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Sharing Mobilities focuses on the emergence of future sustainable and collabora-
tive mobility cultures. At the intersection of physical and virtual capacity and
access to people, goods, ideas, and services, this book poses fundamental
challenges and opportunities for governance, economy, planning, and identity.

The future of new collaborative forms of consumption and sharing would
play a key role in the organization of everyday life and business. Sharing
mobilities is more than simply sharing transport, and its diverse impacts on
society and the environment demand thorough theory-led sociological
research. With an extensive global range, the contributors present radical
manifestations of sharing capacities throughout diverse countries, including
Germany, Denmark, Japan, and Vietnam. The phenomenon of mobility is
highly actual and social as well as politically relevant and urging.

This collection focuses on open questions from the perspective of the
mobilities turn while presenting state-of-the-art theory-based articles with
applied perspectives. An ideal read for scholars based in social science and
the interdisciplinary research on mobility, transports, and sharing economy.
Sociologists, geographers, economists, urban governance researchers, and
research students would also find this book of interest.
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1 Sharing Mobilities and the Mobile
Risk Society

An Introduction

Sven Kesselring, Malene Freudendal-Pedersen, and
Dennis Zuev

Why is the idea of sharing and sharing mobilities so fascinating and
appealing for so many? Why does it fall way too short just to think about
sharing cars, bikes, scooters or rides? Or, more specificly: why do we, the
editors, think Sharing Mobilities 1s worth publishing and why did the
international research network Cosmobilities, whose members we are,
even organize a whole conference on the topic?'

Two reasons, mainly, are driving this publication towards a — still
preliminary — answer of these questions: first, we are all witnessing the
transformation of the “system of automobility” (Urry 2004) into a system
of mobilities. Multiple practices, forms and models of mobility and transport
shape this system in which sharing becomes a major dimension of connect-
ing people, places, organizationsand events. And, second, mobility has
become reflexive in the sense of Ulrich Beck’s theory of the risk society
(Beck 1992; Beck, Bonss, and Lau 2003). Mobility in the first, industrial
modernity has been a struggle between the idea of an (auto)mobility of
individuals with more collective forms of mobility where people move in
groups and association with others. With the rise of shared mobility and
shared autonomous vehicles we are discussing mobility beyond the “para-
digm of either/or” (Beck, Bonss, and Lau 2003), of either indvidualized
car-based mobility or collective public transportation systems. In fact, the
organization of mobility is moving away from Le Corbusier and his
followers’ concepts of spaces structured around one iconic mode of trans-
port and into a variety, a multplicity and a diversity of ways of getting
around, geting connected and moving between places, spaces, people,
events, work, leisure and pleasure etc. (see Kesselring 2008, 2019).

In part, these paradigmatic reorientations are propelled by recent changes
in the socio-technical infrastructures of the “mobile risk society” (Kesselring
2008) and, of course, by the increasing omnipresence of the internet in
modern everyday lives. Since its privatization in 1992 this historically unique
invention has changed, shaped and modified almost everything from social
interaction to communication, from intimacy to public life, from life spheres
to business and from everyday life, family, love and community to work,
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supply chains, logistics and transport. Mobilities in the digital age are quite
different “things” compared with pre-internet times.

This goes along with the rise of platform economies, sharing economies
and highly debated perspectives and questions of “post-capitalism” (Mason
2015) and the “zero marginal cost society” (Rifkin 2015). But it also opens
a whole field for social experiments and a laboratory-like social situation in
modern societies where IT and communication infrastructures exist that
enable people to develop new ways of getting together and sharing
technologies, houses, know-how, care, food and so forth.

In the terminology of risk society theory (also: theory of reflexive
modernization), it can be said that with an upcoming second modernity, or
as we prefer, “mobile risk society” (Kesselring 2008, 2019; Freudendal-
Pedersen and Kesselring 2018b), the main orientation of urban planning,
mobility engineering, business and so forth moves away from “one-best-way
solutions” and towards “multiple-best-way solutions” and technologies. In
a nutshell,: the platform economy as being offered by big providers and
companies such as Amazon, Alibaba, Tencent and the more focussed ones
such as moovel, as well as the newly put together joint ventures of BMW and
Daimler called ShareNow and ReachNow, provides infrastructures where
not just one mode of transport is being promoted, but rather a variety of
different options and seamless interfaces between different transport and
mobility modes. In the future, the mobility markets and cultures will
probably not be dominated by car producers but by companies for which
the product is more or less marginal. The technological infrastructures of
Amazon, Alibaba and other companies can potentially sell everything from
books to furniture and washing machines and to cars, rides and travels.

The discussion on sharing mobilities is still on the rise. This book cannot
offer much more than glimpses into the highly diverse and heterogeneous
complexities of the topic. Multiple different phenomena are at stake here:
from car, bike, scooter and ride sharing to ride hailing and pooling, to
sharing apartments, food, tools, workplaces, expertise and so forth — often
even while being (touristically or professionally) on the move — and to the
recent debates on the future of automobility and the opportunities of
sharing automated/autonomous vehicles and the efficient use of artificial
intelligence in transport.

Hopes are pretty high on the positive impacts of the rising sharing
culture which potentially might replace or supplement private ownership.
In particular, when it comes to questions about the sustainability of
mobility and transport, there are many expectations and often also wild
guesses to be found. Many different calculations are floating around of how
many cars can be replaced by one shared car. The numbers range from
conservative estimates of three to highly optimistic estimates of up to 20
cars being replaced by one shared automobile. In particular, the possible
introduction of automated driving gives space for quite optimistic outlooks
as to how much energy could be saved by the new technology. Anders
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Eugensson, a representative and former manager at Volvo Group, Sweden,
recently said in an interview:

We looked quite a lot at the fuel efficiency of the vehicles, how you
can have a much better management in driving. I mean, if you go
from A to B and you let the car plan the whole journey, we measured
about 30 percent reduction in fuel consumption.

(Elliott, Kesselring, and Eugensson 2019, 2-3)

There is much techno-optimism and, seemingly also, techno-determinism
in the current debate on the future of mobility and transport. But since
climate change, the future of urban living and life quality, and the future of
energy provision put obvious limitations on the current energy-consuming
forms of modern lifestyles and consumption, the discussion will become
increasingly pressing and the time to act gets shorter (Stern 2016; Weizsicker
and Wijkman 2018). In an age of urbanization, cities are strategically key for
the invention, experimentation and implementation of sustainable policies
(Hajer and Dassen 2014; Freudendal-Pedersen, Kesselring, and Servou
2019). Cities need to rethink their relations to mobility, tourism and logistics
in an even more radical way than that in which it has been debated
throughout the last decades.

In this context, the sharing of resources becomes conceptually relevant
and might open up new perspectives for a mobile risk society which
threatens itself by its increasing hunger for mobility and energy. Of
course, sharing is not a virtual innovation. In contrast, it has always been
an essential part of human lives — be it in tribes, in nomadism, early urban
and semi-urban communities, in social networks or whole modern
societies. Sharing and exchanging values, assets, skills and knowledge and
giving and taking in general, supporting and exchanging things, activities,
services and common resources etc. have always played a major role in
civilization (Ostrom 2012). In capitalist societies markets came into play
and colonized sharing as a basic human activity by commodifying all sorts
of “work.” The labour force became a commodity and it lost its character
of an activity orientated towards the common good (Polanyi 1944).
Throughout history, the sharing of resources, tools and knowledge has
been a key component for humans to survive, develop and coexist
(Sahlins 1974; Fisher 1979; Shiva 2016; Scott 2017). Nevertheless, prac-
tices of sharing have changed from mainly encompassing exchange,
common ownership and consumption to also include early capitalism
such as trading, renting and leasing into today’s evolved capitalism where
co-creating, co-financing and co-working have become buzzwords.
Industries develop highly complex technological infrastructures and busi-
ness models. Many things we take for granted, today, are being shared:
public transport, public libraries, laundromats, public places in the city
and so forth, just to name a few. In communities, cities, towns and
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villages sharing has occurred and what we see, today, is that virtual
mobilities have expanded as mediators (see Wessels in Chapter 2). Some
(digital) pioneers might even claim that they reinvented sharing as part of
daily life and business since today villages, cities and urban regions are
increasingly dependent on mobilities and the sharing of knowledge,
materials, resources, data, capital and consumption (Graham and Marvin
2001; Sheller and Urry 2006; Sheller 2014).

In the last several years, studies on sharing have been booming. Specifi-
cally this happened under the umbrella of the “sharing economy” concept,
often critically questioning the paradoxical nature of it as a niche or
a subculture within seemingly “monolithic capitalism” (Tsing 2009). How-
ever, the studies of noncommercial sharing practices and alternative shared
mobilities (See special issue of Hospitality & Society 2012; Picard and
Buchberger 2013; Zuev 2018; Fjalland 2019) have preceded this boom of
studies dedicated to for-profit platforms (Schor and Attwood-Charles
2017). Currently, the sharing economy in general, and the increasing
number of sharing services in mobilities in particular, stands, in many
ways, for a phenomenon which is somehow bulky and unwieldy for
classical economic theory. The sharing economy is referred to in a variety
of ways, such as “forms of exchange facilitated through online platforms,
encompassing a diversity of for-profit and non-profit activities” (Richard-
son 2015, 121); or here: “the value in taking under-utilised assets and
making them accessible online to a community, leading to a reduced need
for ownership” (Stephany 2015, 205). The new economic practices of
sharing rather than owning have been labelled in different ways i.e. as
“crowd-based capitalism” (Sundararajan 2016), “platform economy”
(Kenny and Zysman 2016) and collaborative consumption (Hamari, Sjok-
lint, and Ukkonen 2016).

This book undergoes the effort to exemplify different approaches by
investigating different contexts, services and resources, that are shared in
relation to mobility. The examples collected here embrace elements of
sharing and common ownership. The sharing of mobility infrastructures,
technologies and resources for transport and connectivity comes along as
new phenomenon, due to its software-based nature. The public rhetoric on
sharing mobility has changed significantly. Throughout the past few years
not just start-ups or alternative innovators but also the car industry increas-
ingly consider the sharing of mobility in relation to new financial services,
mobility-as-a-service (MaaS) and the sharing of autonomous vehicles in
particular as key elements of their strategic orientations (IHS Automotive
2014; Schaller Consulting 2018). Volkswagen’s strategy “Together 2025,
BMW’s concept of ACES and Daimler’s CASE concept stand paradigma-
tically for the combination of autonomous, connected, electric and shared
mobilities. They are all different instances of the contemporary social, of
the new infrastructures of connectivity, and of what Urry (2016) called the
“social futures” of an organization of mobility where different modes of
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transport, different technological assets and networks construct the grid for
networked (urban) mobilities (Freudendal-Pedersen and Kesselring 2018a).

Cosmobilities

The international research network Cosmobilities (www.cosmobilities.net)
dedicated its twelfth international conference to the topic of “Sharing
Mobilities: New Perspectives for Societies on the Move?”? Co-organized
by Cosmobilities, Niirtingen-Geislingen University, Roskilde University
and the Protestant Academy Bad Boll the conference took place in 2016 at
the academy’s facilities in Bad Boll, near Stuttgart. Several chapters in this
book have been given as papers on the conference and been part of
a special issue in Applied Mobilities in 2018 (Freudendal-Pedersen and
Kesselring 2018c¢). Being redrafted, recrafted, sharpened and now published
together with other articles they push the debate further. They broaden it
and illuminate more examples of the many different approaches to sharing
within the mobilities turn. The authors pick up on the conference concept
and critically investigate, think through and analyze this highly topical
phenomenon. They discuss its urgency and relevance for societies, social
life, politics and business. By so doing they follow the idea of the
conference and bridge the gap between science, different disciplines,
politics and practice.

In 2016, we stated that sharing has been discussed and analyzed so far
mainly as an economic issue. But even more so today, some authors argue
that there is a significant difference between sharing as a practice and the
sharing economy (Light and Miskelly 2015; Freudendal-Pedersen and
Kesselring 2018c). Many authors focus on platforms for economic
exchange, while others engage in the more altruistic community-based
cultures of sharing. This differentiation highlights distinctive characteristics
of what sharing mobilities might mean for different people and networks.
A common characteristic seems to be that sharing concepts are all highly
ambivalent and often constitute a paradox between being part of the
capitalist economy or providing an alternative to it.

This demonstrates how sharing implies different modalities of value
production and trust established between the system and the users, and
also between the users themselves, when they are engaged in sharing
activities. Sharing platforms such as Uber and Airbnb successfully commer-
cialized practices of hospitality and ride sharing that already existed, thus
revolutionizing by the way of creating digital infrastructures and digital
practices of trust in shared web-platforms that can be accessed by users with
internet connections. Both Uber and Airbnb, just to mention two names of
the rising sharing economy phenomenon, have developed into billion euro
businesses. In 2018, Uber ranked number 13 amongst the largest companies
worldwide with a market capitalization of 75 billion USD, right behind
Booking.com and far ahead of eBay (33 billion USD).* On the other side,
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companies such as Amazon, Alphabet (Google), Alibaba and Tencent,
which consider sharing mobility concepts as either already being part of
their portfolio or as a nearby future target for using their platform
infrastructures and logistical networks are much further ahead and have
the capital, the resources and know-how to change the market soon and
significantly (McKinsey 2016; Tyfield 2018).

Digital platforms are the object of heated controversies as they are not
necessarily used by people to supplement their income or just to share their
commodities for a small compensation, as sometimes argued by Airbnb.
Instead, we see agencies that utilize the Airbnb platform to rent a number
of properties, thus inflating the rental prices and contributing to the rise of
real estate prices and squeezing out the local population, as well as
competing with traditional hotels (Bialski 2018). In the same manner the
penetration of Uber in cities around the world commenced protests of taxi
drivers, and in many industrialized nations, including Germany, Denmark
and Taiwan, it is still illegal. The precarity exacerbated by Uber and the
touristification stimulated by Airbnb’s logic of commercial rental rather
than free hospitality and cultural exchange has come to signify the critiques
of the sharing economy. This implies critiques of the social unsustainability
of the model and as a business model that makes economic sense mainly for
the privileged few.

Simultaneously, the internet is increasingly becoming the communica-
tion medium and major infrastructure for managing distributed renewable
materialities and mobilities and, also, to discuss global commons (see Ritkin
2015; Mason 2016). This can be understood as a specific form of what
Ulrich Beck once coined as “reflexive modernization” (Beck, Bonss, and
Lau 2003) and which is becoming an increasingly global phenomenon
(Beck 2008; Kyung-Sup 2010). Against this backdrop, sharing mobilities is
not an isolated, marginalized phenomenon; it is at the very heart of
transitory developments, which may have the potential to change the
socio-technical figurations of modern societies and capitalism. Individuals
draw on culture and the language of the second modernity to assess the
meaning of sharing versus the meaning of transaction, and accessing
resources becomes meaningful through a reflexive engagement with the
social values embedded within.

Food sharing platforms are examples of a successful computer-mediated,
grassroots, bottom-up, noncommercial initiative aimed at redistributing
surplus food and aimed at a greater systemic change in the food system. In
Germany and Austria, it is a part of an anti-consumerist social movement.
In Austria it has been used as a practice for reducing the prices of academic
conferences, where food for coffee breaks has been supplied from bakeries
via a food sharing platform and its associated users. The mobilities of food
sharing (see Fjalland in Chapter 4), its pickup and redistribution, are
crucial, as food has to move fast through the city from regular pickup
appointments at bakeries, cafes, restaurants and farmer markets to its final
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destinations. Often, during gridlock hours, only nonmotorized transport
makes it possible to deliver on time. Sometimes, going by tricycle is the
only feasible way to guarantee reliable delivery for food sharing events.
Digitally based social networks allow even households to redistribute any of
their food that is likely to end up as waste (Schanes, Dobernig, and Gozet
2018).

Food sharing can be seen as an alternative and resilient sustainable
practice where access to resources (food) is free of charge and sharing is
unconditional of the subject’s social status. It shows how an “old” practice
is being reinvented within the infrastructures of the digital age to a sharing-
based sociality. Strangers socialize and share regardless of their social back-
ground (see Zuev 2011). They engage in the co-creation of ideological
meanings, the values of a new sociality through co-working out performa-
tive scripts to increase trust and reduce risks in the exchange of knowledge,
emotions about experiences and negotiating access to valuable resources
(food, space, networks).

In the mobile risk society (Kesselring 2008) distinct categories of “host
and guest,” “foodsaver and foodsharer” become fuzzy and imply that one
can be both at the same time across a multiplicity of instances and places.
Being on both sides — host or guest, user or provider, producer or
consumer (prosumer) — presupposes the immense and multiple risky and
unclear situations, where trust has to be negotiated, established and repeti-
tively performed to reduce uncertain outcomes.

The implications of trust and risk behind sharing are key in our
conceptualization of sharing mobilities. Individuals are responsible for
navigating safely through the world of complexity augmented by the
internet and its emerging new mobility technologies. Reflexively they
have to choose the trajectories and interactions that they engage in,
learning about navigating through the emergence. People engaged in
sharing practices need to be capable of turning on and off a cosmopolitan
perspective as spaces and objects are increasingly accessible and shared with
strangers on the move or in a state of immobility (i.e. dwelling). While
distinctions between mass and privileged access to spaces and objects will
remain, there is increasingly less certainty who and how they will be
accessed and shared by, and on what terms.

Sharing as Unavoidable in Future Cities

With mobilities” strong impacts on modern economies, cultures and cities,
this exchange of resources, knowledge and information has become even
more significant (Hannam, Sheller, and Urry 2006; Freudendal-Pedersen,
Hannam, and Kesselring 2016). Concurrently, this process has enabled
a degree of specialization and expertise, providing cities and societies with
economic efficiency and technological development. Seen from a social
science perspective, the rise of sharing services from Uber, Lyft and
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BlaBlaCar, to Airbnb and Couchsurfing, and from station-based car-sharing
services such as DriveNow, car2go, CleverShuttle and the like makes
sharing systems a growing part of urban mobilities. Right now, Uber, as
one of the giants in the field, is pioneering mobility and transport and has
recently been estimated to be worth more than 70 billion USD (Tyfield
2018, 194). But Uber is just the glossiest competitor in a wide field of big
players, such as Alphabet (Google), Alibaba, Tencent and Baidu, all of
which have entered the highly diverse global market of “After-the-car”
(Dennis and Urry 2009) services or as it has been named, Mobility-as-a-
Service (MaaS). The economic dynamic and disruptive quality of sharing
mobilities has neither been intended (by most economic actors) nor foreseen
or even actively sought; instead, the dynamics of new sharing practices and of
global commons have developed a self-organizing energy which has not been
“on the radar” for most players in the field. The rise of new mobility services
in multinational corporations such as General Motors, Daimler and Toyota is
more a reaction to the social transitions in the “system of automobility” (Urry
2004), and the disenchantment of the automobile as an object of conspicuous
consumption, than an intentionally propelled business model.

But where does this social change come from? What drives Deutsche
Bahn, BMW, Daimler, Uber, Alibaba, and many other local and regional
companies and initiatives like Cambio in Germany and GoMore in Den-
mark (just to name a couple) into a highly risky and uncertain market and
business endeavour? Can we seriously expect a new mobility regime, with
completely new players in the field, with more diversity and maybe even
higher efficiency, especially in cities with growing markets for sharing
mobilities? Do we need to say goodbye to the (auto)mobilities world as
we know it?

Maybe another unintended consequence, a positive side effect of these
economic and social shifts, may be conceivable: new forms of accessibility
to common goods could generate more equality, social participation and
social sustainability by making mobility available for wider social groups.
This could even have positive effects on labour and the sustainability of
mobility cultures in general. Access to people, goods, ideas and services
forms the basis of urban developments. It could be a pathway for alternative
ways of thinking about mobilities, individual ownership, the organization
of space, and the changing relationships people have to mobility artefacts,
such as cars, bikes, scooters and so forth. Instead of searching for the “one-
best-way-solution” (Kesselring 2019), this might be a new, almost playful
way of experimenting with possible solutions.

Increasing and improving the accessibility of cities, places and sites is an
important reason why people increasingly share cars and bikes as well as
houses, food, expertise and mastery in science and craftsmen’s work, etc.
(McLaren and Agyeman 2015; Meyer and Shaheen 2017). Once radical
visions have become part of the lingering but steady transformation of
values, norms, procedures, institutional routines and even capitalist
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principles (Ostrom 2012; Mason 2016), a burgeoning political awareness
can be witnessed in cities, regions and in mobilities as well as in transporta-
tion research, planning, politics, business and civil society. As mentioned
before, global car producers not only become part of the new sharing
culture and economy, they also become drivers of the whole process,
moving away from mobility concepts that built on the centrality of
individual car ownership. It is not only the “classical sharing concepts”
that play an essential role here — the discourses on automated driving,
electric mobility and the discussions around congestion charges and other
restrictions on automobility must also be taken into account when trying to
understand the current transitory disruptive dynamics of mobility and
transport (Freudendal-Pedersen, Hannam, and Kesselring 2016).

In first and second modernity the “system of automobility” (Urry 2004),
with its credo of the car as the one best way of being mobile and
connected, has seemingly been unbeatable. There wasn’t serious competi-
tion for this symbol of flexibility and success. But right now, modern
societies are observing an accelerated diversification and the rise of a system
of multi-mobility. This is strongly driven by the digitalization and media-
tization of all spheres of modern lives (Canzler and Knie 2016; Couldry and
Hepp 2017). The digitalization and “robotization” (Elliott 2016) of, for
example, the automotive industry and its major product has a deep impact
on the organization of everyday life, economic activity and sociality in
general (Fraedrich and Lenz 2014; Fraedrich, Beiker, and Lenz 2015). In
this sense, sharing mobilities is much more than just a case of sharing cars
or any other mode of transport; against the backdrop of climate change,
sustainability and individual ownership of vehicles, the car — as the
facilitator and the main social technology of modern lives that gives access
to individual freedom and self-actualization — has been fundamentally
questioned. When global car companies invest in new mobility concepts
it has to do with the fact that the car industry knows that the future of
automobility will look different. The equation “freedom = individualized,
privately owned automobility” does not apply in the same way as it did
throughout the twentieth century.

In relation to physical mobilities (bike- and car-sharing), it seems quite
clear that these sharing platforms are a new form of rental economy
facilitated on a peer-to-peer level through the internet and the many new
portable technologies increasingly becoming normalized in today’s world
(Kallis 2014). The gathering, combining and privatizing of user data in an
ICT-based Public Bike Sharing System has created a resource that is not
currently being used to achieve civic goals, but rather is being used to
enhance both the brand image of operators and to increase leverage in
order to facilitate the cooperation of municipal governments. Thereby, the
shared bike is being transformed into a vehicle for harvesting, recording
and combining user data with a view to monetizing this resource and the
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relatively pervasive and black-boxed nature of this datafication and its
politicization is a key issue.

However, these kinds of sharing fundamentally alter modern principles
of mobility and flexibility and also feed emerging discussions on the rise of
commons as a social and cultural resource in a cosmopolitan world full of
social, ecological, economic and cultural risks.

We are witnessing how sharing is not only seen as a radical vision (see
e.g. Wolfgang Sachs’ work), but has become a part of a slowly emerging
but steady transformation of norms and routines. ‘“Networked (urban)
mobilities” (Freudendal-Pedersen and Kesselring 2018b) can be interpreted
as a growing social and political awareness and an opportunity to act, which
is interwoven with the global environmental crisis (Urry 2011; Dennis
2013). The consequences that consumption has on the condition of the
planet (see Urry 2010) have been at the forefront in the media and, thus, in
our daily lives. However, this is often ignored since it is hard to determine
how to act on these concerns. The sharing economy provides an opportu-
nity to act collectively. Modern everyday life is full of choices (even fif,
sociologically, choice is a concept which needs careful treatment as there is
no such thing as completely free choice). Virtual mobility, smartphones and
computers provide a previously unseen awareness of options which increase
our physical mobility — we want to get out and see, notice, taste, smell or
participate in some of the opportunities we discover on the internet. Most
people are aware that this increased mobility plays a role in allowing our
cattle to overgraze our community pasture. But the ability to act for the
common good in a world where individualization plays a major role is the
big challenge. This should not be confused with egotism or a lack of ethics
or common responsibility; paralysis by analysis has become an increasing
problem in a world where information saturates our everyday lives,
especially when it comes to information about environmental crises. In
many ways, the sharing economy can be viewed as an opportunity for
individuals to step up to these challenges. The sharing economy therefore
has an opportunity, and a responsibility, to establish new types of commu-
nities that can handle local/global responsibilities and transform them into
positive visions for both cities and regions.

Content of the Book

In this book, we conceive of sharing mobilities as an emerging system of
socio-material relations, digital and tangible infrastructures, politics of access
and connectivity, co-worked performative scripts, co-created values and
temporalities, that offer many potentials and also challenges. In Chapter 1
we tried to set the stage for this emerging phenomenon and elaborated on
the openness and the uncertainties linked to it.

In Chapter 2 Bridgette Wessels approaches the field through a focus on
the platform economy as virtual exchange-based mobilities comprised of
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networks of sharing and transactions that seek to add value to resources.
She understands it as both an extension of commercial exchanges and as
non-profit-making communal activities. Individuals draw on culture and
the language of the second modernity to assess the meaning of sharing
versus the meaning of transaction. Thereby, accessing resources becomes
meaningful through a reflexive engagement with the social values
embedded within.

In Chapter 3 De-Jung Chen contributes to the discussion on virtual
exchange-based mobilities by focusing on Couchsurfing. She demonstrates
how a global network of free-hospitality provision is being redesigned by
the locals in a specific context for specific users’ needs. The hosts in her
fieldwork in Taiwan are not simply providing a space to stay, they extend
the space and time by creating a new type of educational context and
exchange between the locals and travellers. The crucial insight from the
study is how the global platform is being appropriated and kept alive in
a specific local context, as an element of infrastructure, and where access is
the key value and the often taken-for-granted privilege.

Following this, in Chapter 4, Emmy Laura Perez Fjalland takes
a different focus and concentrates on sharing as the outset for the evolution
of human populations. Sharing resources collected or hunted in order to
keep one’s tribe strong, and thus able to survive, was what held societies
together, grounded in trust-based local communities. She moves on this
perspective to understand the community-based aspect of sharing as a way
to co-create other and more sustainable futures. Fjalland’s focus is on the
sharing mobilities of food and opens up the importance of sharing informa-
tion and knowledge in the form of storytelling. Storytelling is co-creating
reparative futures that can create a common platform to act from.

Philipp Rode and Nuno F. da Cruz focus, in Chapter 5, on governance
aspects of the overarching topic. They show how access to people, goods,
ideas and services comprises the basis of city development. Rode and da
Cruz discuss a pathway for alternative ways of thinking about mobilities,
individual ownership, the organization of space and the changing relation-
ships people have to mobility artefacts, such as cars, bikes, scooters and so
forth. This is done through a discussion of accessibility governance, where
they argue that a focus on the accessibility paradigm affects the capacity for
integrating shared mobility and mobility as a service in transport and
planning policy.

Chapter 6 by Justin Spinney and Wen-I Lin focuses on a different aspect
of the platforms of sharing: the gathering, combining and privatizing of
user data in an ICT-based Public Bike Sharing System in China. They
discuss how this has created a resource that is not currently being used to
achieve civic goals, but rather is being used to enhance both the brand
image of operators and to increase leverage in order to facilitate the
cooperation of municipal governments. Thereby, the shared bike is being
transformed into a vehicle for harvesting, recording and combining user
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data with a view to monetizing this resource and the relatively pervasive
and black-boxed nature of this datafication and its politicization is a key
issue.

In Chapter 7 Kaima Negishi provides insights into the shared time-space
continuum of socio-materiality in public transport through a focus on the
coexistence of diverse temporalities in Tokyo’s metro system. Approaching
shared mobilities from a temporal perspective, where understanding of time
is borne out of the time discipline and punctuality of the train, shows how
ordered time is appropriated by passengers to structure their routine of
daily movement. However, disruption and disrupted routines affect psy-
chological state as passengers risk being late for work and provides insights
into the promises of digital mobility, where our movement is assumed to
become secamless and more coordinated and thus embedded into our
everyday experience. However, one has to account for the inevitable risks
of overreliance on this promise of seamlessness, the habituation of singular
temporality and expected rhythm.

Vincent Kaufmann’s contribution in Chapter 8 deals with the issue of
automated vehicles as a matter of the mobile risk society. He critically
interrogates the promises formulated by industry and planning in relation to
shared autonomous vehicles, in particular. By looking into the potential
consequences and risks, which cannot yet be fully estimated or forecasted,
he raises fundamental questions for the future of sharing mobilities. With an
unfamiliar technology such as autonomous vehicles, he states, we are forced
to dream of an unknown and uncertain modernity, that will be shaped —
potentially — by this technology. Modernity will not be devoid of familiar
risks and tensions, the risk of losing a job or the risk of being run over by
a rogue, hacked, virus-infected or “simply” overly artificially intelligent
vehicle.

In Chapter 9 Tom Erik Julsrud and Cyriac George change the focus into
car-sharing in Norwegian households who adopt organized car-sharing
services as their family transportation option. They show how car-sharing
can be perceived as a healthier habit, as it becomes incorporated into the
everyday life of the suburban family. The authors lead us to a key insight
about car-sharing as a part of sustainable mobility systems, irrespective of
class, income or gender. Adopting a lifestyle without the private car
requires active effort and determination to adjust life habits, which will
produce stable routines of movement. It may require active learning of
additional computer apps and co-working out of performance scripts with
other members of the household.

Arve Hansen, Nguyen Tuan Anh and Luu Khanh Linh venture, in
Chapter 10, into the so far little-explored case of informal mobilities in
a rapidly changing mobilities scene in Vietnam. They present research on
the arising social tensions between motorbike taxi drivers using the Grab-
Bike application and traditional motorbike taxi drivers. They outline a clear
similarity to the grievances of taxi drivers across the world opposing Uber
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and similar ride-hailing applications. What makes this case different is that
they are part of the informal transportation provision and, as such, the
flexibility and precarity are characteristic for employees in both motorbike
taxi systems. They are somehow caught in the insecurities of the mobile
risk society since they are part of and dependent on a highly risky and fluid
employment sphere, where coexistence rather than violent competition is
the norm for sustaining livelihoods and survival.

Notes

1 See: www.researchgate.net/publication/334397737_Sharing_Mobilities_
Cosmobilities_Conference_2016_Program.

2 See: www.volkswagenag.com/en/group/strategy.html (last accessed 11/07/2019).

3 See: www.researchgate.net/publication/334397737_Sharing Mobilities_Cosmo
bilities_Conference_2016_Program (last accessed 11/07/2019).

4 See the market capitalization of the biggest internet companies worldwide as of
June 2019 (in billion U.S. dollars): www.statista.com/statistics/277483/market-
value-of-the-largest-internet-companies-worldwide/ (last accessed 6/17/19).
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Notes

Chapter 1

1

See: www.researchgate.net/publication/334397737_Sharing_Mobilities_
Cosmobilities_Conference_2016_Program.

See: www.volkswagenag.com/en/group/strategy.html (last accessed 11/07/
2019).

See: www.researchgate.net/publication/334397737_Sharing Mobilities_
Cosmobilities_Conference_2016_Program (last accessed 11/07/2019).

See the market capitalization of the biggest internet companies worldwide as of
June 2019 (in billion U.S. dollars): www.statista.com/statistics/277483/market-
value-of-the-largest-internet-companies-worldwide/ (last accessed 6/17/19).

Chapter 3

1

The poem ‘My Cottage Unroofed by Autumn Gales (3 2 £ FK BT i #k)°
was composed by a famous Chinese poet, Tu Fu (f: ) (a.n.712-770), and
translated by Prof. Dr Xu, Yuan-Chong.

People registering on Couchsurfing can choose different ways to interact
with other members. Some people choose to be the ‘hosts’ offering their
places to travellers, while some people choose to be the ‘surfers’ staying
over with the locals. The rest, who are neither hosts nor surfers, can meet
other members by having ‘coffee or drinks’ together.

Tim Berners-Lee is a software engineer, who 1s best known as the inventor of
the World Wide Web (abbreviated WWW) and the first web browser
computer program (https://webfoundation.org/about/sir-tim-berners-lee/).

LiveJournal is a Russian social networking service where users can keep a
blog, journal or diary. It was launched in April, 1999.

Blogger is a blog-publishing service, which was launched in August 1999.
Tim O’Reilly popularized the term, Web 2.0, which was proposed to
improve WWW websites by emphasizing user-generated content, usability
and interoperability for end users.


www.researchgate.net
www.researchgate.net
www.volkswagenag.com
www.researchgate.net
www.researchgate.net
www.statista.com
www.statista.com
https://webfoundation.org

Chapter 4

1

Miljeministeriet, Regeringens Strategi for affaldsforebyggelse “Danmark
uden affald II”’. Numbers are from 2015.

CONCITO (2011) Rapport: Det skjulte madspild. (Report: The Hidden
Waste of Food). CONCITO is “Denmark’s Green Think-Tank”, and the
referred report is based on two analyses conducted by Aarhus University
(DK) and Copenhagen University (DK). Link: https://concito.dk/files/
dokumenter/artikler/madspild_-_kortlaegning handlingskatalog_ju
ni2011_pressemeddelelser—18-bud-p—mindre-madspild-i-f-devaresekto
ren_2_1038998358.pdf.

The study is based in my PhD project that was funded by Roskilde
University and the Danish Architecture Centre.

The Danish Veterinary and Food Administration under the Ministry of
Environment and Food of Denmark, explicate the arguments on this
website by drawing on EU legislation and regulation: www.foedevarestyr
elsen.dk/Leksikon/Sider/Fodring_af_dyr_med_rester_fra_fodevareproduk
tion.aspx.

In developing countries, 40% of losses occur at post-harvest and processing
levels while in industrialised countries more than 40% of losses happen at
retail and consumer levels. In the Global South, the main part of food
waste — food loss — occurs before the food gets to the marketplaces. This
happens due to failed harvesting techniques, poor storage and refrigerating
techniques, and transport conditions. The problem is not that not enough
food is being produced, the problem is that too much food is being
produced, but never gets to the mouths that need it the most. Also, it is
estimated that between 25 and 35% of initial foods are discarded before
getting to the Global North, due to strict standards on size, shapes, and
colour. Link to the FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations): www.fao.org/save-food/resources/keyfindings/en/
(website accessed December 4, 2018).

Link to the new Mighty Earth report on the relation between soy
production in the Global South, and feed companies and agriculture in
the Global North: www.mightyearth.org/avoidablecrisis/  (website
accessed December 4, 2018).

These were listed in the Nordic Kitchen Manifesto in 2004 by 12 vision-
ary chefs: www.newnordicfood.org/.

Chapter 6

1

We make a distinction in this chapter between PBSS 1.0, the older
generation of docking and largely municipally governed public bike shar-
ing, and PBSS 2.0, which refers to the newer generation of ICT-based and
dockless bike sharing, financed and operated by private firms.


https://concito.dk
https://concito.dk
https://concito.dk
https://concito.dk
www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk
www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk
www.foedevarestyrelsen.dk
www.fao.org
www.mightyearth.org
www.newnordicfood.org

Whilst there is some evidence that similar civic realm issues have been
experienced in other cities around the world they have generally not been
as intense as the situation found in Shanghai. The authors are currently
conducting research into the spread of PBSS in the UK.

Chapter 7

1

A subsequent report compares definitions of delay in different countries
(BBC 2017b). It shows that the Japanese railway network issues a certifi-
cate as a proof of delay when a train runs five minutes behind schedule. By
contrasting this with railway networks of other countries including the U.
S, the U.K. and Switzerland, the report concludes by stating that ‘on-time-
ness’ and ‘delay’ is differently measured in different places.

Chapter 9

1

The data collection is the first round of interviews within the TEMPEST
project, where a larger number of interviews with car sharing households
will be conducted across four European countries.

Chapter 10

1 Although the law restricts the number of passengers to two.

2 Drawing on Urry’s (2004) “system of automobility”.

3 About USD 2300.

4 The Vietnamese website states that you need your own motorbike and a

3G compatible telephone with minimum Android 4.1 or iOS 8.1. www.
grab.com/vn/driver/bike/.


www.grab.com
www.grab.com

References

Beck, Ulrich. 1992. Risk Society. London: SAGE.

. 2008. World Risk Society. 2nd ed. New York: Wiley.

Beck, Ulrich, Wolfgang Bonss, and Christoph Lau. 2003. “The Theory of Reflexive
Modernization: Problematic, Hypotheses and Research Programme.” Theory, Culture
& Society 20 (2): 1-33.

Bialski, Paula. 2018. “Home for Hire. How the Sharing Economy Commoditises Our
Private Sphere.” In Sharing Economies in Times of Crisis: Practices, Politics and Possibilities,
edited by Anthony Ince and Sarah Marie Hall, 83-95. London and New York:
Routledge.

Canzler, Weert, and Andreas Knie. 2016. “Mobility in the Age of Digital Modernity:
‘Why the Private Car Is Losing Its Significance, Intermodal Transport Is Winning and
Why Digitalisation Is the Key.” Applied Mobilities 1 (1): 56—67.

Couldry, Nick, and Andreas Hepp. 2017. The Mediated Construction of Reality. Cambridge
and Malden: Polity Press.

Dennis, Kingsley. 2013. “Mobility Futures: Moving on and Breaking through on an
Empty Tank.” In New Mobilities Regimes: The Analytical Power of the Social Sciences and
Arts, edited by Susanne Witzgall, Gerlinde Vogl, and Sven Kesselring, 331-54.
Burlington: Ashgate.

Dennis, Kingsley, and John Urry. 2009. After the Car. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Elliott, Anthony. 2016. Identity Troubles: An Introduction. New York: Routledge.

Elliott, Anthony, Sven Kesselring, and Anders Eugensson. 2019. “In the End, It Is
up to the Individual.” Applied Mobilities 4 (2): 244-50. doi:10.1080/
23800127.2019.1626047.

Fisher, Elizabeth. 1979. Woman’s Creation: Sexual Evolution and the Shaping of Society. 1st
ed. Garden City: Anchor Press/Doubleday.

Fjalland, Emmy, Laura, Perez. 2019. “Rebellious Waste and Food: Searching for
Reparative Futures within Urban-Rural Landscapes.” Roskilde University.

Fraedrich, Eva, Sven Beiker, and Barbara Lenz. 2015. “Transition Pathways to Fully
Automated Driving and Its Implications for the Sociotechnical System of
Automobility.” European Journal of Futures Research. doi:10.1007/5s40309-015-0067-8.

Fraedrich, Eva, and Barbara Lenz. 2014. “Automated Driving: Individual and Societal
Aspects Entering the Debate.” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation
Research Board. doi:10.3141/2416-08.

Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene, Kevin Hannam, and Sven Kesselring. 2016. “Applied
Mobilities, Transitions and Opportunities.” Applied Mobilities 1 (1): 1-9.




Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene, and Sven Kesselring. 2018a. Exploring Networked Urban
Mobilities: Theories, Concepts, Ideas. London and Chicago: Routledge.

. 2018b. “Networked Urban Mobilities: An Introduction.” In Exploring Networked

Urban Mobilities, edited by Malene Freudendal-Pedersen and Sven Kesselring, 1-19.

London and New York: Routledge.

. 2018¢. “Special Issue: Sharing Mobilities.” Applied Mobilities 3 (1).

Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene, Sven Kesselring, and Eriketti Servou. 2019. “What Is
Smart for the Future City? Mobilities and Automation.” Sustainability 11 (1): 1-21.
doi:10.3390/5u11010221.

Graham, Steve, and Simon Marvin. 2001. Splintering Urbanism: Networked Infrastructures,
Technological Mobilities and the Urban Condition. London: Routledge.

Hajer,Maarten, and Tom Dassen. 2014. Smart about Cities: Visualizing the Challenge for 21st
Century Urbanism. Rotterdam, Netherlands: nai010 publishers.

Hamari, Juho, Mimmi Sjoklint, and Antti Ukkonen. 2016. “The Sharing Economy: Why
People Participate in Collaborative Consumption.” Journal of the Association for Informa-
tion Science and Technology. doi:10.1002/as1.23552.

Hannam, Kevin, Mimi Sheller, and John Urry. 2006. “Editorial : Mobilities, Immobilities
and Moorings.” Mobilities 1 (1): 1-22.

Hospitality and Society, 2012 1(3) guest editor J. Germann-Molz.

IHS Automotive. 2014. “Emerging Technologies: Autonomous Cars: Not if, but When
(Automotive Technology Research).” https://autotechinsight.ihsmarkit.com/_assets/
sampledownloads/auto-tech-report-emerging-tech-autonomous-car-2013-
sample_1404310053.pdt

Kallis, Giorgos. 2014. “AirBnb Is a Rental Economy, Not a Sharing Economy.” Thepres
sproject.Net.

Kenny, Martin, and John Zysman. 2016. “The Rise of the Platform Economy.” Experi-
mental Agriculture. doi:10.17226/21913.

Kesselring, Sven. 2008. “The Mobile Risk Society.” In Tracing Mobilities, edited by Weert
Canzler, Vincent Kaufmann, and Sven Kesselring, 77-102. Aldershot and Burlington:
Ashgate.

. 2019. “Reflexive Mobilititen.” In Das Risiko: Gedanken Ubers Und Ins Ungewisse.
Interdisziplindre Aushandlungen Des Risikophdnomens Im Lichte Der Reflexiven Moderne.
Eine Festschrift Fiir Wolfgang Bonf, edited by Helga Pelizius and Ludwig Nieder,
165-204. Wiesbaden: Springer VS.

Kyung-Sup, Chang. 2010. “The Second Modern Condition? Compressed Modernity as
Internalized Reflexive Cosmopolitization.” British Journal of Sociology. doi:10.1111/
j.1468-4446.2010.01321 .x.

Light, Ann, and Clodagh Miskelly. 2015. “Sharing Economy vs Sharing Cultures?
Designing for Social, Economic and Environmental Good.” Interaction Design and
Architecture(s). 24 (Spring): 49—-62. ISSN 1826-9745.

Mason, Paul. 2015. Postcapitalism: A Guide to Our Future. New Y ork: Penguin.

. 2016. Postcapitalism: A Guide to Our Future. London: Penguin.

McKinsey. 2016. “An Integrated Perspective on the Future of Mobility.” https://www.
mckinsey.com/%7E;/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Sustainability/Our%
20Insights/ An%20integrated%20perspective%200n%20the%20future%200f{%20mobility/
An-integrated-perspective-on-the-future-of-mobility-article.ashx

McLaren, Duncan, and Julian Agyeman. 2015. Sharing Cities: A Case for Truly Smart and
Sustainable Cities. Cambridge: MIT Press.



https://autotechinsight.ihsmarkit.com
https://autotechinsight.ihsmarkit.com
https://autotechinsight.ihsmarkit.com
Thepressproject.Net
Thepressproject.Net
https://www.mckinsey.com
https://www.mckinsey.com
https://www.mckinsey.com
https://www.mckinsey.com

Meyer, Gereon, and Susan A. Shaheen. 2017. Disrupting Mobility: Impacts of Sharing
Econonty and Innovative Transportation on Cities. London: Springer International.

Ostrom, Elinor. 2012. The Future of the Commons. London: Profile Books.

Picard, David, and Sonja Buchberger. 2013. Couchsutfing Cosmopolitanisms: Can Tourism
Moake a Better World? Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag.

Polanyi, Karl. 1944. The Great Transformation. New York: Farrar & Rinehart.
doi:10.2307/2144137.

Richardson, Lizzie. 2015. “Performing the Sharing Economy.” Geoforum. doi:10.1016/j.
geoforum.2015.11.004.

Riftkin, Jeremy. 2015. The Zero Marginal Cost Society : The Intemet of Things, the Collaborative
Commons, and the Eclipse of Capitialism. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Sahlins, Marshall. 1974. Stone Age Economics. 1st ed. London: Routledge.

Schaller Consulting. 2018. The New Automobility. Lyft, Uber and the Future of American
Cities. http://www.schallerconsult.com/rideservices/automobility. pdf

Schanes, Karin, Karin Dobernig, and Burcu Gozet. 2018. “Food Waste Matters: A
Systematic Review of Household Food Waste Practices and Their Policy
Implications.”  Journal —of  Cleaner — Production 182: 978-91. doi:10.1016/j.
jclepro.2018.02.030.

Schor, Juliet B., and William Attwood-Charles. 2017. “The ‘Sharing’ Economy: Labor,
Inequality, and Social Connection on For-Profit Platforms.” Wiley Sociology Compass.
doi:10.1111/s0c4.12493.

Scott, James C. 2017. Against the Grain: A Deep History of the Earliest States. New Haven
and London: Yale University Press.

Sheller, Mimi. 2014. Aluminum Dreams: Lightness, Speed, Modernity. Massachusetts: The
MIT Press.

Sheller, Mimi, and John Urry, eds. 2006. Mobile Technologies of the City. London and New
York: Routledge.

Shiva, Vandana. 2016. Who Really Feeds the World? The Failures of Agribusiness and the
Promise of Agroecology. Berkeley: PenguinPP Random House.

Stephany, Alex. 2015. The Business of Sharing. The Business of Sharing. doi:10.1057/
9781137376183. New York: Palgrave macmillian.

Stern, Nicholas. 2016. Why Are We Waiting? The Logic, Urgency, and Promise of Tackling
Climate Change. London: MIT Press.

Sundararajan, Arun. 2016. The Sharing Econonmy: The End of Employment and the Rise of
Crowd-Based Capitalism. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Tsing, Anna. 2009. “Supply Chains and the Human Condition.” Rethinking Marxism 21
(2): 148-76.

Tyfield, David. 2018. Liberalism 2.0 and the Rise of China: Global Crisis, Innovation and
Urban Mobility. London: Routledge.

Urry, John. 2004. “The ‘System’ of Automobility.” Theory, Culture & Society 21 (4-5):
25-39.

. 2010. “Consuming the Planet to Excess.” Theory, Culture & Society 27 (2-3):

191-212.

. 2011. Climate Change and Society. Cambridge: Polity Press.

. 2016. What Is the Future? Cambridge and Malden: Polity Press.

Weizsicker, Ernst Ulrich von, and Anders Wijkman. 2018. “Come On! Capitalism,
Short-Termism, Population and the Destruction of the Planet: A Report to the Club of
Rome.” New York: Springer Science.



http://www.schallerconsult.com

Zuev, Dennis. 2011. “The Russian Ultranationalist Movement on the Internet: Actors,
Communities, and Organization of Joint Actions.” Post-Soviet Affairs 27 (2): 121-57.
doi:10.2747/1060-586X.27.2.121.

. 2018. Urban Mobility in Modern China. The Growth of the E-Bike. Cham: Springer
International. doi:10.1007/978-3-319-76590-7.

Albinsson, Pia A. and B. Yasanthi Perera. 2012. “Alternative Marketplaces in the 21st
Century: Building Community through Sharing Events.” Journal of Consumer Behaviour
11(4):303-315.

Aouragh, Miriyam. 2011. “Confined Offline: Traversing Online Palestinian Mobility
through the Prism of the Internet.” Mobilities 6(3):375-397.

Belk, Russell. 2007. “Why Not Share Rather than Own?” Annals of the American Academy
of Political and Social Science 611(1):126—140.

Benkler, Yochai. 2004. “Sharing Nicely: On Shareable Goods and the Emergence of
Sharing as a Modality of Economic Production.” Yale Law Journal 114(2):273-358.

Blom, Ina, Trond Lundemo, and Eivind Rossaak. 2016. Memory in Motion: Archives,
Technology and the Social. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

Botsman, Rachel. 2013. “The Sharing Economy Lacks a Shared Definition.” Collaborative
Lab. Retrieved November 11, 2017 (www.fastcompany.com/3022028/the-sharing-
economy-lacks-a-shared-definition).

Botsman, Rachel and Roo Rogers. 2010. What’s Mine Is Yours: The Rise of Collaborative
Consumption. New York: HarperCollins.

Caletrio, Javier. 2012. “Mobilities by John Urry.” Mobile Lives Forum. Retrieved March
13, 2019 (http://en.forumviesmobiles.org/publication/livres-clefs/2012/12/10/mobi
lities-john-urry—469).

Castells, Manuel. 2001. The Internet Galaxy: Reflections on the Internet, Business, and Society.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

. 2009. Communication Power. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Clayton, William, Jian Juliet, Adele Ladkin, and Marina Marouda. 2017. “The ‘Digital
Glimpse’ as Imagining Home.”  Mobilities  12(5):706-725.  doi:10.1080/
17450101.2017.1365473.

Evans, Peter C. and Annabelle Gawer. 2016. “The Rise of the Platform Enterprise: A
Global Survey.” The Center for Global Enterprise. The Schulich School of Business.

Gansky, Lisa. 2010. The Mesh: Why the Future of Business Is Sharing. London: Penguin
Books.

Greenwood, Brad, Gordon Burtch, and Seth Carnahan. 2017. “Unknowns of the
Gig-Economy: Seeking Multidisciplinary Research into the Rapidly Evolving
Gig-Economy.” Communications of the ACM 60(7):27-29.

Halbwachs, Maurice. 1992. On Collective Memory. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Hamari, Juho, Mimmi Sj6klint, and Antti Ukkonen. 2015. “The Sharing Economy: Why
People Participate in Collaborative Consumption.” Journal of the Association for Informa-
tion Science and Technology 67(9):2047-2059. doi:10.1002/asi.23552.

Hannam, Kevin, Mimi Sheller, and John Urry. 2006. “Editorial: Mobilities, Immobilities
and Moorings.” Mobilities 1(1):1-22.

Howard, Philip N. 2015. Pax Technica: How the Internet of Things May Set Us Free or Lock
Us Up. Yale, MI: Yale University Press.

Kenny, Martin and John Zysman. 2015. Choosing a Future in the Platform Economy:

The Implications and Consequences of Digital Platforms. Kauffinan Foundation New
Entrepreneurial Growth Conference, Discussion Paper. Amelia Island, FL. June 18/19.


www.fastcompany.com
www.fastcompany.com
(http://en.forumviesmobiles.org/publication/livres-clefs/2012/12/10/mobilities-john-urry�469)
(http://en.forumviesmobiles.org/publication/livres-clefs/2012/12/10/mobilities-john-urry�469)

. 2016. “The Rise of the Platform Economy.” Issues in Science and Technology 32
(3):61-69.

Lash, Scott. 1999. Another Modemity, Another Rationality. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Lazzarato, Maurizio. 2007. “Machines to Crystalize Time.” Theory, Culture & Society 24
(6):93—122.

Light, Ann and Miskelly Clodagh. 2015. “Sharing Economy vs Sharing Cultures?
Designing for Social, Economic and Environmental Good.” Interaction Design and
Architecture(s) 24:49-62.

Molz, Jennie Germann and Cody Morris Paris. 2015. “The Social Affordances of
Flashpacking: Exploring the Mobility Nexus of Travel and Communication.” Mobilities
10(2):173-192.

Silverstone, Roger. 2006. Media and Morality on the Rise of the Mediapolis. Cambridge:
Polity Press.

Tully, Claus and Claudio Alfaraz. 2017. “Youth and Mobility: The Lifestyle of the New
Generation as an Indicator of Multi-Local Everyday Life.” Applied Mobilities 2
(2):182-198.

Urry, John. 2000. Sociology beyond Societies: Mobilities for the Twenty-First Century. London:
Routledge.

. 2007. Mobilities. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Vermesan, Ovidiu and Peter Friess. 2013. Internet of Things: Converging Technologies for
Smart Environments and Integrated Ecosystems. Aalborg: River Publishers.

Wellman, Berry and Caroline Haythornthewaite. 2001. The Internet in Everyday Life.
Oxtord: Blackwell Publishers.

Wessels, Bridgette. 2010. Understanding the Internet: A Socio-Cultural Perspective. Basing-

stoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

. 2012. “Exploring Human Agency and Digital Systems: Services, Personalisation
and Participation.” Information, Communication & Society 16(10):1-20.

Barassi, Veronica and Emiliano Treré. 2012. “Does Web 3.0 Come after Web 2.0?
Deconstructing Theoretical Assumptions through Practice.” New Media & Society 14
(8):1269-85.

Berners-Lee, Tim. 2009. “TED Talk: The Next Web of Open, Linked Data.” Charles-
ton, SC: Terrace Theater.

Bialski, Paula. 2012. “Technologies of Hospitality: How Planned Encounters Develop
between Strangers.” Hospitality & Society 1(3):245—60.

. (2013) “Online to Offline Social Network: Contextualising Sociality Today
through Couchsurfing”, Pp.161-171 in Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanism: Can Tourism
Make a Better World, edited by D.Picard and S. Buchberger. Bielefeld: Transcript
Verlag.

Bialski, Paula and Dominik Batorski. 2010. “From Online Familiarity to Offline Trust:
How a Virtual Community Creates Familiarity and Trust between Strangers.” Pp.
180-90 in Social Computing and Virtual Communities, edited by Panayiotis Zaphiris and
Chee Siang Ang. London: Chapman & Hall.

Bostrom, Robert and Heinen, Stephen Heinen. 1977a. “MIS Problems and Failures: A
Socio-Technical Perspective. Part I: The Causes.” MIS Quarterly, 1(3), 17-32.
doi:10.2307/248710

Bostrom, Robert and Heinen, Stephen Heinen. 1977b. “MIS Problems and Failures: A
Socio-Technical Perspective, Part II: The Application of Socio-Technical Theory.”
MIS Quarterly, 1(4), 11-28. doi:10.2307/249019




Buchberger, Sonja. (2011) “Hospitality, Secrecy and Gossip in Morocco: Hosting
Couchsurfing against Great Odds”, Hospitality & Society, 1(3):299-315.

2013. “Rooted Cosmopolitanisms, Deceived Kinship and Uneasy Hospitality
among Couchsurfers in Tunisia.” Pp. 83—-106 in Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanisms: Can
Tourism Make a Better World? edited by David Picard and Sonja Buchberger. Bielefeld:
Transcript Verlag.

Cartelli, Antonio. 2007. “Socio-Technical Theory and Knowledge Construction:
Towards New Pedagogical Paradigm?” Issues in Informing Science and Information
Technology 4:1-14.

Chen, De-Jung. 2011. “Global Concept, Local Practice: Taiwanese Experience of
Couchsurfing.” Hospitality & Society 1(3):279-97.

. 2013. “Learning to Perform the Exotic: Cosmopolitan Imagination, Participa-

tion and Self-Transformation.” Pp. 107-122 in Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanisms: Can

Tourism Make a Better World? edited by David Picard and Sonja Buchberger. Bielefeld:

Transcript Verlag.

. 2017a. “Couchsurfing: Performing the Travel Style through Hospitality

Exchange.” Tourist Studies 18(1):105-22.

. 2017b. “Gendered Couchsurfing: Women from Western Europe and East-Asia
Contesting De-Sexualised Cosmopolitanism.” Gender, Place & Culture 24(8):1090-106.

Chia, Sangmi and Minkyun Kim. 2012. “A Socio-Technical Approach to Knowledge
Contribution Behavior: An Empirical Investigation of Social Networking Sites Users.”
International Journal of Information Management 32(2):118-26.

Crang, Mike. 1998. Cultural Geography. London: Routledge.

Geels, Frank W. 2004. “From Sectoral Systems of Innovation to Socio-Technical
Systems: Insights about Dynamics and Change from Sociology and Institutional
Theory.” Research Policy 33(6/7):897-920.

. 2010. “Ontologies, Socio-Technical Transitions (to Sustainability) and the
Multi-Level Perspective.” Research Policy 39(4):495-510.

Geiger, Alina and Claas Germelmann. 2015. “Reciprocal Couchsurfing versus Sharing’s
Non-Reciprocity Principle.” in Proceeding of the 44th EMAC Conference. Leuven,
Belgium.

Germann Molz, Jennie. 2007. “Cosmopolitans on the Couch: Mobile Hospitality and the
Internet.” Pp. 65-82 in Mobilizing Hospitality: The Ethics of Social Relations in a Mobile World,
edited by Jennie Germann Molz and Sarah Gibson. London: Ashgate.

. 2012. Travel Connections: Tourism, Technology, and Togetherness in a Mobile World.
New York: Routledge.

Kaplan, Andreas M. and Michael Haenlein. 2010. “Users of the World, Unite! The
Challenges and Opportunities of Social Media.” Business Horizons 53(1):59-68.

Naik, Umesha and Divya Shivalingaiah. 2008. “Comparative Study of Web 1.0, Web 2.0
and Web 3.0.” in Proceeding of the 6th International CALIBER. Allahabad: International
Conference.

O’Regan, M. (2013) “Couchsurfing through the Lens of Agential Realism: Intra-Active
Constructions of Identity and Challenging the Subject-Object Dualism”, Pp.161-178
in The Host Gaze in Global Tourism, edited by O. Moufakkir and Y. Reisinge Bristol:
Channel View Publications.

O’Reilly, Tim. 2007. “What Is Web 2.0: Design Patterns and Business Models for the Next
Generation of Software.” International Journal of Digital Economics 65:17-37.

Pritchard, Annette and Nigel J. Morgan. 2000. “Privileging the Male Gaze: Gendered
Tourism Landscapes.” Annals of Tourism Research 27(4):884-905.




Rosen, Devan, Pascale Roy Lafontaine, and Blake Hendrickson. 2011. “Couchsurfing:
Belonging and Trust in a Globally Cooperative Online Social Network.” New Media &
Society 13(6):981-98.

Schéou, Bernard. 2013. “Allures of the Global, Gender and the Challenge to Confucian
Hospitality among Vietnamese Couchsurfers from Ho-Chi-Minh City.” Pp. 123-39 in
Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanisms: Can Tourism Make a Better World? edited by David Picard
and Sonja Buchberger. Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag.

Tan, Jun-E. 2012. “Building Trust in e2f SNSs Case Study of Couchsurfing.” PhD Thesis.
Singapore: Nanyang Technological University.

. 2013. “Cosmopolitanism as Subcultural Capital: Trust, Performance and Taboo
at Couchsurfing.org.” Pp. 141-60 in Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanisms: Can Tourism Make
a Better World? edited by David Picard and Sonja Buchberger. Bielefeld: Transcript
Verlag.

Urry, John. 2002. The Tourist Gaze. 2nd ed. London: SAGE.

Van Dijk, José. 2013. The Culture of Connectivity: A Critical History of Social Media. Oxford:
Oxtord University Press.

Yang, Zong-Han 2017. Couchsurfers in Class. Taipei: Readintimes.

Zervas, Georgios, Davide Proserpio, and John W. Byers. 2014. “The Rise of the Sharing
Economy: Estimating the Impact of Airbnb on the Hotel Industry.” Journal of Marketing
Research. Retrieved March 18, 2019 (http://questromworld.bu.edu/platformstrategy/
files/2014/07/platform2014_submission_2.pdf).

Zuev, Dennis. 2012. “CouchSurfing as a Spatial Practice: Accessing and Producing
Xenotopos.” Hospitality & Society 1(3):227—44.

. 2013a. “Hosting Marco in Siberia: Couchsurfing Hospitality in an ‘Out of the

Way’ Place.” Pp. 65-82 in Couchsurfing Cosmopolitanism: Can Tourism Make a Better

World? edited by David Picard and Sonja Buchberger. Bielefeld: Transcript Verlag.

. 2013b. “Couchsurfing along the Trans-Siberian Railway and beyond: Cosmo-

politan Learning through Hospitality in Siberia.” Sibirica 12(1):56-82.

Aagaard Nielsen, Kurt and Lennert G. Svensson. 2006. Action Research and Interactive
Research: Beyond Practice and Theory. Maastricht: Shaker Publishing B.V.

Abrahamsen, Sebastian and Annemarie Mol. 2014. “Foods.” Pp. 278-87 in The Routledge
Handbook of Mobilities, edited by Peter Adey, David Bissell, Kevin Hannam, Peter
Merriman, and Mimi Sheller. New York: Routledge.

Adey, Peter, David Bissel, Kevin Hannam, Peter Merriman, and Mimi Sheller, eds. 2014.
The Routledge Handbook of Mobilities. London: Routledge.

Alvesson, Mats and Kaj Skoldberg. 2000. Reflexive Methodology: New Vistas for Qualitative
Research. London: SAGE Publications Ltd.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 2000. Liquid Modernity. Cambridge: Polity.

Beck, Ulrich. 1992. Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity (Published in Association with
Theory, Culture & Society). London: SAGE Publications Ltd.

C40. 2016. “Urban Planning and Development Initiative: Food Systems.” www.c40.org/
networks/food_systems

Drewes Nielsen, Lise and Tina Efferbach Petersen. 2004. “Fresh Salmon from Norway to
Japan: A Case Study of a Global Supply Chain.” World Transport Policy & Practice 10
(3):12-18.

Fisher, Elizabeth. 1979. Woman’s Creation: Sexual Evolution and the Shaping of Society. 1st
ed. Garden City, NY: Anchor Press/Doubleday.


http://www.Couchsurfing.org
http://questromworld.bu.edu
http://questromworld.bu.edu
www.c40.org
www.c40.org

Fjalland, Emmy Laura Perez. 2018. “Travels, Typing and Tales.” Pp. 169 in Experiencing
Networked Urban Mobilties: Flows, Practices, Methods, edited by Malene Freudendal-
Pedersen, Katrine Hartmann-Petersen, and Emmy Laura Perez Fjalland. Routledge.

Fjalland, Emmy Laura Perez and Brian Landbo, eds. 2017. Sharing City: A Co-Created
Magazine on the Sharing Economy of Cities and Local Communities. Copenhagen: Danish
Architecture Center.

Fjalland, E. L. P. (2019). Rebellious Waste & Food: Searching for reparative futures
within urban-rural landscapes. Ph.D. School for People & Technology, Roskilde
University.

Flick, Uwe. 2008. Designing Qualitative Research (Qualitative Research Knit). London: SAGE
Publications Ltd.

Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene and Sven Kesselring. 2016. “Mobilities, Futures & the
City: Repositioning Discourses — Changing Perspectives — Rethinking Policies.”
Mobilities 11(4):575-86.

Gibson, Sarah. 2007. “Food Mobilities: Traveling, Dwelling, and Eating Cultures.” Space
and Culture 10(1):4-21.

Graham, Steve and Simon Marvin. 2001. Splintering Urbanism: Networked Infrastructures,
Technological Mobilities and the Urban Condition. New York: Routledge.

Hastrup, Kirsten, Cecilie Rubow, and Tine Tjornhej-Thomsen. 2011. Kulturanalyse: Kort
Fortalt. Frederiksberg: Samfundslitteratur.

Jackson, Peter, Neil Ward, and Polly Russel. 2006. “Mobilising the Commodity Chain
Concept in the Politics of Food and Farming.” Journal of Rural Studies 22(2):129—41.
Kawulich, Barbara B. 2005. “Participant Observation as a Data Collection Method.”

Forum: Qualitative Social Research 6(2).

Kesselring, Sven. 2008. “The Mobile Risk Society.” Pp. 77-104 in Tracing Mobilities,
edited by Sven Kesselring, Vincent Kaufmann, and Weert Weert. Aldershot: Ashgate.

Kvale, Steinar and Svend Brinkmann. 2009. Interview: Introduktion Til Et Handveerk. 2nd
ed. Copenhagen: Hans Reitzels Forlag.

Law, John and Annemarie Mol. 2008. “Globalisation in Practice: On the Politics of
Boiling Pigswill.” Geoforum 39(1):133—43.

. 2011. “Veterinary Realities: What Is Foot and Mouth Disease?” Sociologia Ruralis
51(1):1-16.

Le Guin, Ursula K. 1986. “The Carrier Bag Theory of Fiction.” Pp. 16570 in Dancing at
the Edge of the World: Thoughts on Words, Women, Places (1989). edited by Ursula K. Le
Guin New York: Grove.

Mikulak, Michael. 2013. The Politics of the Pantry: Stories, Food, and Social Change.
Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Rose, Deborah Bird. 2015. “The Ecological Humanities.” Pp. 1-5 in Manifesto for Living
in the Anthropocene, edited by cambri. New York: Punctum Books.

Sennett, Richard. 1994. Flesh and Stone: The Body and the City in Western Civilization. 2nd
ed. New York: W.W. Norton & Company.

. 2002. The Fall of Public Man. London: Penguin Books Ltd.

Sheller, Mimi. 2013. “Skinning the Banana Trade: Racial Erotics and Ethical Consump-
tion.” Pp. 291-312 in Geographies of Race and Food: Fields, Bodies, Markets, edited by
Rachel Slocum and Arun Sadalha. Surrey and Burlington: Ashgate.

. 2014. “The New Mobilities Paradigm for a Live Sociology.” Current Sociology 62
(6):789-811.

Sheller, Mimi and John Urry. 2006. “The New Mobilities Paradigm.” Environment and
Planning A 38(2):207-26.




Shiva, Vandana. 2016a. Earth Democracy: Justice, Sustainability and Peace. 2nd ed. London:
Zed Books Ltd.

. 2016b. Who Really Feeds the World? The Failures of Agribusiness and the Promise of
Agroecology. Berkeley: Penguin Random House.

Steel, Carolyn. 2008. Hungry City: How Food Shapes Our Lifes. London: Vintage Books.

Tsing, Anna. 2015. The Mushroom at the End of the World: On the Possibility of Life in
Capitalist Ruins. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

UN. 2016. “Transforming Our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development.”
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld/publication

Urry, John. 2000. Sociology beyond Societies: Mobilities for the Twenty-First Century (Interna-
tional Library of Sociology). London: Routledge.

van de Port, Mattijs and Annemarie Mol. 2015. “Chupar Frutas in Salvador da Bahia: A
Case of Practice-Specific Alterities.” Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 21
(1):165-80.

Vannini, Phillip and Jonathan Taggart. 2015. Off the Grid: Re-Assembling Domestic Life.
New York: Routledge.

6, Perri, Diana Leat, Kimberly Seltzer, and Gerry Stoker. 2002. Towards Holistic Govern-
ance: The New Reform Agenda. Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Albrechts, Louis, Patsy Healey, and Klaus R. Kunzmann. 2003. “Strategic Spatial Plan-
ning and Regional Governance in Europe.” Journal of the American Planning Association
69(2):113-29.

Baxter, Alan. 2001. “Infrastructure and Cities.” Pp. 105-114 in Cities for the New
Millennium, edited by Marcial Echenique and Andrew Saint. London: Routledge.

Birenboim, Amit and Noam Shoval. 2016. “Mobility Research in the Age of the
Smartphone.” Annals of the American Association of Geographers 106(2):283-91.

Canzler, Weert and Andreas Knie. 2016. “Mobility in the Age of Digital Modernity: Why
the Private Car Is Losing Its significance, Intermodal Transport Is Winning and Why
Digitalisation Is the Key.” Applied Mobilities 1(1):56—67.

Cervero, Robert and Jin Murakami. 2009. “Rail and Property Development in Hong
Kong: Experiences and Extensions.” Urban Studies 46(10):2019-43.

Clark, Colin. 1958. “Transport: Maker and Breaker of Cities.” Town Planning Review 28
(4):237-50.

da Cruz, Nuno F. and Rui Cunha Marques. 2017. “Structuring Composite Local
Governance Indicators.” Policy Studies 38(2):109-29.

Dijst, Martin, Walter Schenkel, and Isabelle Thomas. 2002. Governing Cities on the Move:
Functional and Management Perspectives on Transformations of European Urban Infrastructures.
Farnham: Ashgate.

Dunleavy, Patrick, Helen Margetts, Simon Bastow, and Jane Tinkler. 2006. “New Public
Management Is Dead, Long Live Digital-Era Governance.” Journal of Public Administra-
tion Research and Theory 16(3):467-94.

Gandy, Matthew. 2003. Concrete and Clay: Reworking Nature in New York City. Cam-
bridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Goodwin, Phil, Sharon Hallett, Francesca Kenny, and Gordon Stokes. 1991. “Transport, the
New Realism.” Transport Studies Unit. Oxford University.

Gutman, Jeffrey and Adie Tomer. 2016. Developing a Common Narrative on Urban
Accessibility: Overview. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.

Harvey, David. 1990. The Condition of Postmodernity: An Enquiry into the Origins of Cultural
Change. Hoboken, NJ: Blackwell Publishers.



https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org

Houghton, John. 1995. 18th Report of the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution:
Transport and the Environment. London: Oxford University Press.

John, Peter, Adam Tickell, and Steven Musson. 2005. “Governing the Mega-Region:
Governance and Networks across London and the South East of England.” New Political
Economy 10(1):91-106.

Klijn, Erik Hans and Joop Koppenjan. 2016. Governance Networks in the Public Sector.
London: Routledge.

Knoflacher, Hermann, Philipp Rode, and Geetam Tiwari. 2008. “How Roads Kill
Cities.” Pp. 340—47 in The Endless City, edited by Ricky Burdett and Deyan Sudjic.
London: Phaidon.

Litman, Todd. 2011. Transporation Affordability. Victoria, BC: Victoria Transport Policy
Institute.

LSE Cities. 2017. New Urban Governance Project. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (https://
Isecities.net/objects/research-projects/new-urban-governance).

LSE Cities, UN-Habitat, and UCLG. 2016. How Cities are Governed: Building a Global
Database for Current Models of Urban Governance. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (https://
urbangovernance.net).

Nissen, Sylke. 2002. Die regierbare Stadt [The governable city]. Berlin: Springer VS.

Owens, Susan. 1995. “From ‘Predict and Provide’ to ‘Predict and Prevent’?: Pricing and
Planning in Transport Policy.” Transport Policy 2(1):43-9.

Peters, Sebastian. 2019. “Sharing Space or Meaning? A Geosemiotic Perspective on
Shared Space Design.” Applied Mobilities 4(1):66—86.

Powell, Walter W. 1990. “Neither Market nor Hierarchy: Network Forms of
Organisation.” Research in Organizational Behavior 12:295-336.

Rhodes, Rod. 2000. “New Labour’s Civil Service: Summing-Up Joining-Up.” The
Political Quarterly 71(2):151-66.

Richards, Sue. 1999. Cross-Cutting Issues in Public Policy and Public Service: Report of a
Research Project for DETR by the School of Public Policy, University of Birmingham. London:
Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions.

Rode, Philipp. 2016. The Integrated Ideal in Urban Governance: Compact City Strategies and
the Case of Integrating Urban Planning, City Design and Transport Policy in London and
Berlin, PhD thesis. London School of Economics and Political Science.

. 2018. Governing Compact Cities: How to Connect Planning, Design and Transport.

Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

. 2019. Urban planning and transport policy integration: The role of governance
hierarchies and networks in London and Berlin. Journal of Urban Affairs 41(1):39-63.
Rode, Philipp, Graham Floater, Nikolas Thomopoulos, James Docherty, Peter Schwin-
ger, Anjali Mahendra, and Wanli Fang. 2014a. “Accessibility in Cities: Transport and
Urban Form.” New Climate Economy Cities, Paper 03. London: LSE Cities, London

School of Economics and Political Science.

Rode, Philipp, Alexandra Gomes, Priya Shankar, Madeleine Lee, Francis Moss, Catarina
Heeckt, Nuno da Cruz, Roxana Slavcheva, Jens Kandt, Shriya Malhotra, Shabana
Shiraz, and Sofia Garcia. 2014b. “Data Section.” in Governing Urban Futures (LSE Cities
Conference, Delhi, India, 14-15 November 2014), edited by Ricky Burdett, Philipp
Rode, Priya Shankar, and Shan Vahidy. London: LSE Cities, London School of
Economics and Political Science. pp. 16-37.

Rode, Philipp, Christian Hoffmann, Jens Kandt, Andreas Graff, and Duncan Smith. 2015.
Towards New Urban Mobility: The Case of London and Berlin. London: LSE Cities.



https://lsecities.net
https://lsecities.net
https://urbangovernance.net
https://urbangovernance.net

London School of Economics and Political Science and Innoz, Innovation Centre for
Mobility and Societal Change.

Rode, Philipp. 2019. Urban planning and transport policy integration: The role of
governance hierarchies and networks in London and Berlin. Journal of Urban Affairs 41
(1):39-63

Rydin, Yvonne. 2011. The Purpose of Planning: Creating Sustainable Towns and Cities.
Bristol: Policy Press.

Salice, Silvia Mazzucotelli and Ivana Pais. 2017. “Sharing Economy as an Urban
Phenomenon: Examining Policies for Sharing Cities.” Pp. 199-228 in Policy Implica-
tions of Virtual Work, edited by Pamela Meil and Vassil Kirov. Cham: Springer
International Publishing.

SenStadtUm (Senatsverwaltung fiir Stadtentwicklung und Umwelt). 2015. Organisations-
plan. Berlin: Berlin Senate Administration.

Sheller, Mimi and John Urry. 2016. “Mobilizing the New Mobilities Paradigm.” Applied
Mobilities 1(1):10-25.

Smith, Peter. 1996. Measuring Outcome in the Public Sector. London: Routledge.

Stoker, Gerry. 2005. “Joined-Up Government for Local and Regional Institutions.” Pp.
156175 in Joined-Up Government, edited by Vernon Bogdanor. Oxford: Oxford
University Press for the British Academy.

Travers, Tony. 2015. London’s Boroughs at 50. London: Biteback Publishing.

World Bank. 2002. Cities on the Move. Washington, DC: The World Bank.

Bardhi, Fleura and Giana M. Eckhardt. 2012. “Access-Based Consumption: The Case of
Car Sharing.” Journal of Consumer Research 39(4):881-98.

Bratton, Benjamin H. 2009. “iPhone City.” Architectural Design 79(4):92-97.

Canzler, Weert and Andreas Knie. 2016. “Mobility in the Age of Digital Modernity: Why
the Private Car Is Losing Its Significance, Intermodal Transport Is Winning and Why
Digitalisation Is the Key.” Applied Mobilities 1(1):56-57.

Chandler, Clay. 2017. “China’s Bike-Sharing Bubble Goes Bust.” Fortune. Retrieved
December, 2017 (http://fortune.com/2017/11/18/chinas-bike-sharing-bubble-goes-
bust/).

Crunchbase. 2017. Meituan Bike. Retrieved November, 2017 (www.crunchbase.com/
organization/mobike).

Datta, Ayona. 2017. Governing Urban Futures: Smart Cities and Postcolonial Urbanism in India.
Paper delivered at Cardiff University School of Geography and Planning (May 16,
2017).

DeMaio, Paul. 2004. “Will Smart Bikes Succeed as Public Transportation in the United
States?” Journal of Public Transportation 7(2):1-16.

. 2009. “Bike-Sharing: History, Impacts, Models of Provision, and Future.”
Journal of Public Transportation 12(4):41-56.

DeMaio, Paul and Russell Meddin. 2017. “The Bike-Sharing World Map.” Google My
Maps. Retrieved July, 2017 (www.google.com/maps/d/viewer?mid=1UxY
wIYrwT_R3SGsktJ]U3D-2GpMU&hl=en&l11=-9.048467847879332%
2C138.1453722&z=1).

De Souza e Silva, Adriana. 2006. “From Cyber to Hybrid: Mobile Technologies as
Interfaces of Hybrid Spaces.” Space and Culture 9(3):261-77.

De Souza e Silva, Adriana. 2017. “Pokémon Go as an HRG: Mobility, Sociability, and
Surveillance in Hybrid Spaces.” Mobile Media & Communication 5(1):20-23.



http://fortune.com
http://fortune.com
www.crunchbase.com
www.crunchbase.com
www.google.com
www.google.com
www.google.com

Dodge, Martin, Rob Kitchin, and Matthew Zook. 2009. “Guest Editorial: How Does
Software Make Space? Exploring Some Geographical Dimensions of Pervasive Com-
puting and Software Studies.” Environment and Planning A 41:1283-93.

Dredge, Dianne and Szilvia Gyiméthy. 2015. “The Collaborative Economy and Tourism:
Critical Perspectives, Questionable Claims and Silenced Voices.” Tourism Recreation
Research 40(3):286—-302.

Everington, Keoni. 2017. “Chinese Bike Sharing Company Hits Skids after 90% of
Bicycles Lost.” Taiwan News. Retrieved June 19, 2017 (www.taiwannews.com.tw/
en/news/3191152).

Fishman, Elliot, Simon Washington, and Narelle L. Haworth. 2014. “Bike Share’s Impact
on Car Use: Evidence from the United States to Great Britain, and Australia.” Journal of
Transportation Research: Part D 31:13-20.

Frith, Jordan. 2013. “Turning Life into a Game: Foursquare, Gamification, and Personal
Mobility.” Mobile Media & Communication 1(2):248—62.

Galloway, Anne. 2004. “Intimations of Everyday Life: Ubiquitous Computing and the
City.” Cultural Studies 18(2-3):384—408.

Gibson-Graham, Julie Katherine. 2008. “Diverse Economies: Performative Practices for
‘Other Worlds™.” Progress in Human Geography 32(5):613-32.

Gossling, Stefan. 2018. “ICT and Transport Behavior: A Conceptual Review.” Interna-
tional Journal of Sustainable Transportation 12(3):153—64.

Haas, Benjamin. 2017. “Chinese Bike Share Graveyard a Monument to Industry’s
‘Arrogance’.” The Guardian. Retrieved March 19, 2019 (www.theguardian.com/uk-
news/2017/nov/25/chinas-bike-share-graveyard-a-monument-to-industrys-
arrogance).

Haixiao, Pan. 2017. “Air Pollution Crisis Measure and Traffic Management in Shanghai
and Beijing.” International Transport Forum. Retrieved www.itf-oecd.org/air-pollu
tion-crisis-measures-and-trafficmanagement-shanghai-and-beijing (accessed February,
2018).

Hall, Sarah Marie and Anthony Ince, eds. 2017. Sharing Economies in Times of Crisis.
Oxford: Routledge.

Hernindez, Javier C. 2017. “As Bike-Sharing Brings Out Bad Manners, China Asks,
What’s Wrong with Us?” New York Times. Retrieved December, 2017 (www.nytimes.
com/2017/09/02/world/asia/china-beijing-dockless-bike-share.html).

Horwitz, Josh. 2017. “Chinese Cities Are Saying ‘Enough Already’ to Bike-Sharing
Services Run Rampant.” Quartz. Retrieved December, 2017 (https://qz.com/
1058438/ chinese-cities-saying-enough-already-to-chaos-generated-by-bike-sharing-
services-like-ofo-and-mobike).

Howells, Kieran. 2017. “Mobike Recognised by UN for Environmental Impact.”
Bikebiz. Retrieved December 6, 2017 (www.bikebiz.com/mobike-recognised-by-
un-for-environmental-impact/).

Jennings, Gail. 2015. “Finding Our Balance: Considering the Opportunities for Public
Bicycle Systems in Cape Town, South Africa.” Research in Transportation Business &
Management 15:6—14.

Koglin, Till. 2018. “Urban Velomobility and the Spatial Problems of Cycling.” Pp.
112-19 In Experiencing Networked Urban Mobilities, edited by Malene Freudendal-
Pedersen, Katrine Hartmann-Petersen, and Emmy Laura Perez Fjelland. London:
Routledge.

Larsen, Jonas. 2017. “Bicycle Parking and Locking: Ethnography of Designs and
Practices.” Mobilities 12(1):53-75.


www.taiwannews.com.tw
www.taiwannews.com.tw
www.theguardian.com
www.theguardian.com
www.theguardian.com
http://www.itf-oecd.org
http://www.itf-oecd.org
www.nytimes.com
www.nytimes.com
https://qz.com
https://qz.com
https://qz.com
www.bikebiz.com
www.bikebiz.com

Marvin, Simon, Andrés Luque-Ayala, and Colin McFarlane. 2016. Smart Urbanism:
Utopian Vision or False Dawn. Oxford: Routledge.

McLaren, Duncan and Julian Agyeman. 2015. Sharing Cities: A Case for Truly Smart and
Sustainable Cities. Cambridge, Massachussets: MIT Press.

Millington, Brad. 2014. “Smartphone Apps and the Mobile Privatization of Health and
Fitness.” Critical Studies in Media Communication 31(5):479-93.

Musakwa, Walter and Kadibetso M. Selala. 2016. “Mapping Cycling Patterns and Trends
Using Strava Metro Data in the City of Johannesburg, South Africa.” Data in Brief
9:898-905.

Ogilvie, Flora and Anna Goodman. 2012. “Inequities in Usage of a Public Bicycle
Sharing Scheme: Socio-Demographic Predictors of Uptake and Usage of the London
(UK) Cycle Hire Scheme.” Journal of Preventive Medicine 55(1):40—45.

Parker, J., Walker, C., Johnson, R. (2011) “What can we learn from car sharing
experiences in the UK?” Proceedings of the Institute of Civil Engineers, 164:181-88.

Quan, Yuan and Fu Guangyu. 2017. Shared-Bike Hunters Stalk Streets after Dark. China
Daily, 6™ Nov 2017.

Richardson, Lizzie. 2015. “Performing the Sharing Economy.” Geoforum 67:121-29.

Shaheen, Susan, Stacey Guzman, and Hua Zhang. 2010. “Bikesharing in Europe, the
Americas and Asia: Past, Present, and Future.” Transportation Research Board Annual
Meeting. Retrieved August 31, 2014 (https://escholarship.org/uc/item/79v822k5).

Sheller, Mimi and John Urry. 2006. “The New Mobilities Paradigm.” Environment and
Planning A 38:207-26.

Spinney, Justin. 2016. “Fixing Mobility in the Neoliberal City: Cycling Policy and
Practice in London as a Mode of Political-Economic and Biopolitical Governance.”
Annals of the American Association of Geographers 106(2):450-58.

Spinney, Justin, Suzanne Reimer, and Philip Pinch, eds. 2017. Mobilising Design. Oxford:
Routledge.

Tan, Yvette. 2017. Graveyard of Tens of Thousands of Bikes Looks Kind of Beautiful.
Mashable. Retrieved https://mashable.com/2017/08/17/bikesharing-china-dumped/
#]7v3I5Rw_kqL (accessed December, 10 2017).

Williamson, Ben. 2015. “Algorithmic Skin: Health-Tracking Technologies, Personal
Analytics and the Biopedagogies of Digitized Health and Physical Education.” Sport,
Education and Society 20(1):133-51.

Yang, Spencer. 2017. “A Closer Look into Bike-Sharing in China and Its Future.” Techinasia.
Retrieved March 19, 2019 (www.techinasia.com/talk/bike-sharing-china-future).

Ahmed, Sara. 2004. “Collective Feelings or, the Impressions Left by Others.” Theory,
Culture & Society 21(2):25-42, 66.

BBC. 2017a. “Apology after Japanese Train Departs 20 Seconds Early.” Retrieved August
9, 2018 (www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-42009839).

. 2017b. “Reality Check: When Is a Train on Time?” Retrieved August 9, 2018
(www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-42024020).

Becker, Henrik, Francesco Ciari, and Kay W. Axhausen. 2017. “Comparing Car-Sharing

Schemes in Switzerland: User Groups and Usage Patterns.” Transportation Research Part
A: Policy and Practice 97:17-29.
Bissell, David. 2010. “Passenger Mobilities: Affective Atmospheres and the Sociality
of Public Transport.” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 28(2):270-89.
. 2015, “Virtual Infrastructures of Habit: The Changing Intensities of Habit
through Gracefulness, Restlessness and Clumsiness.” Cultural Geographies 22(1):127—46.



https://escholarship.org
https://mashable.com
https://mashable.com
www.techinasia.com
www.bbc.com
www.bbc.com

Crary, Jonathan. 2013. 24/7 Late Capitalism and the Ends of Sleep. London and New York:
Verso.

Cresswell, Tim. 2006. On the Move: Mobility in the Modern Western World. New York:
Routledge.

Edensor, Tim. 2003. “M6-junction 19-16: Defamiliarizing the Mundane Roadscape.”
Space and Culture 6(2):151-68.

. 2010. “Introduction: Thinking about Rhythm and Space.” Pp. 1-18 in Geo-
graphies of Rhythm: Nature, Place, Mobilities and Bodies, edited by Tim Edensor.
Burlington: Ashgate.

Frykman, Jonas and Orvar Lofgren. 1996. “The Study of Swedish Customs and Habits.”
Pp. 5-19 in Force of Habit: Exploring Everyday Culture, edited by Jonas Frykman and
Orvar Lofgren. Lund: Lund University Press.

Guinness World Records. 2011. “Busiest Station.” Retrieved September 28, 2018 (www.
guinnessworldrecords.com/world-records/busiest-station/).

Harvey, David. 1990. The Condition of Postmodernity. Oxford: Blackwell.

Hashimoto, Takehiko. 2008. “Japanese Clocks and the History of Punctuality in Modern
Japan.” East Asian Science, Technology, and Society: An International Journal 2(1): 123-33.

Hassan, Robert. 2009. Empires of Speed: Time and the Acceleration of Politics and Society.
Leiden and London: Brill.

Highmore, Ben. 2005. Cityscapes: Cultural Readings in the Material and Symbolic City.
Basingstoke and New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Ingold, Tim. 1993. “The Temporality of the Landscape.” World Archaeology 25
(2):152-74.

Ministry of Internal Affairs and Communications. 2012. “Kokusei chdsa: Heisei 23 nen shakai
seikatsu kihon chdsa — seikatsu jikan hen (chiiki).” Retrieved September 28,

2018 (www.e-stat.go.jp/SG1/estat/List.do?

bid=000001040667&cycode=0).

Murakami, Haruki. 2002. Murakami Haruki zensakuhin 1990-2000, Vol. 6: Andaguraundo.
Tokyo: Kodansha.

Nakamura, Naofumi. 2002. “Railway Systems and Time Consciousness in Modern
Japan.” Japan Review 14:13-38.

Negishi, Kaima. 2013. “From Surveillant Text to Surveilling Device: The Face in Urban
Transit Spaces.” Surveillance & Society 11(3):324-33.

Parkes, Stephen D., Greg Marsden, Susan A. Shaheen, and Adam P. Cohen. 2013.
“Understanding the Diftusion of Public Bikesharing Systems: Evidence from Europe
and North America.” Journal of Transport Geography 31:94-103.

Rabinbach, Anson. 1992. The Human Motor: Energy, Fatigue and the Origins of Modernity.
Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Rosa, Hartmut. 2013. Social Acceleration: A New Theory of Modernity. New York: Colum-
bia University Press.

Schivelbusch, Wolfgang. 1986. The Railway Journey: The Industrialization of Time and Space
in the Nineteenth Century. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Schwanen, Tim. 2006. “On ‘Arriving on Time’, But What Is ‘on Time’?” Geoforum 37
(6):882-94.

Shove, Elizabeth. 2012. “Habits and Their Creatures.” Pp. 100-12 in The Habits of
Consumption, edited by Alan Warde and Dale Southerton. Helsinki: Collegium.

Stehlin, John. 2014. “Regulating Inclusion: Spatial Form, Social Process, and the
Normalization of Cycling Practice in the USA.” Mobilities 9(1):21-41.



www.guinnessworldrecords.com
www.guinnessworldrecords.com
www.e-stat.go.jp
www.e-stat.go.jp

Symes, Colin. 2011. “Time and Motion: Chronometry and the Railway Timetables of
New South Wales, 1855-1906.” KronoScope 11(1-2):145-65.

Takemura, Tamio. 2002. “The Time Revolution of the Railways in the 1920s: The
Impact of the Changeover to Automatic Couplers.” Japan Review 14:39-62.

Wajcman, Judy. 2015. Pressed for Time: The Acceleration of Life in Digital Capitalism.
Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press.

Wilk, Richard. 2009. “The Edge of Agency: Routines, Habits and Volition.” Pp. 143-56
in Time, Consumption and Everyday Life, edited by Elizabeth Shove, Frank Trentmann,
and Richard Wilk. Oxford: Berg.

Wilson, Helen. E. 2011. “Passing Propinquities in the Multicultural City: The Everyday
Encounters of Bus Passengering.” Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 43
(3):634—49.

Zerubavel, Eviatar. 1981. Hidden Rhythms: Schedules and Calendars in Social Life. Chicago
and London: University of Chicago Press.

Aguiléra, Anne, Jean Grébert, and Héléna Nandi Formentin. 2014. “Passengers Transport
Modes Hierarchy and Trends in Cities: Results of a Worldwide Survey.” Transport
Research Arena 2014. Paris.

Bourgeois, Guy. 2017. “Véhicules Autonomes/Les familles de concept/Complémentarité
et Concurrence Avec Voiture Particuliere et le Transport Public.” Conseil D’orientation
(CODOR) du GART du 30 janvier 2017.

Brown, Barry, and Eric Laurier. 2017. “The Trouble with Autopilots: Assisted and
Autonomous Driving on the Social Road.” Pp. 416-29 in Proceedings of the 2017 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. Denver, CO: Association for
Computing Machinery.

. 2017. Die Digitale Mobilititsrevolution: Vom Ende des Verkehrs, wie wir ihr kannten.
Berlin: Ockom Verlag.

Chandesris, Maguelonne, Fabien Ganansia, and Anais Rémy. 2017. “Les Données Massives
au Service des Mobilités de Demain.” Pp. 137—69 in Big Data Et Politiques Publiques dans
les Transports, edited by André de Palma and Sophie Dantan. Paris: Economica.

Childress, Suzanne, Brice Nichols, Billy Charlton, and Stefan Coe. 2015. “Using an
Activity-Based Model to Explore the Potential Impacts of Automated Vehicles.”
Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board 2493-
(1):99-106. doi:10.3141/2493-11.

Dangschat, Jens. 2017. “Automatisierter Verkehr: was kommt da auf uns zu?” Zeitschrift
Fiir Politikwissenschaft 27(4):493-97.

Das, Saptarshi, Ashok Sekar, Roger Chen, Hyung Chul Kim, Timothy J. Wallington, and
Eric Williams. 2017. “Impacts of Autonomous Vehicles on Consumers Time-Use
Patterns.” Challenges 8(2):32. doi:10.3390/challe8020032.

Davila, Arturo, and Mario Nombela. 2012. “Platooning: Safe and Eco-Friendly Mobility.” in
SAE 2012 World Congress & Exhibition. Detroit, MI: SAE International.

Demailly, Damien, and Anne-Sophie Novel. 2014. Economie du Partage: Enjeux et
Opportunités pour la Transition Ecologique. Studies n® 3/2014. Paris: IDDRI.

Fraedrich, Eva. 2018. Autonomes Fahren: Individuelle und gesellschaftliche Aspekte der Akzep-
tanz. Berlin: Humboldt-Universitit.

Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene, Sven Kesselring, and Eriketti Servou. 2019. “What Is
Smart for the Future City? Mobilities and Automation.” Sustainability 11(1):221.
doi:10.3390/5u11010221.




Kaufmann, Vincent, Guillaume Drevon, Elodie Dupuit, and Emmanuel Ravalet. 2018.
Quelles Mobilités Demain avec la Voiture Autonome? Rapport de recherche final. LaSUR
EPFL.

Kellerman, Aharon. 2017. Automated and Autonomous Spatial Mobilities. London:
Routledge.

Meégret, Stéphanie. 2017. Ethical Decision-Making in the Context of Self-Driving Cars: What
Criteria Should Prevail and Who Should Ultimately Decide? St. Gallen: University of St.
Gallen.

Pink, Sarah, Vaike Fors, and Mareike Gloss. 2018. “The Contingent Futures of the
Mobile Present: Beyond Automation as Innovation.” Mobilities. doi:10.1080/
17450101.2018.1436672.

Sapet, Claude, and Yves Crozet 2018. “Révolution Libératrice ou Restriction de Liberté:
Regards Croisés sur I'avenir du Véhicule Autonome en ville.” Cahiers Scientifiques
Internationaux du Transport (under publication).

Sovacool, Benjamin K., and John Axsen. 2018. “Functional, Symbolic and Societal
Frames for Automobility: Implications for Sustainability Transitions.” Transportation
Research Part A: Policy and Practice 118:730—46.

Stiegler, Bernard. 2018. La Technique et le temps. Paris: Fayard.

Stocker, Adam, and Susan Shaheen. 2017. “International Transport Forum.” Shared
Automated Vehicles: Review of Business Models.

World Economic Forum. 2018. “Reshaping Urban Mobility with Autonomous Vehicles:
Lessons from the City of Boston.” Retrieved October 29, 2018 (www3.weforum.org/
docs/WEF_Reshaping Urban_Mobility_with_Autonomous_Vehicles_2018.pdf).

Bert, Julien, Brian Collie, Marco Gerrits, and Gang Xu. 2016. “What’s Ahead for Car
Sharing? The New Mobility and Its Impact on Vehicle Sales.” Boston Consulting Group.
Online https:/ /www.begperspectives.com/content/articles /automotive-whats-ahead-car-sharing-
new-mobility-its-impact-vehicle-sales/

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Chatterjee, Kiron, Geoff Andrews, Miriam Ricci, and Graham Parkhurst. 2013. “Qualitative
Insights into the Effect on Travel Behavior of Joining a Carshare.” Transportation Research
Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board 2359(1): 76-84.

Cheng, Mingming. 2016. “Sharing Economy: A Review and Agenda for Future
Research.” International Journal of Hospitality Management 57: 60-70.

Clark, Ben, Glenn Lyons, and Kiron Chatterjee. 2016. “Understanding the Process that
Gives Rise to Household Car Ownership Level Changes.” Journal of Transport Geogra-
phy 55: 110-20.

De Certeau, Michel. 1984. The Practice of Everyday Life. Berkley, CA: University of
California Press.

Dowling, Robyn and Jennifer Kent. 2015. “Practice and Public-Private Partnerships in
Sustainable Transport Governance: The Case of Car Sharing in Sydney, Australia.”
Transport Policy 40: 58—64.

Ferrero, Francesco, Guido Perboli, Mariangela Rosano, and Andrea Vesco. 2018.
“Car-Sharing Services: An Annotated Review.” Sustainable Cities and Society 37:
501-18.

Garfinkel, Harold. 1967. Studies in Ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Halls.


www3.weforum.org
www3.weforum.org
https://www.bcgperspectives.com
https://www.bcgperspectives.com

Geels, Frank. 2011. “The Multi-Level Perspective on Sustainability Transitions:
Responses to Seven Criticisms.” Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions 1
(1): 24-40.

Giddens, Anthony. 1984. The Constitution of Society. Outline of the Theory of Structuration.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

Greene, Mary and Henrike Rau. 2018. “Moving across the life course: A biographic
approach to researching dynamics of everyday mobility practices.” Journal of Consumer
Culture 18(1): 60-82.

Haan, Fjalar J. de and Jan Rotmans. 2018. “A Proposed Theoretical Framework for
Actors in Transformative Change.” Technological Forecasting and Social Change 128:
275-86.

Hawlitschek, Florian, Timm Teubner, and Henner Gimpel. 2018. “Consumer Motives
for Peer-To-Peer Sharing.” Journal of Cleaner Production 204: 144-57.

Jalas, Miko, Sampsa Hyysalo, Eva Heiskanen, Raimo Lovio, Ari Nissinen, Maija Matti-
nen, Jenny Rinkinen, Jouni K. Juntunen, Pasi Tainio, and Heli Nissild. 2017. “Every-
day Experimentation in Energy Transition: a Practice-theoretical View.” Journal of
Cleaner Production 169: 77-84.

Kent, Jennifer and Robyn Dowling. 2013. “Puncturing Automobility? Carsharing
Practices.” Journal of Transport Geography 32: 86—92.

Kuhnimhof, Tobias, Ralph Buehler, Matthias Wirtz, and Dominika Kalinowska. 2012.
“Travel Trends among Young Adults in Germany: Increasing Multimodality and
Declining Car Use for Men.” Journal of Transport Geography 24: 238—46.

Lanzendorf, Martin. 2010. “Key Events and Their Effect on Mobility Biographies: The
Case of Child Birth.” International Journal of Sustainable Transportation 4(5): 272-92.

Latour, Bruno. 1993. We Have Never Been Modem. New Y ork: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Martin, Elliot and Susan Shaheen. 2011. “The Impact of Carsharing on Household
Vehicle Ownership.” Access Magazine 38(Spring): 23—38.

Millet, Charlyne, David Oget, and Denis Cavallucci. 2017. “Open the ‘Black Box’
Creativity and Innovation: A Study of Activities in R&D Departments. Some
Prospects for Engineering Education.” European Journal of Engineering Education 42
(6): 1000-24.

Mollering, Guido. 2006. “Trust, Institutions, Agency: Towards a Neoinstitutional
Theory of Trust.” Pp. 355-76 in Handbook of Trust Research, edited by Reinhard
Bachmann and Akbar Zaheer. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Moon, Jae Yun and Lee Sproull. 2002. “Essence of Distributed Work: The Case of the
Linux Kernel.” Pp. 381-404 in Distributed Work, edited by Pamela Hinds and Sara
Kiesler. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Nykvist, Bjérn and Lorraine Whitmarsh. 2008. “A Multi-Level Analysis of Sustainable
Mobility Transitions: Niche Development in the UK and Sweden.” Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 75: 1373-87.

Orlikowski, Wanda. 2001. “Improvising Organizational Transformation Over Time: A
Situated Change Perspective.” Pp. 223—74 in Information Technology and Oiganizational
Transformation: History, Rethoric, and Practice, edited by JoAnne Yates and John Van
Maanen. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Ornetzeder, Michael and Harald Rohracher. 2006. “User-Led Innovations and Participa-
tion Processes: Lessons from Sustainable Energy Technologies.” Energy Policy 34(2):
138-50.

Pooley, Colin G., Dave Horton, Griet Scheldeman, Miles Tight, Tim Jones, Alison
Chisholm, Helen Harwatt, and Anne Jopson. 2011. “Household Decision-Making for



Everyday Travel: A Case Study of Walking and Cycling in Lancaster (UK).” Journal of
Transport Geography 19(6): 1601-07.

Reckwitz, A. 2002. “Toward a Theory of Social Practices:a Development in Cultural
Theorizing.” European Journal of Social Theory 5(2): 243—63.

Richardson, Lizzie. 2015. “Performing the Sharing Economy.” Geoforum 67: 121-29.

Ropke, Inge and Toke Haunstrup Christensen. 2012. “Energy Impacts of ICT: Insights
from an Everyday Life Perspective.” Telematics and Informatics 29(4): 348—61.

Ropke, Inge, Toke Haunstrup Christensen, and Jesper Ole Jensen. 2010. “Information
and Communication Technologies: A New Round of Household Electrification.”
Energy Policy 38(4): 1764-73.

Schatzki, T.R., K. Knorr-Cetina, and E. von Savigny. 2002. The Practice Turn in
Contemporary Theory. London: Routledge.

Shaheen, Susan A., Mark A. Mallery, and Karla J. Kingsley. 2012. “Personal Vehicle
Sharing Services in North America.” Research in Transportation Business & Management3:
71-81.

Shared Use-Mobility Center. 2016. “Shared-Use Mobility Toolkit for Cities.” 5-8.

Shove, Elizabeth. 2010. “Beyond the ABC: Climate Change Policy and Theories of
Social Change.” Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space 42(6): 1273-85.

Shove, Elizabeth and Mika Pantzar. 2005. “Understanding Innovation in Practice: A
Discussion of the Production and Reproduction of Nordic Walking.” Journal of
Consumer Culture 5(1): 43—64.

Shove, Elizabeth, Mika Pantzar, and Matt Watson. 2012. The Dynamics of Social Practice.
London: SAGEPublications Ltd.

Shove, Elizabeth and Gordon Walker. 2010. “Governing Transitions in the Sustainability
of Everyday Life.” Research Policy 39(4): 471-76.

Spaargaren, Gert. 2011. “Theories of Practices: Agency, Technology, and Culture:
Exploring the Relevance of Practice Theories for the Governance of Sustainable
Consumption Practices in the New World-Order.” Global Environmental Change 21:
813-22.

Truffer, Bernhard. 2003. “User-Led Innovation Processes: The Development of Profes-
sional Car Sharing by Environmentally Concerned Citizens.” The European Journal of
Social Science Research 16(2): 139-54.

Tuomi, Ilkka. 2002. Networks of Innovation: Change and Meaning in the Age of the Internet.
Helsinki: Oxford University Press.

Walker, Gordon and Elizabeth Shove. 2007. “Ambivalence, Sustainability and the
Governance of Socio-Technical Transitions.” Journal of Environmental Policy & Planning
9(3—4): 213-25.

Warde, Alan. 2005. “Consumption and Theories of Practice.” Journal of Consumer Culture
5(2): 131-53.

Watson, Matt. 2012. “How Theories of Practice Can Inform Transition to a Decarbo-
nized Transport System.” Journal of Transport Geography 24: 488-96.

Bach, Duong. 2018. “Thi Phin Ciia Grab Va Uber Tai Viét Nam Thip Hon 30%?”
VnEconomy. Retrieved October 29, 2018 (http://vneconomy.vn/thi-phan-cua-grab-
va-uber-tai-viet-nam-thap-hon-30-20180407151332899.htm).

BBC. 2017. “Hanoi Plan to Ban Motorbikes by 2030 to Combat Pollution.” Retrieved
October 29, 2018 (https://www.bbc.com/news/world-asia-40498052).

Berrones-Sanz, Luis David. 2018. “The Working Conditions of Motorcycle Taxi Drivers
in Tldhuac, Mexico City.” Journal of Transport & Health 8:73-80. doi:10.1016/j.
jth.2017.04.008.


http://vneconomy.vn
http://vneconomy.vn
https://www.bbc.com

Carruthers, Ashley. 2016. “Vietnam’s New Cyclists” in Globalization, Modernity and Urban
Change in Asian Cities, edited by Quang Minh et al. Hanoi: Knowledge Publishing
House [Nha Xuat Ban Tri Thuc] 213-32.

Daily Mail. 2017. “Ride-Hailing Services Transform Vietnam’s Transport Culture.”
Retrieved October 29, 2018 (www.dailymail.co.uk/wires/ap/article-4649404/Ride-
hailing-services-transform-Vietnams-transport-culture.html).

Diaz Olvera Lourdes, Assogba Guézéré, Didier Plat, and Pascal Pochet. 2016. “Earning a
Living, but at What Price? Being a Motorcycle Taxi Driver in a Sub-Saharan African
City.” Journal of Transport Geography 55:165-74. doi:10.1016/j.jtrange0.2015.11.010.

Dudley, Geoffrey, David Banister, and Tim Schwanen. 2017. “The Rise of Uber and
Regulating the Disruptive Innovator.” Political Quarterly 88(3):492-99.

Ehebrecht, Daniel, Dirk Heinrichs, and Barbara Lenz. 2018. “Motorcycle-Taxis in Sub-
Saharan Africa: Current Knowledge, Implications for the Debate on ‘Informal’ Trans-
port and Research Needs.” Journal of Transport Geography 69:242-56. doi:10.1016/j.
jtrangeo.2018.05.006.

Freudendal-Pedersen, Malene and Sven Kesselring. 2018. “Sharing Mobilities. Some
Propaedeutic ~ Considerations.”  Applied ~ Mobilities ~ 3(1):1-7.  doi:10.1080/
23800127.2018.1438235.

Hagen, Jonas Xaver, Carlos Felipe Pardo, and Johanna Burbano Valente. 2016. “Motivations
for Motorcycle Use for Urban Travel in Latin America: A Qualitative Study.” Transport
Policy 49:93—104. doi:10.1016/j.tranpol.2016.04.010.

Hansen, Arve. 2015. “The Best of Both Worlds? The Power and Pitfalls of Vietnam’s
Development Model” in Emeiging Economies and Challenges to Sustainability: Theories,
Strategies, Local Realities, edited by Arve Hansen and Ulrikke Wethal. London and New
York: Routledge 92—-105.

Hansen, Arve. 2016a. “Driving Development? The Problems and Promises of the Car in
Vietnam.” Journal of Contemporary Asia 46(4): 551-69.

Hansen, Arve. 2016b. “Sustainable Urbanisation in Vietnam: Can Hanoi Bring Back the
Bicycle?” Tvergastein 7:34—41.

Hansen, Arve. 2016c. “What’s Driving Growth in Vietnam’s Auto Industry?” East Asia
Forum. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (www.eastasiaforum.org/2016/06/10/whats-driv
ing-growth-in-vietnams-auto-industry/).

Hansen, Arve. 2017a. “Transport in Transition: Doi Moi and the Consumption of Cars
and Motorbikes in Hanoi.” Journal of Consumer Culture 17(2):378-96. doi:10.1177/
1469540515602301.

Hansen, Arve. 2017b. “Hanoi on Wheels: Emerging Automobility in the Land of the
Motorbike.” Mobilities 12(5):628—45.

L& Kién, Ngoc An. 2018. “Tir GDP Pau Ngudi 2.385 USD, Khit Vong Qudc Gia Thinh
Vugng.” Tudi Tré. Retrieved August 8, 2018 (https://tuoitre.vn/tu-gdp-dau-nguoi-
2-385-usd-khat-vong-quoc-gia-thinh-vuong-20180225084511959.htm).

London, J. 2013. “Welfare Regimes in the Wake of State Socialism: China and Vietnam”
in Chinese Social Policy in a Time of Transition, edited by Douglas Besharov and Karen
Baehler. Oxford: Oxford University Press 18—47.

Martin, Chris. 2016. “The Sharing Economy: A Pathway to Sustainability or A Night-
marish Form of Neoliberal Capitalism?” Ecological Economics 121:149-59.

Ngoc, Hai. 2017. “Xe Om Truyén Théng ‘Nhai’ Grabbike D& Muu Sinh.” Kinhtedothi.
vn. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (http://kinhtedothi.vn/xe-om-truyen-thong-nhai-
grabbike-de-muu-sinh-294431.html).


www.dailymail.co.uk
www.dailymail.co.uk
www.eastasiaforum.org
www.eastasiaforum.org
https://tuoitre.vn
https://tuoitre.vn
http://kinhtedothi.vn
http://kinhtedothi.vn

Nikkei Asian Review. 2018. “Ride-Hailing App Grab Faces Roadblocks to Growth in
Vietnam.” Retrieved October 30, 2018 (https://asia.nikkei.com/Spotlight/Sharing-
Economy/Ride-hailing-app-Grab-faces-roadblocks-to-growth-in-Vietnam).

Ortmann, Stephan. 2017. Environmental Governance in Vietnam... Cham: Palgrave Macmillan.

Petsko, Emily. 2016. “Transforming A Motorcycle City: The Long Wait for Hanoi’s
Metro.” The Guardian. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (www.theguardian.com/cities/
2016/jul/18/long-wait-hanoi-metro-vietham-motorbike).

Pham, Duy. 2017. “Grab Driver Beaten Up as Turf War with Motorbike Taxis
Continues in Saigon.” VnExpress. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (https://e.vnexpress.
net/news/news/grab-driver-beaten-up-as-turf~-war-with-motorbike-taxis-continues-
in-saigon-3647281.html).

Quynh, Trang. 2017. “Grab or xe om? The Clashing Paths of Vietnamese Drivers.”
VnExpress. Retrieved October 30, 2018 (https://e.vnexpress.net/projects/grab-or-xe-
om-the-clashing-paths-of-vietnamese-drivers-3603667/index.html).

Shah, Aditi. 2018. “Analysis: Uber Seen Girding for Battle with Ola in India Ahead of
IPO.” The Star. Retrieved October 9, 2018 (www.thestar.com.my/tech/tech-news/
2018/03/29/analysis-uber-seen-girding-for-battle-with-ola-in-india-ahead-of-ipo).

Sopranzetti, Claudio. 2017. Owners of the Map: Motorcycle Taxi Drivers, mobility, and Politics
in Bangkok. Oakland, CA: University of California Press.

Sundararajan, Arun. 2016. The Sharing Economy: The End of Employment and the Rise of
Crowd-Based Capitalism. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Trudng, Son. 2017. “Thiy Gi Sau Hon 130 Vu X6 Xét Giita Xe Om Truyén Théng Va
Cong Nghé.” Laodong. Retrieved May 5, 2018 (https://laodong.vn/xa-hoi/thay-gi-
sau-hon-130-vu-xo-xat-giua-xe-om-truyen-thong-va-cong-nghe-566991.1do).

Turner, Sarah and Ngo Thuy Hanh. 2018. “Contesting Socialist State Visions for Modern
Mobilities: Informal Motorbike Taxi Drivers’ Struggles and Strategies on Hanoi’s Streets,
Vietnam.”  International Development Planning Review. doi:10.3828/1dpr.2018.10 41
(1):43-61.

Urry, John. 2004. “The ‘System’ Of Automobility.” Theory, Culture & Society 21
(4-5):25-39.

Vien Thong, 2017, Over 20,000 Vietnamese work as Uber motorbike drivers. VnExpress
29.05.2017. Last accessed: 27.01.2020, https://e.vnexpress.net/news/business/over-20-
000-vietnamese-work-as-uber-motorbike-drivers-3591749 . html

Vietnam Investment Review. 2018. “GrabBike Drivers Go on Strike for Second Time.”
Retrieved August 08, 2018 (www.vir.com.vn/grabbike-drivers-go-on-strike-for-
second-time-55499.html).

Viét Nam News. 2013. “Motorbike Taxis Promise Trusty Services.” Retrieved March
11, 2019 (https://vietnamnews.vn/society/236350/motorbike-taxis-promise-trusty-
service. html#AlgPx9UqsSmLuCCh.97).

Zuev, Dennis. 2018. Urban Mobility in Modern China: The Growth of the E-Bike, Basing-
stoke: Palgrave Macmillan.


https://asia.nikkei.com
https://asia.nikkei.com
www.theguardian.com
www.theguardian.com
https://e.vnexpress.net
https://e.vnexpress.net
https://e.vnexpress.net
https://e.vnexpress.net
https://e.vnexpress.net
www.thestar.com.my
www.thestar.com.my
https://laodong.vn
https://laodong.vn
https://e.vnexpress.net
https://e.vnexpress.net
www.vir.com.vn
www.vir.com.vn
https://vietnamnews.vn
https://vietnamnews.vn

	Half Title
	Series Page
	Title Page
	Copyright Page
	Table of Contents
	List of Contributors

	Acknowledgments
	1. Sharing Mobilities and the Mobile Risk Society: An Introduction

	Notes
	References



