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Sharing Economy
Potential for sustainable tourism?

Sonja Münz

What economic, social and ecological 

opportunities and challenges can be 

expected for the tourism industry 

from the new Sharing Economy me-

gatrend? Can the sharing economy 

lead to a more sustainable form of 

economy for the tourism industry as 

well? To find an answer to this ques-

tion we shall first of all consider the 

use of, as well as the advantages and 

disadvantages of the sharing eco-

nomy services perceived by the 

consumers. After that we will look at 

the question of whether, and to what 

extent, resources in tourism can be 

better used through sharing economy 

services.

Sharing Economy1 – sharing things 

and using them collaboratively – 

has become a megatrend. Houses and 

flats, cars, bicycles, trips, insider tips, 

volunteer services (volunteer tourism), 

couches to sleep on, meals at home 

and many other things are used col-

laboratively, exchanged, shared or 

hired out. The core elements of the 

sharing economy are online platforms 

and social networks, through which 

material and intangible resources (ob-

jects, space, time, skills and experi-

ence) are provided. This is done on a 

completely self-organized basis or 

1    In addition to the term Sharing Economy (Share 
Economy) other terms such as Access Economy, 
Collaborative Consumption or Peer Economy are 
used (Clement WISU 8-9/15).

through professional mediator plat-

forms or new business models offering 

products and services of a sharing 

economy.2    

The sharing economy has not least 

in touristic fields of action (accommo-

dation, transport) become better 

known and more popular in the past 

few years. The number of providers, as 

well as consumers, is increasing stead-

ily. In 2015, almost half of all Germans 

over 18 said that they had made use of 

a sharing economy service in the past 

two years. Up until 2017 in fact two-

thirds of all adult Germans are plan-

ning to use a sharing economy service.3 

2    cf. Heinrichs/Grünenberg (2012:2)

3    PwC (2015:5)

How high is the participation rate 
for sharing economy services?

The increasing success of share econ-

omy services is not least due to the 

emergence of a new type of consumer: 

a consumer who is not willing to as-

sume the responsibilities that owner-

ship involves, a consumer who instead 

is looking for units to use and thus for 

immediate satisfaction of their needs. 

The sharing economy or so-called col-

laborative consumption enables such 

consumers, as well as other consumers 

who may not have enough income or 

living/storage space to buy a product, 

to nevertheless use this product. The 

sharing economy also opens up new 

options and opportunities to consum-

ers who have a preference for sustain-

able consumption, be it through the 

increased use of hitherto unused ca-

pacities or because long-life, 

high-quality products become as a re-

sult more attractive again. Another 

important incentive for share econo-

my users is the collaborative con-

sumption, i.e. the opportunity to inter-

act socially with the “producer”, and 

even to start producing oneself. In the 

tourism sector this takes the form of a 

search for authentic experiences and 

a feeling of belonging, no matter 

where in the world. 

Thus it is not very surprising that 

almost every second German has, at 

some time or other, had experience of 

alternative forms of consumption 

(co-consumption) (46%, cf. Fig.1) and 

every fourth German has at some 

time or other rented “seldom used ob-

jects” from other people, instead of 

buying them.4 More than three-quar-

ters of all Germans over 18 say that in 

many cases renting/borrowing has 

clear advantages over owning. Shar-

ing platforms are particularly popu-

lar with the 18-29 age group (82%) 

and the 30-39 age group (64%) (cf. 

Fig.1) and are clearly becoming more 

and more popular. As regards 

planned usage of share economy ser-

vices, the main users are even becom-

ing a more homogeneous group (14-

29 age group 88%; 30-39 age group 

79%) with the result that there is 

more and more widespread public 

support for this trend.

4    PwC (2015:5)

For 70 percent of those inter-

viewed, share economy enterprises 

have advantages over traditional en-

terprises. The most frequently named 

advantage: a better price for the 

same service (40%).5 Three quarters 

of the respondents are admittedly of 

the opinion that share economy en-

terprises also have disadvantages 

compared to traditional enterprises. 

Doubts arise in particular where the 

quality of the products and services 

is concerned (37%).6 Thus the main 

challenges for share economy enter-

prises is to ensure that consumers 

are looked after by experts (38%) and 

that there is adequate insurance cov-

er (40%, p.20).7

Nevertheless, a rating of the sharing 

economy shows an obvious win-win 

situation: 81 percent of the respond-

ents agreed that in a sharing economy 

the providers profit, while 79 percent 

also believe that the users profit (cf. 

Fig.2). Around three quarters of the re-

spondents are convinced that there is 

less wastage of materials and believe 

that the sharing economy is good for 

the environment (ebd). Moreover, 73 

percent of the respondents believe 

that society benefits from the concept 

of sharing (ebd).

5    PwC (2015:16)

6    PwC (2015:17)

7    PwC (2015:20)

These few key data alone show that 

the spread of alternative forms of 

ownership and consumption has so-

cial relevance. The following basic 

data show to what extent these alter-

native forms of ownership and con-

sumption are also relevant for tour-

ism: in 2012 almost 30 percent of re-

spondents had already rented cars or 

bicycles (cf. Fig.3). An equally high per-

centage had themselves rented or 

rented out a private or holiday flat on 

the internet and 12 percent had al-

ready actively organized collaborative 

consumption (e.g. car sharing). Based 

on a study carried out in the year 2012, 

Heinrichs and Grünberg demonstrate 

that there is a strong positive connec-

tion between age, level of education 

and income with regard to the use of 

alternative forms of ownership and 

consumption. The 30-39 age group 

rent cars or bicycles, as well as private 

or holiday flats, particularly often. 

Ninety-six percent of the people who 

have already themselves rented or 

rented out private or holiday flats 

have had positive or very positive ex-

periences of it. 

These tend to be younger, well-edu-

cated people who want a varied and 

interesting life, who have a high level of 

trust in other people and whose social 

orientation is slightly above average.8 

8    ebd.

Past use or planned use within the next two years of Sharing Economy services in %

Users of the share economy see the following advantages – figures in %

18 to 29 year olds 30 to 39 year olds 40 to 49 year olds 50 to 59 year olds over 60s

Deutsche FassungAlready used a service Plan to use one within the next two years

Question 1: How often have you yourself taken advantage of shared economy services as consumer within the past two years?
Question 2: How often do you plan to take advantage of shared economy services as consumer within the next two years?

Basis: all respondents, Germans 18 and over, N = 1000

Source: Public poll Share Economy 2015, PwC: 7

The providers profit

The consumers profit

Reduced material wastage

Better for the environment

The share economy enterprises profit

Society benefits from the concept of sharing

More life more affordable

Offers consumers more flexibility

Makes life easier and more efficient

Question: Please think again in general terms about the sharing economy issue: please state to what extent you agree with, or do not agree with, the following statements on the sharing economy issue
Basis: all respondents, Germans aged 18 years and over, n = 1000 (scaled query: agree/don’t agree). “Agree” shown
*i.e. the operators of the platforms through which the share economy suppliers offer their goods and services

Source: Public poll Share Economy 2015, PwC:14
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Thus it is generally expected that 

the sharing economy will result in an 

increase in social capital and improve 

the environment. How far this applies 

to the tourism sector will have to be 

looked into afterwards.

How green is the 
sharing economy?

Many of its supporters emphasize that 

the sharing economy leads to a more 

sustainable form of economy i.e. to 

ecological net effects. Whether this is 

really true depends on the size and di-

rection of the different individual ef-

fects (cf. info box). The sharing econo-

my will make a positive ecological 

contribution if there are efficiency 

gains with regard to consumption of 

resources and/or consumers consume 

smaller quantities. A negative ecolog-

ical contribution is conceivable if the 

sharing economy should actually lead 

to increased quantity demand (re-

bound effect) which puts a strain on 

the environment.

The ecological net effect depends 

essentially on whether the effects on 

the environment are above all caused 

by the consumption or primarily by 

the manufacture of the products. 

There is no doubt that making use of 

sharing services in the accommoda-

tion sector – be this through service 

providers such as Airbnb, wimdu or 

9flats – results in fewer additional ho-

tels (in particular in the low price seg-

ment) having to be built (efficiency 

dimension). This applies in particular 

to destinations which are subject to 

strong seasonal fluctuations or in 

which one-off large sporting events 

are held (Olympic Games, Football 

World Cup, conferences etc.). In view 

of the very flexible expansion of ser-

vices with regard to accommodation 

options, lower prices can be expected 

and the demand for accommodation 

should rise due to the lower prices 

(volume dimension). Both effects ap-

pear in the accommodation sector. 

This is underlined by a study carried 

out in the USA which evaluated the 

effect of the sharing economy’s entry 

on the market, taking as example 

that of Airbnb on the tourism indus-

try.9 The findings show that due to the 

lower accommodation prices more 

visitors came to Idaho, thus creating 

9    The database consists of 657 entries collected 
between 2009 and 2013 on the Airbnb website 
in Idaho as well as population and labour market 
data for the groups involved. With the aid of a 
multivariate fixed effect model, the effect of the 
sharing economy on employment in Idaho was 
measured (Zervas 2014:7ff) 

jobs in the destination. Admittedly, 

hotels well-established on the market 

suffered an average drop in turnover 

of eight to ten percent. Basic hotels 

and hotels without business travellers 

as clientele were among the biggest 

losers. This indicates that the supply 

of basic hotels and guest houses was 

substituted by Airbnb, whereas the 

Airbnb services provided for the rest 

of the accommodation market seem 

to a large extent to be complementa-

ry. Efficiency gains cannot therefore 

arise at all or only on a small scale. 

With regard to the volume parame-

ters, on the basis of a study the com-

pany itself commissioned, Airbnb 

says that Airbnb guests stay 2.1 times 

longer than typical visitors, spend 2.1 

times as much on food, drink and 

shopping as other visitors and take 

advantage of entertainment possibil-

ities.10 This data indicates rebound ef-

fects which make positive ecological 

effects of the sharing economy for ac-

commodation appear unlikely.

The situation is different with car-

sharing. Studies show that the intro-

duction of carsharing models results 

in a significant drop in the number of 

10   cf. Airbnb (2015).

kilometres driven, in petrol consump-

tion and in the number of car owners, 

and thus a positive ecological effect 

can be assumed.11

Does the sharing economy create 
social capital?

In the end the most novel aspect of the 

sharing economy is that one shares 

things or services with strangers, a 

prerequisite for travellers who want 

their trip to be an authentic experi-

ence.12  New technological capabilities 

which allow producers and consumers 

to get in touch with each other at little 

cost for the searching and the infor-

mation make this possible. People 

who neither know each other nor have 

mutual friends or acquaintances 

share things with each other on the 

mediator platforms of the sharing 

economy. For the participants this 

means a not insignificant risk as re-

gards quality and loss when providing 

or using relatively personal things 

such as a flat, a car or a meal. The in-

11   cf. Cerveto et al. (2007); Martin et al. (2010)

12   cf. MacCannell (1973)

novative and technologically support-

ed answer provided by the sharing 

economy lies in the development of 

mechanisms of direct peer-to-peer 

feedback, with the result that trust be-

tween producers and consumers is 

strengthened and risks are limited. Ac-

cording to Time magazine, shared 

consumption is one of the ten major 

ideas which have changed the world in 

the past few years. Why? Because col-

laborative consumption makes new 

social relationships possible. In a 

world characterized by individualiza-

tion and pluralism of lifestyles, in 

which family members live geograph-

ically far apart from each other and 

people no longer know their neigh-

bours – in such a world collaborative 

consumption is able to create new 

meaningful relationships. Relation-

ships in which people trust each other. 

Permission to use things belonging to 

someone else is a sign of trust in the 

user; lending things to others like-

wise.13 Taking couch surfing as an ex-

ample, the sociologists Parigi and 

13   cf. Walsh (2011)

State investigated whether or not this 

permanently strengthens social net-

works and whether new friendships 

are made.14 The result of their study 

was that at the beginning of the couch 

surfing movement when the online 

rating systems were in their infancy 

and the use of platforms was a much 

more risky business, considerably 

more lasting friendships and networks 

arose than is the case today. For the 

two sociologists this is a result of the 

professionalism of technology. While 

it is true that using the technological 

and above all digital capabilities 

means that networks can be linked 

much more easily, in the same meas-

ure individual relationships within the 

network become much less binding. 

What implications does this have for 

tourism? It is true that visitors to a 

destination immerse themselves for a 

short time in the life of that destina-

tion and feel at home. This however 

does not mean that there is inevitably 

a closer social relationship between 

them and the local inhabitants, so 

14   Cf. Parigi/State (2016)

Efficiency dimension: The spread of the 
sharing economy has in particular given rise 
to the hope that there will be an increase in 
prosperity paired with lower consumption 
of resources i.e. that resources productivity 
will rise. On the one hand the more 
intensive use of consumer goods increases 
product useful life, i.e. a lot of new 
purchases are no longer necessary, with the 
result that fewer need to be produced 
(Hirschl et al. (2001)). On the other hand 
the opportunity to share products with 
other people promotes demand for 
long-life, maintainable goods. As long as 
the consumption of resources needed for 
this does not disproportionally increase, the 
consumption of resources drops and less 
waste is produced and there are efficiency 
gains (efficiency dimension). With products 
subject to a high level of technological 
change (e.g. with regard to energy and 

water efficiency) however, increased useful 
life may also have negative effects as the 
use of “outdated” devices or buildings may 
have a negative effect on the environment 
through lost saving opportunities.
Quantity dimension: Moreover, the sharing 
economy may have resource-saving as well 
as resource-consuming effects as a result of 
a change in [consumer] demand behaviour. 
Resource-saving quantity effects result 
when e.g. carsharing users, with a basic 
positive attitude to environmentally-consci-
ous behaviour, due to the increased 
transparency of their own actions drive 
fewer kilometres (resource-conserving 
quantity dimension). The sharing option 
may admittedly also result in the specific 
consumption of goods becoming possible in 
the first place, i.e. the carsharing services 
offered mean people without their own car 
switch over to using a car more often, or 

households with only one car use cars more 
often than otherwise. Such quantity effects 
are referred to as rebound or boomerang 
effects (Santarius (2012)). Indirect rebound 
effects (ebd.) arise when the financial 
resources saved as a result of alternative 
use are spend on other environment-consu-
ming activities (e.g. on more travelling). In 
that case the result is not necessarily less 
consumption and thus a saving of resour-
ces, but a shift in consumption.

Definition of efficiency and quantity dimension (Scholl et al. (2013:14ff))

Practised ownership and consumption forms 
“I do regularly / have already done” – figures in %

Bought or sold things on the internet, e.g. through Ebay

Bought or sold things at the flea market

Lent car or bicycles

Rented seldom used things

Rented or rented out private or holiday flat on the internet

Organized shared usages online, e.g. carpooling 

Basis: 1003 people resident in Germany and at least 14 years old

Source: Heinrichs/Grunenberg (2012:12)
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that in the tourism sector as well col-

laborative consumption does not nec-

essarily result in a higher level of cus-

tomer loyalty and/or to a lasting in-

tercultural exchange. The additional 

social capital created in tourism is, as 

before, of a temporary nature. 

What are the effects of the sharing 
economy on the job market?

Sharing economy offers in tourism 

make low-cost trips possible: tai-

lor-made travelling off the beaten 

track. For travellers who want an au-

thentic visitor experience, the sharing 

economy offers good conditions for 

social interaction between guest and 

host to take place, even if such interac-

tion is as a rule transient. For groups 

who like sharing, the monetary as well 

as the social aspect lead to more and 

longer trips. Moreover, induced by 

tourism, the sharing economy opens 

up additional earning options and 

new jobs for more people which, how-

ever, differ noticeably in quality from 

those which were in part destroyed. At 

the same time one could at the mo-

ment speak of a democratization of 

the travel industry caused by the shar-

ing economy. More and more people 

are able to offer touristic services; 

more and more people are able to af-

ford touristic services. Admittedly only 

those people who have the necessary 

production means to offer a sharing 

service (e.g. a flat, a car) benefit from 

the additional earning opportunities. 

For them the sharing economy is a 

tool which allows them to join the 

ranks of the small traders. 

The flexibility of the sharing econo-

my which allows products and services 

to be offered when required consider-

ably restricts the price-setting options 

of the established suppliers of touristic 

services, particularly at peak times in 

the season. The people who profit 

from the lower prices are all those 

tourism-relevant establishments 

which were not yet booked out at peak 

times in the season. This means that 

in a destination jobs are created in 

those sectors whose capacities can 

now be used better and with wider cov-

erage. Employees who as a result of 

the substitution effects may have lost 

their jobs in the accommodation or 

transport sector can find new job op-

portunities (in hotel and catering, 

events, retail trade etc.) due to the ad-

ditional money spent by tourists on 

food, drink, entertainment and shop-

ping.

Conclusion

Sharing economy services present 

without doubt a big challenge to the 

tourism industry and one to which it 

can and must find innovative answers. 

For this to have a chance of succeed-

ing, the sharing economy suppliers on 

the market must be willing to keep to 

rules of the game which apply to 

everyone, and the state must be will-

ing to review existing regulations 

when the general conditions change. 

The potential of the sharing economy, 

through new business models, decen-

tralized value adding, strengthening 

of social capital, saving of resources 

and ecological sustainability, to make 

a contribution to sustainable econom-

ic activity in tourism as well does in 

principle exist, though not without 

causing noticeable friction on the job 

market.  
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From classical bicycle renting to  
modern bikesharing 
A success story of the Sharing Economy

Norbert Klassen 

In the past 15 years innovative bicycle 

renting systems, so-called bikesharing 

systems, have established themselves 

on the market worldwide. They are 

thus part of the multimodal forms of 

transportation in the cities, and in 

exceptional cases in the countryside as 

well, and in this way supplement the 

traditional services offered by public 

transport and individual passenger 

traffic. According to a study carried out 

by TNS Emnid1 61 percent of Germans 

know what bikesharing is, and seven 

percent of them actually use it. Six-

ty-six percent of respondents can ima-

gine using it.

In many countries, including the 

German Federal Government in its 

National Bicycle Traffic Plan 2020, the 

promotion of bicycle traffic is a stated 

aim.2 Cycling is good for your health, 

is environment and climate friendly 

and contributes to a better environ-

ment in town and country. The num-

ber of cyclists, the use of bicycles as 

well as the number of kilometres cov-

ered have steadily increased in the 

past few years.3 

With bicycle renting systems the 

bikes are rented out after the user has 

personally registered by smartphone, 

mobile phone or chip card at a station 

or on the bicycle itself. The costs are 

calculated according to the duration 

of use. The technical developments in 

the field of digitalization, locating and 

mobile radio are also seen as drivers of 

this development. They offer custom-

ers easy access to an eco-friendly 

mode of transport which they can 

share with other customers and can 

1    TNS Emnid (2015): Sharing Economy – REST BITTE 
ÜBERNEHMEN

2    BMVBS (2012) REST ÜBERNEHMEN  

3    Ebd., S. 8.

use for a limited amount of time any 

time of the day or night, and usually 

under favourable terms. 

The development from classical 
bicycle renter to bicycle renting 
system

Renting out bicycles is admittedly 

nothing new. Since Karl Drais invented 

the bicycle in the year 1817 and with 

the development of the “Niederrad” in 

the late 19th century the bicycle be-

came popular as a low-cost mass 

means of transportation, thus making 

the renting of bicycles possible. Hotel-

iers, private landlords and bicycle 

shops placed their own bicycles at the 

disposal of the “summer fresh air fans” 

for excursions. In the towns the bicycle 

was still the predominant means of 

transport in the 1920s and 1930s.4 Pro-

fessional bicycle renting began in 

tourist regions in the 1950s to offer 

holidaymakers mobility at their desti-

nation, without them having to take 

their own bicycle with them on the 

train. The bicycles are still rented out 

personally by the lender to the cus-

tomer during the hours of business. 

After providing proof of their identity 

the user borrows the bicycle for a 

number of hours or days. The bicycle 

is handed back at the respective bicy-

cle rental outlet.

The idea for a bikesharing system 

(in German: FVS) developed from clas-

sical bicycle renting which is offered 

both in tourist destinations and in the 

cities: a large number of bicycles are 

made accessible in the public space. 

The bikes can be used by any customer 

after they have registered. The lending 

out and return can take place at dif-

ferent locations and is carried out by 

the customer themselves. It is a partly 

or fully automated self-service pro-

4    Sassen, Wigand von (2009). Öffentliche Fahrrad-
verleihsysteme im Vergleich – Analyse, Bewertung 
und Entwicklungsperspektiven; Diplomarbeit an 
der Universität Trier, S. 8–10.

cess.5 The bikes can also be lent out for 

short periods of time. The fees payable 

are, trip-related, usually lower than if 

the bike is rented for one or several 

days. The bikes have a uniform design 

and are easily recognizable. The FVS is 

as a rule financed by several different 

sources. It thus provides the public 

with an individual means of transport 

– it is as a result referred to an inter-

mediary means of transport as a bicy-

cle is neither a pure individual means 

of transport, like a car, nor is it classi-

cal public transport like the under-

ground. 

The development of the FVS took 

place in various stages.6 7 8 The first FVS 

generation came into life in Amster-

dam in 1965 with the “Witte Fletsen”, or 

white bicycles, which as communal bi-

cycles were available to everyone in 

the public space and were intended as 

a supplement to public transport.9 

They could be lent out without prior 

registration. After use the bicycle had 

to be parked again on the street and 

was available again to others. The 

problem with this system was that it 

functioned without prior registration 

or verification of identity and the bi-

cycles were not locked. As a result the 

number of bicycles very quickly dimin-

ished and the system collapsed.10 

First-generation systems, modelled on 

Amsterdam, were also set up in Bre-

men, Bern and La Rochelle, but these 

cities were not able to overcome the 

problems either.

After that, in 1988 the town of Wedel 

planned an FVS as part of a publicly 

5    ebd. p.30

6    ebd. p.49ff

7    Roland Berger REST ÜBERNEHMEN 

8    ITDP REST ÜBERNEHMEN

9    Raumkom (2011), Statusanalyse Fahrradver-
leihsysteme, Trier, p.4

10    ebd. P.4
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sponsored job creation scheme in 

which the user, after registering and 

paying 30 German marks, was given a 

key card and a key for the bicycle 

locks.11 Thus it was possible to use all 

the rented bikes. The project only had 

to be discontinued eleven years later 

when the funding was stopped. In 

1995, after some smaller attempts in 

Denmark, a much-acclaimed FVS was 

set up in Copenhagen in which, simi-

lar to Wedel, a deposit system like the 

one used for shopping trollies was 

used for renting out the bicycles: at bi-

cycle stations within the city area a 

user could insert a 20-crown coin and 

unlock and use a rented bicycle. When 

they returned the bicycle at any other 

station at all the users got their depos-

it back. But here too, after only a short 

period of time, some of the bicycles 

had disappeared or were in very bad 

shape, leading to frustration and cus-

tomer complaints. Many towns and 

cities in Europe and in the US copied 

and expanded the Copenhagen model 

for town traffic and for transport on 

their university campus.12 

Due to the lack of personal authen-

tication when renting out the bicycles 

and non-observance of the rules for 

use however, the systems did not al-

ways function well and successfully. As 

a result and with the increase in tech-

nical possibilities in the field of digital-

ization, locating and mobile radio, the 

third generation of bicycle renting sys-

tems was developed. This time the us-

ers had to register in advance with the 

system operator and furnish a means 

of payment. Every time the user wants 

to rent out a bicycle, they have to iden-

tify themselves via their mobile tele-

phone, a personalized card or a code 

and can then unlock the bicycle. When 

returning the bicycle, the user has to 

deregister and lock the bicycle. This al-

lows clear identification of the bicycle 

user, duration of use and of any dam-

age to the bicycle that may have been 

caused. Moreover, the third-genera-

tion bicycles are much better as re-

gards quality, equipment and com-

11    Sassen, Wigand von (2009). Öffentliche Fahrrad-
verleihsysteme im Vergleich – Analyse, Bewertung 
und Entwicklungsperspektiven; Diplomarbeit an 
der Universität Trier, S. 51.

12    ebd. pp.51-54

fort, thus meeting customer demands 

for higher quality. The system is usu-

ally financed by annual membership 

fees, trip-specific user fees and 

through advertising or public fund-

ing.

The first third-generation system 

was implemented in 1998 in Rennes by 

Clear Channel, a US-American out-

door advertising company.13 The sys-

tem in Rennes, “Vélo à la carte”, be-

came a model for many other imple-

mentations of the station-bound 

“smart bike system”. The name smart 

bike arose because the stations, so-

called docking stations, are linked by 

a data connection to a mainframe 

computer and all usage times, the 

number and condition of the bicycles 

as well as all the renting and returning 

processes are recorded. The systems 

meanwhile exist in many European 

and American cities, including Paris, 

London, Stockholm, Barcelona, Milan 

and Washington D.C. In Paris there are 

currently 23,600 Vélib bicycles for 

13    ebd, p.55

renting out all year round. In large cit-

ies there is an average of 156 bicycles 

available (resp. 15 stations) per 

100,000 inhabitants; in small towns 

on the other hand 140 bicycles (18 sta-

tions).14

In the year 2000 the out-

door advertising company 

JCDecaux entered the mar-

ket by setting up a first FVS 

in Norway.

In April 2000 the sta-

tion-bound Call-a-Bike bike-

sharing system was set up in 

Munich.15 The silver-grey bikes 

are equipped with an on-

board computer which un-

locks the bike after the central 

office has been phoned and an 

assigned code entered. At the 

beginning the bikes had to be 

returned at telephone kiosks. 

This ensured on the one hand 

that the bikes could be collected 

and, moreover, that the tele-

phone call for renting and re-

turning could be made. This pro-

cess is now carried out by mobile 

phone. In the year 2001 DB Rent 

(German Railways Rent) took 

over the Call-a-Bike system and inte-

grated it as a “final mile” service into 

the portfolio of the DB AG as mobility 

service provider. The system is still be-

ing used and further developed. Munic-

ipal transportation companies such as 

the Munich Transport Company (MVG) 

also offer FVS in order to provide cus-

tomers using local public transport 

with additional mobility options. It 

turns out that an FVS system can help 

supplement or relieve the local public 

transport system.16 When, however, 

transportation companies offer their 

subscribing customers an attractive 

annual membership in an FVS, this can 

also cause overburdening of the sys-

tem. The ITDP calculated four to eight 

rentings per bike and day as the mini-

mum for the system to be an econom-

14    OBIS (2011): Optimising Bikesharing in European 
Cities – A Manual, p.23

15    Sassen, Wigand von (2009) Öffentliche Fahrrad-
verleihsysteme im Vergleich – Analyse, Bewertung 
und Entwicklungsperspektiven; Diplomarbeit an 
der Universität Trier, S. 74ff.

16    RolandBerger (2015) Bike Sharing 4.0; www.
rolandberger.de/medien/publikationen/2015-
04-23-rbsc-pub-Bike-Sharing-4-0.html.

ic success on the one hand and, on the 

other hand, to be able to provide suffi-

cient available bicycles.17

New developments in technology, 

mobile phoning and locating have 

meanwhile led to fourth-generation 

systems. With them, the focus is on 

technical innovations in the field of 

digitization and drive technology as 

well as intermodal networking. New 

ways to use the systems are tested us-

ing GPS, apps and NFC technology. 

Moreover it is possible in, for example, 

Milan to offer traditional bikes and 

e-bikes, to monitor stations by video 

in order to prevent vandalism, or to 

enter reservation options.

Operating models, financing and 
user fees

In addition to creating the required in-

frastructure (bikes, stations, software 

and a central office), an FVS has to 

17    ITDP (2014). The Bike-Share Planning Guide, 
Institute for Transportation & Development Pol-
icy. New York, S. 41; www.itdp.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/07/ITDP_Bike_Share_Planning_
Guide.pdf.

guarantee all other operational tasks 

as well, as shown in Fig.2.18 Above all 

the redistribution of bicycles results in 

high costs, in Barcelona up to 30,19 in 

Mainz even 80 percent20 of the operat-

ing costs.

In practice, either both blocks of 

tasks are taken over by an external op-

erator, or the city and an external op-

erator are each responsible for one of 

the two areas. In Barcelona and Milan 

for example the third model was suc-

cessfully implemented: here the city 

was responsible for setting up the in-

frastructure, while the private opera-

tor organized the operation of the sys-

tem. As a rule, the FVS systems are 

funded through various channels. In 

18    ITDP (2014). The Bike-Share Planning Guide, In-
stitute for Transportation & Development Policy, 
New York, S. 109–121; www.itdp.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/07/ITDP_Bike_Share_Planning_
Guide.pdf.

19    OBIS (2011). Optimising Bikesharing in European 
Cities – Ein Handbuch, S. 27.

20    BMVI (2015). Innovative öffentliche Fahrradver-
leihsysteme – Ergebnisse der Evaluation und Emp-
fehlungen aus den Modellprojekten.Berlin, S. 15.

additional to direct user financing, ad-

vertising revenues as well as private or 

public funding are also used. The out-

door advertising companies either use 

the bicycles as an advertising medium 

or they exclusively market a certain 

number of outdoor advertising spaces 

in the city. The money thus generated 

is used for operating the FVS system. 

Cities like Barcelona provide some of 

the parking fees for operating the bic-

ing FVS.21 Ninety-five percent of all 

FVSs now demand user fees,22 which 

are raised through annual member-

ship fees or daily/weekly flat rates and 

trip-specific fees for the duration of 

use. The fee structure also incorpo-

rates the transport policy aims of the 

system and thus creates incentives for 

a specific user behaviour (see Fig.3). A 

daily rate as is used by a traditional 

bicycle renting system means that the 

bicycle cannot be offered to any other 

user even if the bicycle is not being 

used, and therefore a large number of 

bicycles are needed. Model C on the 

other hand, with its low daily flat rate 

and a progressive hourly rate means 

that the tourists only rent the bicycles 

for a short period of time and then re-

turn them. The tariff models for the 

local inhabitants of the city pursue 

this aim even more consistently: the 

annual fee (in Milan e.g. 36 euro) in-

cludes per trip e.g. 30 free minutes, af-

ter which additional, progressively 

staggered costs arise for longer trips 

(Model D in Fig.3). This rewards fre-

quent but short use and the bicycles 

are quickly available again to other in-

terested users.

Success factors for bicycle  
renting systems

The success of bicycle renting sys-

tems depends on exogenous and en-

dogenous factors.23 Transport policy 

and the social environment, the con-

cept, implementation and operation 

21    ITDP (2014). The Bike-Share Planning Guide, In-
stitute for Transportation & Development Policy. 
New York, S. 125; www.itdp.org/wp-content/
uploads/2014/07/ITDP_Bike_Share_Planning_
Guide.pdf.

22    RolandBerger (2015). Bike Sharing 4.0;  
www.rolandberger.de/medien/publikationen/ 
2015-04-23-rbsc-pub-Bike-Sharing-4-0.html.

23    OBIS (2011) Optimising Bikesharing in European 
Cities – A Manual, pp.29-38
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of the system as well as the user 

groups and their requirements have 

to be taken into consideration. The 

following success factors among 

others emerge:

Far-reaching political support, in-

cluding that from well-known people 

in public life, drives success. It makes 

it easier to implement strategies and 

measures and arose public enthusi-

asm for cycling.

Cycling must be anchored on a stra-

tegic level in the transport policy aims 

of the city or state. This is the only way 

to create a sensible framework.

Bicycle renting systems need ade-

quate funding and this cannot be 

achieved through user fees alone. Ad-

ditional sources, for example private 

or public subsidies or advertising rev-

enue, ensure success.

The FVS concept must be tailored to 

the user groups. Tourists and local res-

idents have different usage patterns, 

requirements and willingness to pay. 

Generally speaking, there must be 

easy access to the system.

Local conditions such as topogra-

phy and climate must be taken into 

account when designing the system. 

For example, e-bikes can be used in 

hilly terrain. Cities with large differ-

ences in height must as a rule also in-

clude more costs for the redistribution 

of the bikes as stations located on a 

hill tend to be used as renting points 

and therefore empty quicker.

For successful operation there must 

be a high level of availability of bikes 

and of the reservation system. For this 

reason a sufficient number of bikes 

must be available all year and around 

the clock, station density must be high 

and operability of the bicycles, sta-

tions and the reservation systems 

must be guaranteed.

Bikesharing in rural tourist areas 

continues to present a challenge to 

FVS operators: stations have to be vis-

ibly located at much frequented spots 

and distribution of the bikes has to 

correspond to the demand. Moreover, 

different suppliers coming together 

under a common umbrella brand 

may be a sensible idea, as shown for 

example by UsedomRad.24 

Wide-reaching cooperation be-

tween all participants ensures long-

term success. Bicycle renting systems 

can supplement or replace public 

transport, relieve individual traffic or 

reduce parking pressure in the city. For 

this reason everyone affected has to 

get together and discuss around the 

table.

Opportunities for tourism in urban 
and rural areas

Bicycle renting systems and the shar-

ing economy will continue to provide 

opportunities for tourism in urban 

and rural areas.

The exploration of tourism areas 

will become more individual, more 

flexible and more attractive. People, 

buildings, squares and parks which 

otherwise are simply “faded out” dur-

24    BMVI (2015): Innovative public bicycle renting 
systems – results of the evaluation and recom-
mendations from the model projects. Berlin, p.19f. 
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ing a 10-minute ride on the under-

ground can be experienced up close. 

Cycling thus opens up new perspec-

tives in addition to the well-known 

tourist highlights. Bikesharing will 

continue to be an important element 

in the range of touristic mobility ser-

vices offered – in addition to taxis, 

hop-on, hop-off bus tours, classical lo-

cal public transport and classical bicy-

cle renting.    

Fig.3: Fee models-classical bicycle renting and bicycle renting systems for tourists and local inhabitants  © Norbert Klassen
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Thorsten Busacker

A phantom is going around in the eco-

nomic world – the phantom of the Sha-

ring Economy. Some serious thinkers 

even go so far as to prophesy that it 

heralds the “inevitable demise of capi-

talism”, to quote for example the US 

economist Jeremy Rifkin1. In view of 

the fact that capitalism is worldwide 

the dominant economic system today 

and that it in many ways determines 

the economic and social climate of our 

time, this is a bold theory.

What exactly does “Sharing Econ-

omy” mean? The sharing econ-

omy means the “systematic lending of 

objects and the mutual provision of 

rooms and spaces, in particular by pri-

vate people and interested groups”2. 

The original definition of Sharing 

1    Harald Staun (2014). „Das Ende des Kapita-
lismus“. In: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 
13.09.2014

2    Springer Gabler Verlag (publisher). Gabler…ÜBER-
NEHMEN……html (accessed on 22.07.2016).

Economy is extended to include the 

sharing of information and knowl-

edge, which in the end emphasizes its 

importance as a factor of production.

Of the many areas with examples of 

systematic lending of objects, carshar-

ing is without doubt the best known.

There are many reasons for its high 

profile: the strong growth in this sub-

field of mobility in the past few years 

is of course one of them. Moreover, the 

strong commitment by some of Ger-

many’s biggest companies (Daimler, 

BMW and Deutsche Bahn / German 

Railways) not only drove growth but 

also put the marketing and PR work of 

the providers and the whole branch on 

a professional footing. 

Platforms such as Airbnb through 

which private people rent accommoda-

tion to private people have also been in 

the headlines frequently of late: the ser-

vices offered range from spare rooms 

rented out as guest rooms to private 

flats rented through an intermediate 

to classical holidays flats. Sharing plat-

forms serve here first and foremost as 

an additional distribution channel.

These example show clearly that the 

sharing economy will not only consid-

erably change travellers’ habits and 

expectations, but also business mod-

els, service options and value adding 

chains in tourism. 

This is reason enough to have a 

close look at the carsharing sector. 

How does carsharing actually func-

tion? There are various concepts on 

the market, some of which have been 

around for decades. Companies as 

well as associations or cooperatives 

have long been among the providers. 

In the past few years – wholly in line 

with Jeremy Rifkin – private people 

have joined the ranks of car lenders.

   

Classical carsharing

There has been classical carsharing in 

Germany since 1988. The first German 

provider was StattAuto CarSharing 

GmbH, set up by the left-wing alterna-

tive milieu in Berlin-Kreuzberg. 

If in the classical carsharing system 

someone wants to rent a car, they first 

of all have to sign a skeleton rental 

agreement with the car provider and 

pay a safety deposit of several hun-

dred euro. These deposits are used to 

procure the cars while the operating 

costs are covered by the user fees. The 

user fee depends both on how long the 

car is rented out and on the number of 

kilometres covered and, as a rule, also 

includes the fuel consumption.

It is not then necessary to conclude 

a separate rental agreement every 

time the car is rented out. This makes 

rental times of a minimum of only 

one hour profitable which was, when 

this carsharing model was introduced, 

something decisively new compared 

to classical commercial car rentals. For 

the first time ever it was now possible 

to rent a car e.g. to do the shopping or 

for an excursion of a few hours. 

Classical carsharing is sta-

tion-based, meaning that the opera-

tor rents parking spaces for his cars. 

Each car is allocated to a particular 

station and, when the time booked be-

gins to run, is picked up there and re-

turned to the same station at the end 

of the time booked. 

The biggest provider of classical car-

sharing in Germany is Flinkster, a sub-

sidiary of German Railways, but the 

(often non-profit-making) associa-

tions and cooperatives of the early 

years are still active in many cities. In 

Munich for example, the Stattauto 

München.

After its introduction at the end of 

the 1980s, classical carsharing led a 

niche existence for many years. The 

number of users grew only very slowly: 

in Berlin with its 3.6 million inhabit-

ants the number of users in 2006 – al-

most 20 years after its introduction – 

was only around 3,0003. There were 

therefore no appreciable substitution 

effects, for example of private cars.

In the first few decades, classical 

carsharing had practically no signifi-

cance for tourism because the cus-

tomers had to be members of their 

own local cooperative and were only 

able to conclude a skeleton rental 

agreement with it alone. During short 

stays there was no practical possibility 

to use carsharing vehicles.

Classical carsharing has however 

gathered great momentum in the 

3    Source: Berliner Verkehrsbetriebe BVG.

past few years, as has its importance 

for tourism. In Germany today there 

are around 150 providers of classical 

station-based carsharing4. Together 

they have 430,000 users. In 537 Ger-

man cities (+47 compared to 2015) 

there are a total of 4,600 carsharing 

stations with 9,100 vehicles.

Together with its partners, Flinkster 

for example offers nationwide vehicles 

at stations throughout Germany with 

the result that, for frequent travellers, 

a Flinkster car is frequently their vehi-

cle of choice for that “final mile” from 

the railway station to their destina-

tion, as well as for mobility within the 

target area. The skeleton rental agree-

ment concluded in their home town 

applies throughout Germany, and at 

present in four other European neigh-

bouring countries as well, although 

they do not have anything like the sta-

tion density that Germany does.

Free Floating Carsharing

The entry of Free Floating Carsharing 

brought dynamism to the market. As 

with classical carsharing, a skeleton 

agreement with the provider has to be 

concluded with free floating carshar-

ing as well. However, the cars can be 

rented and returned at any location 

within a very clearly defined business 

district. In cities where the model is of-

fered this business district as a rule 

covers a well-defined area extending 

beyond the city centre alone. In Mu-

nich for example it takes in an area 

extending beyond the Mittlerer Ring, 

but noticeably smaller than the entire 

metropolitan area. 

The precondition for the success of 

free floating carsharing was above all 

the rapid expansion of smartphones 

from around 2007 on, which made it 

possible through apps to locate and 

open the nearest returned vehicle 

available for renting.

Free floating carsharing was obvi-

ously a product that captured the spir-

it of the day as the number of users 

exploded. Since 2014 the number of 

users has almost doubled from 

4    Bundesverband Carsharing e.V.: www.carsharing.
de [29.07.2016]

440,000 to 830,000 registered users.5 

Marketing it as a lifestyle product for 

an urban milieu in which people often 

do without a car of their own, for ex-

ample because a car is no longer seen 

as a status symbol, contributed to its 

success. In fact, in the year 2013 more 

than 51 percent of free floating car-

sharing users did not have a car of 

their own although the average net 

monthly income was more than 3,000 

euro.6 

What is also attractive about free 

floating carsharing for many users is 

the fact that the providers offer new, 

high-quality cars. The providers are 

joint ventures between classical car 

rental companies and car manufac-

turers who, among other reasons, use 

carsharing to acquaint a large num-

ber of short-term users with their lat-

est car models. 

The two largest providers of free 

floating carsharing in Germany are 

car2go (a joint venture between Daim-

ler and Europcar) and DriveNow (a 

joint venture between BMW and Sixt), 

which is represented in only seven Ger-

man cities.7 Its market penetration 

thus significantly differs from that of 

classical carsharing: the latter can 

meanwhile even provide stations and 

vehicles in Geiersthal, Geilenkirchen 

and Geiselhöring.8

As both the user figures and user 

surveys show, the free floating car-

sharing service providers have obvi-

ously not grown at the expense of the 

much older classical carsharing ser-

vice providers. Free floating carshar-

ing services, which are as a rule used 

spontaneously, should be seen more 

as competition for taxis. Many cities 

even assumed for a long time that free 

floating carsharing channelled the 

heavily subsidized local public trans-

port and were for a long time critical 

towards the introduction of free float-

ing carsharing. Although in individual 

cases it may of course be true that us-

5    Bundesverband Carsharing e.V.: www.carsharing.
de [29.07.2016]

6    Haart BITTE ÜBERNEHMEN

7    www.car3go.com, www.drive-now.com 
[29.07.2016]

8    Source: www.flinkster.de [28.07.2016]
Abb. 1: Carsharing-Konzepte im Vergleich  © Torsten BusackerFig. 1: A comparison of carsharing concepts 
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ing a free floating carsharing vehicle 

replaces a trip on the underground or 

by bus, it is now widely recognized 

that this type of vehicle usage is more 

a help to line-based local public trans-

port systems. The reason for this is 

that, in particular situations, it is now 

easier for users to use a car and thus 

do without their own car but they still, 

however, for the rest of the time re-

main “captive customers” without 

their own car and regular users of lo-

cal public transport. 

It is also remarkable that the large 

providers tested foreign markets rela-

tively early on, car2go for example in 

Austin, Texas as only their second sta-

tion after the pilot start in Ulm, or Mi-

ami, Florida (see Figure 3) and in nine 

further US cities.

As with classical, station-based 

carsharing, touristic use during vis-

its to cities which offer their own free 

floating carsharing service is con-

ceivable, admittedly however, due to 

the comparative low number of cit-

ies covered, at present only an inter-

esting option for metropolitan in-

habitants (who are free floating car-

sharing customers in their own home 

town).

As regards company organization, 

free floating carsharing displays no-

ticeable similarities with the classical 

car renting business (renting of cars 

without driver), thus it is no coinci-

dence that the two biggest classical 

car rental companies in Germany (Eu-

ropcar and Sixt) at the same time op-

erate the two biggest free floating car-

sharing systems (car2go and Drive-

Now). By doing without docking sta-

tions and skeleton rental agreements, 

cars can be rented for a short space of 

time (e.g. 15 minutes) and are availa-

ble in the close vicinity of the custom-

er, making spontaneous usage possi-

ble.

It is debatable whether classical car 

renting systems and free floating car-

sharing can still be seen as a part of the 

sharing economy in the closer sense of 

the word as the service providers here 

are, after all, normal companies and 

not “private people or interested 

groups”, as required by the definition 

quoted at the beginning. Classical car-

sharing, which is often operated by co-

operatives or associations, comes clos-

er to fulfilling this criterion. Neverthe-

less, both benefit in the same way 

from this social trend towards “using 

instead of owning” and reduce the 

need for private cars because many 

users share the cars.

P2P or C2C concepts

Even more in line with Jeremy Rifkin 

are renting concepts in which private 

people make their car available to oth-

ers for a fee – the so-called P2P or C2C 

concepts. P2P stands for “peer to peer” 

and C2C for “consumer to consumer”, 

although in the business both abbre-

viations are commonly and synony-

mously used. 

As with the “classical” and “free 

floating” carsharing variants, provid-

ers and users in the case of the P2P/

C2C concepts get into contact with 

each other via the internet. In contrast 

to the former however, with P2P/C2C 

the internet platforms merely serve as 

intermediates. The (private) owner of 

the vehicle is always the provider and 

contracting partner of the person 

renting.

With the P2P/C2C concepts it is in 

principle possible to rent a car with or 

without a driver.

The market leader in Europe for me-

diating the renting of private cars with-

out a driver is the French company 

drivy, who in June 2016 exceeded the 

one-million-user figure and in addition 

to France also operates in Spain, Bel-

gium, Austria and Germany9, where in 

May 2015 it bought and completely in-

tegrated the rival company autonetzer.

de.10 In total there are more than 

36,000 private vehicles registered11, 

which of course, due to the business 

model, are not constantly available. 

Another provider in Germany is the 

company Lamyca. Both providers op-

erate in principle nationwide, wherever 

private people want to rent out their 

car to other private people.

The provider of a private vehicle 

9    Le Figaro (2016): „Drivy dépasse le million d’utili-
sateurs”, 30.06.2016

10    Haart/Rahe (2016) BITTE ÜBERNEHMEN

11    Le Figaro, 28.04.2016

can set the rental price themselves, 

as well as the other terms and condi-

tions (e.g. minimum age or mini-

mum duration of rent). As the user 

and the provider as a rule meet per-

sonally to hand over the keys and the 

car papers, this is a comparatively 

time-consuming process because – 

as is the case with classical car hire 

– a lease of less than one day is not 

worth it. 

All providers try to minimize the un-

easy feeling one has about lending out 

such a valuable object as one’s own car 

through specialized insurance policies 

which, in addition to the regular 

third-party and fully comprehensive 

insurance policies, apply when private 

people rent out to private people. The 

insurance partners and the services 

they offer are very prominently placed 

on the respective P2P/C2C carsharing 

websites. 

Various providers have established 

themselves on the market for renting 

a car with driver from a private person 

for longer, shorter, regular or occa-

sional trips.

The French company BlaBlaCar, 

which operates in 22 countries12 and 

has more than 20 million users13, has 

established itself as market leader 

worldwide for longer occasional trips. 

Through its takeover in 2015 of the 

company Carpooling, which had oper-

ated the websites mitfahrzentrale.de 

a n d  m i t fa h r g e l e g e n h e i t . d e 1 4, 

BlaBlaCar became market leader in 

Germany. In addition to the classical 

station-based carsharing, the carshar-

ing agency business model has also 

been around for decades. These agen-

cies with office walls covered in notic-

es, long a familiar sight in many Ger-

man university towns, were success-

fully shifted to the internet with the 

setting up of BlaBlaCar in 2006. The 

advantages of the internet model 

compared to the classical walls-lined-

with-notices one is the possibility to 

combine different trip stages as well 

as the possibility to rate the drivers, 

thus creating a better atmosphere of 

trust between strangers who often 

spend hours together in a confined 

space. As is the case with the driverless 

alternative, BlaBlaCar providers can 

set the price for the rides offered them-

selves.

As carsharing options are frequent-

ly the lowest-cost alternatives for 

many longer trips, they also of course 

have touristic relevance – perhaps not 

so much for the classical holiday trip, 

but certainly for city and other short 

trips, or for private trips to visit family.

12    www.blablacar.de/ueber-ins [28.07.2016].

13    www.challenges.fr [28.07.2016]. 

14    Süddeutsche Zeitung, 15.04.2015

car2go - also in 
Miami. 
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Fig.2: User figures and vehicle fleets for station-based and free floating carsharing models 1997-2016 Source: Bundesverband CarSharing e.V. (bcs) 2016
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Platforms for arranging lifts

Shorter, spontaneous trips have always 

been the domain of the taxi business. 

In addition to free floating carsharing, 

the sharing economy has found anoth-

er answer to this need for mobility: the 

online transportation network compa-

ny Uber. Uber arranges trips with driver 

through its website, above all however 

through its app. At present Uber oper-

ates in 489 cities worldwide, at Germa-

ny at the moment however only in Mu-

nich and Berlin15 and offers a total of 

more than 40 different services, some 

of them however only test-wise in indi-

vidual cities.16 

As services in Germany, Uber has to 

date offered UberPOP (arranging trips 

with private drivers in the drivers’ pri-

vate cars), Uber X (arranging trips 

with regular taxis) and Uber Black (a 

limousine service). 

The UberPOP service in particular 

caused an uproar in Germany and in 

the rest of Europe. This service passes 

on a request for a lift to all drivers reg-

istered with Uber who happen to be in 

the vicinity. Via the app a binding 

price is calculated for the trip, depend-

ing on the kilometres to be covered, 

and also paid for via the app, mean-

ing that there is neither any discussion 

about the price nor any exchange of 

cash in the car itself, which is a clear 

advantage in many countries, includ-

ing Germany. As with BlaBlaCar, the 

driver and the passenger can rate each 

other after the trip. As with Uber both 

the driver and the passenger have to 

be registered with their profile and 

both the beginning and the end of the 

trip are recorded via the app, if there 

is a complaint it is easy to retrace all 

participants.

UberPOP is a direct competitor of 

the taxi business, which however is 

very strictly regulated in many Euro-

pean countries – in Germany for ex-

ample through the Personenbe-

förderungsgesetz or Passenger Trans-

portation Act (PBefG) and the local 

authorities who issue taxi licences. 

Under the PBefG drivers must have a 

licence to transport passengers before 

they can transport passengers for 

15    www.uber.com [28.07.2016].

16    Chirstian Fresse BITTE ÜBERNEHMEN

commercial gain. Uber drivers regu-

larly do not have such a licence. As the 

price calculated by Uber includes a 

margin of profit for the driver, current 

legal opinion interprets this service as 

commercial transportation of passen-

gers. Courts in Germany as well as in 

many other European countries have 

thus forbidden the UberPOP service.

While this clarifies the legal posi-

tion for the moment, it is of course 

debatable both from the regulatory 

and from the socio-political point of 

view whether for example the local 

knowledge test, which is a prerequi-

site for issuing the passenger trans-

portation licence and a big hurdle in 

large cities, is not outdated in an age 

where a navigation system is in-

stalled on every smartphone. The 

number of taxi licences is limited by 

the local authorities and this shields 

the market.

In mature markets such as e.g. San 

Francisco or London where Uber has 

already gained a significant market 

share, up to three quarters of the 

regular Uber users had not previous-

ly been regular taxi passengers17. 

Thus the use of Uber services is to a 

large extent not at the expense of the 

taxi business and its turnover. At the 

same time it creates low-level earn-

ing opportunities for car owners who 

either cannot or do not want to pur-

sue a full-time job or who are de-

pendent on additional income. It 

should however be mentioned that 

the phone-a-taxi system so common 

in Europe is not common in US cities, 

meaning that in many American cit-

ies Uber has been the first company 

ever to offer a “one-stop-shop” for 

spontaneous trips.18

Consequently it can be assumed 

that in European cities the growth of 

UberPOP would be more at the ex-

pense of the taxi business than for ex-

ample in San Francisco.

Superior customer network for 
frequent and occasional travellers

All in all, the image of Uber in the USA 

is dominated by its unique selling 

17    Christian Freese usw. BITTE ÜBERNEHMEN

18    Dr. Niels Beisinghoff, Managing Director of Bet-
ter-Taxi, guest speaker at the Hochschule Mün-
chen, 13.04.2016

point as a “one-stop-shop”, meaning 

that it is perceived as a provider of a 

superior innovative service which to 

date no other company has been able 

to offer. This has resulted for example 

in Uber launching a partnership with 

a premium supplier such as Hilton 

Hotels who makes it possible to book 

Uber trips directly through its app.19 

The considerable relevance of the Uber 

range of services for tourism is clear 

not only because of its cooperation 

with Hilton. Due to its worldwide pres-

ence – in each of the 489 cities where 

Uber operates trips can be booked and 

paid for through a single app and al-

ways according to the same rules – 

Uber provides a superior customer 

network for frequent and occasional 

travellers, whether they are on a busi-

ness or a private trip, which no other 

supplier of short car trips with driver 

even remotely does.

In contrast to this, in Europe Uber is 

largely perceived as an intruder who 

wants a bite of the cake enjoyed by the 

established and strictly regulated taxi 

business – although presumably every 

single one of its critics has at some 

time or other been in a foreign city or 

district and tried to find the number of 

the local call-a-taxi service. 

Supporters of this model praise the 

independent way of working – the 

Uber drivers for example decide their 

working hours themselves without 

any roster by simply accepting rides or 

not, whereas salaried taxi drivers have 

to keep to rigid scheduled shifts. Crit-

ics criticize the lack of social security 

and the dependence on one single 

agency platform, which de facto acts 

as an employer, while according to 

German social standards the criteria 

for apparent self-employment are ful-

filled.

In May 2016 the EU Commission 

also concerned itself with the sharing 

economy in general and in particular 

with the question of to what extent the 

interests of old-established suppliers 

justify forbidding, or restricting, entry 

on the market of new suppliers with 

innovative business models, and not 

only in the mobility field. The EU Com-

mission “warns […] of discrimination 

19    OECD (2016). Tourism Trends and Policies 2016, 
OECD Publishing, Paris.

against innovative suppliers in order 

to protect established business mod-

els.20 New or existing stipulations had 

to be “appropriate” and “in the public 

interest”, meaning in the interests of 

the general public needing a means of 

transportation and not only in the in-

terests of the taxi drivers.

In particular, the EU demands a lev-

el playing field for all competing in the 

sharing economy as at present the 

rules differ from country to country 

and partly even from local authority 

to local authority. 

Time will tell how these aims of the 

EU Commission are reflected in the 

national legislative processes in the 

coming years. 

For Jeremy Rifkin, the visionary of 

the sharing economy, the discussions 

about barriers to market entry for 

P2P/C2C providers are only rearguard 

actions and the discussions about so-

cial security for the Uber drivers only 

an intermediary stage on the way to a 

future in which every individual can 

decide themselves how to offer their 

services (or their labour). He sees the 

big mediator platforms, which come 

under heavy criticism from some 

quarters, in the future as mere ex-

changes with very limited power to de-

termine events. In the long run indi-

viduals will not allow themselves to be 

dictated to or their working conditions 

20    Die Presse, Vienna: „Brüssel will mehr Klarheit für 
Airbnb und Uber“, 31.05.2016.

to be decided by someone else: “Histo-

ry tells a different story!”21   

21    Harald Staun (2014). „Das Ende des Kapita-
lismus“, in: Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 
13.09.2014 
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Sharing Economy in the Accommodation Market
Background, opportunities and risks

Passport editorial staff in an interview 

with Claudia Gilles, Managing Direc-

tor, Deutscher Tourismusverband e.V. 

(German Tourist Association)

Ms Gilles, the German Tourist Associa-

tion recently published a position pa-

per entitled “The Sharing Economy and 

the German Accommodation Market”. 

Can we speak of a nationwide sharing 

economy boom in Germany?

When people speak of a sharing eco-

nomy boom in the accommodation 

market they usually mean that more 

and more private people rent their 

room, their flat or their house, occasi-

onally and for a fee, to a third party 

and do so through digital mediator 

platforms such as Airbnb and Wimdu. 

These portals are however already 

used by hotels and classical holiday 

flat renters as a distribution channel. 

And at no great expense: mobile in-

ternet and online pay systems make 

this possible. The mutual rating and 

online pay systems provide the users 

with orientation and a reference 

point to compensate for the lack of 

trust. 

What was and is the driving factor be-

hind the increase in these numerous 

new offers? It seems as if “owning” as 

a status symbol has had its day and the 

pleasure of “sharing” has won over the 

younger generation.

One important driver are the already 

mentioned technological develop-

ments which on the one hand keep 

down the costs of many small, short-

term and occasional transactions bet-

ween private people. On the other 

hand, rating systems provide a cer-

tain degree of control – for both the 

host and the guest. Another factor is 

the increasingly mobile job market 

which has meant that many people 

commute between two cities and 

have a main and a secondary residen-

ce. The desire for individual travel ex-

periences also plays a role. “Live like a 

local” is one of the marketing promi-

ses of Airbnb and Co. Moreover, sha-

ring instead of owning is presented as 

a sustainable alternative to the tradi-

tional market model. And when it also 

leaves you with more money in your 

pocket, it is all the more attractive to 

the individual landlord.

Is the “sharing economy” phenome-

non concentrated mainly in the big ci-

ties or is this trend also noticeable in 

rural areas?

To date, the sharing economy in the 

sense of occasional renting out of pri-

vate accommodation has taken place 

predominantly in the big cities. What 

is important to the guests is to im-

merse themselves in an urban attitu-

de to life and feel like a local for a li-

mited space of time. You also find 

landlords from rural tourist regions 

on the sharing platforms, but as a rule 

they offer traditional accommodati-

on such as holiday houses or holiday 

flats.

The growing diversity of offers and the 

fast-moving nature of new products 

in the sharing economy can hardly be 

ignored. How flexibly has the industry 

been reacting to this change?

Reactions are very varied. For the des-

tinations all guests are welcome, in-

dependent of where they stay over-

night. The hotels see the “new” mar-

ket participants partly as competitors 

and reactions range from a clear 

“hands-off” attitude to an attempt to 

create the Airbnb feeling in their ho-

tel, for example by merging the bar, 

restaurant area and lobby into a sort 

of living room. Ideas for new business 

models are also being discussed wit-

hin the hotel business. For example, 

how hoteliers can profit from the ex-

tended accommodation market 

which expects additional services 

such as check-in, key service or clea-

ning. The hotelier as service provider 

for private providers? A lot of things 

are conceivable and could be tried 

out.

Let’s dare to take a look into the future: 

What opportunities, as well as risks, for 

the quality of German tourism do you 

see in the new flood of offers?

We are talking here about an innova-

tive force able to also motivate estab-

lished service providers to rethink 

their offers and adapt them to suit 

new customer wishes. On the other 

hand there are also risks: one prob-

lem is that in many cases it is almost 

impossible to objectively measure 

quality on the mediator platforms. It 

often happens that one and the same 

product receives different ratings. 

Moreover, results can be manipula-

ted. It is quite conceivable that re-

ciprocal ratings are coordinated or 

that bought users give a rating. The 

platforms have also triggered a dis-

cussion on the legality of renting ser-

vices. Basically, certain rules apply to 

the renting of holiday accommodati-

on – whether commercially or not 

commercially. There are of course 

black sheep in this sector too. Not 

every provider keeps to the applicab-

le regulations and stipulations. Law-

makers and local authorities must be 

consistent in enforcing them.

Ms Gilles, thank you for the inter-

view. 
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GROSSES SPIEL IN GARMISCH-PARTENKIRCHEN

Bei uns dreht sich alles um Sie!

Freuen Sie sich auf Französisch Roulette, American Roulette, Black Jack, 

Poker und auf über 150 modernste Spielautomaten. Professionelle Croupiers 

verwandeln die beiden Spielsäle in ein Las Vegas, mitten in Bayern.

Auch kulinarisch hat das Casino einiges zu bieten. An den Bars in den Spie l-

sälen mit großzügigem Restaurantbereich oder im angrenzenden Restaurant 

„Alpenhof“ erwartet Sie eine hervorragende Gastronomie, von bayerischen 

Spezialitäten bis hin zur Haute Cuisine. 

Zudem bietet die Spielbank die Möglichkeit, individuelle Veranstaltungen bis 

120 Personen, im hauseigenen Eventraum durchzuführen. Ob Weihnachts- oder 

Firmenevents, Empfänge, Jung  gesellenabschiede oder Geburtstagsfeiern – mit 

einem Besuch in der Spielbank treffen Sie immer die richtige Wahl.

Erleben Sie Außergewöhnliches. Wir freuen uns auf  Ihren Besuch!

Am Kurpark 10 | 82467 Garmisch-Partenkirchen
Tel. +49 8821 9599-0 | garmisch.partenkirchen@spielbanken-bayern.de

www.spielbanken-bayern.de/garmisch-partenkirchen
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