme? A 

big one since they were the one to launch the tender and since Paris has 500 Autolib’ stations 

out of the 800 (total) and compared to 200 stations for the subway. 

Challenges 

Which challenges have Autolib’ faced? The acceptance of the public! Critics were very high 

before we started from the public and political sphere. We also had to overcome the barriers 

around our sharing service, automatic and electric vehicles… It was a real challenge to succeed! 

Have there been difficulties with implementing the infrastructure (the charging stations)? Not 

that much, we were a bit late for some because we did not get the agreement from the munici-

palities for the location of their station, or had too many different interlocutors (telecom, en-

ergy…) 

Competition 

Who are the closest competitors in this market? We do not have competitors. Small carsharing 

round trip service exists in Paris between individuals but they do not offer the same service and 

are most of the time equipped with combustion vehicles and no electric ones. Other services 

are competing with us like WeCab, TheCab (discount taxi services) but we would rather say 

we are all complementary considering the offer of public and private transports in Paris. 
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How does Autolib’ perceive the competition from automakers such as Drive Now and Car2Go 

(though I realise, they are not currently in the French market)? We just read and look at where 

and what are they doing… 

General assessment of the automotive industry 

Do you think the financial crisis has had an impact on the popularity of car-sharing? Sure, 

when you know a car would cost you 6000€/ year when used only 20% of the days… People 

starts to think twice between investing in a car ! 

Car-sharing seems to be most popular in Europe – why do you think this is the case? Probably 

because people are driving short distances around 30km per day… 

How do you think the future looks for the automotive industry? Will car-sharing continue to 

grow? Probably carsharing service will adapt and fit consumers’ need, maybe merge or work 

with public transport operating under the same one access card… with many different options: 

tram, bus, train, bikes, scooters, cars… according to each ones need. 

Do you think there will be a difference between car-sharing originating from the automakers 

and car-sharing from CSOs (car-sharing organisations such as Autolib’)? The most important 

in a carsharing system is probably the operating system and not so much the car itself – since 

the car will have to be connected anyway to the operating system so it will be by definition 

highly technological but not necessarily designed or equipped like a private one. When you 

only need to go from A to B in 20 minutes, you don’t look too much for the car but on its 

security, easy use, availability and the cleanliness of the service. 
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Appendix 4 – Emission Standards for passenger cars 

 

Figure 14.1: Emission Standards for Passenger Cars 
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