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There has been a growing interest in autonomous vehicles (AVs) for the past few years due to technological
innovation and their far-reaching expected impacts on urban mobility. The impact of AVs depends ultimately on
how the technology will be adopted, e.g. privately or shared AVs (SAVs), and integrated into the socio-technical
mobility system. In this study, we evaluate how social considerations and the AV technology may enhance new
social arrangements for travel, especially for groups suffering from some disadvantages in accessing transport.
Particularly, we explore a proposed new form of social arrangement, coined “Travel Community” (TC), to create
shared AVs trips based on individual preferences. An online national representative sample in Israel was con-
ducted (N = 1009). The data was analyzed using multivariate methods including multinomial logistic regression
models for the willingness to adopt TC in two contexts: commuting (TCC) and travel leisure (TCL). The findings
suggest that TC was well accepted by the participants under certain assumptions and could address latent de-
mand for improving travel options for people with different constraints accessing transport, such as women,
young, sporadic travelers, and low-income individuals. The personal social preferences option might help
overcome psychological barriers regarding shared mobility, such as the fear of sharing the trip with strangers and
a social value promoting a new kind of social interaction. Planners and stakeholders should consider social
considerations’ relevance (opportunities and risks) for promoting and creating new forms of mobility and

improving urban sustainability and social inclusion.

1. Introduction

For the past few years, there has been a growing interest in auton-
omous vehicles (AVs) due to the technology innovation, and to their far-
reaching expected impacts on urban mobility. AVs might cause changes
in many dimensions, such as road safety, travel amount, time utility,
mode choice, and societal implications on equity, health, economy and
environment (Milakis et al., 2017). AVs impacts depend ultimately on
how the technology will be adopted, e.g. privately or shared AVs (SAVs),
and integrated into the socio-technical mobility system (Fulton, Mason,
& Meroux, 2017; Milakis et al., 2017; Miller & Heard, 2016; Ohnemus &
Perl, 2016; Soteropoulos et al., 2019; Stocker & Shaheen, 2018; Tho-
mopoulos & Givoni, 2015). Mobility sharing schemes are based on
digital advanced technology coupled with GPS and location tagging.
Most of them are instrumentally matching riders and drivers based
mainly on origins and destinations, time and cost. Full AVs are expected
to remove a major barrier for shared mobility- the reliance on a driver
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allowing self-re-location operations. Potentially, AVs might pave the
way for more creative and innovative ways of sharing mobility models,
for instance — new grouping schemes based on common interests and
desired joint activity while travelling.

Most of AVs studies in the context of future usage are dealing with
the effect of instrumental evaluations (e.g. cost and time and matching
riders’ optimization including concerns about use of travel time, safety,
and privacy) on the decision-making process of mode choice (Bansal
et al., 2016; Gkartzonikas & Gkritza, 2019; Morales Sarriera et al., 2017;
Shabanpour et al., 2018; Steck et al., 2018; Stoiber et al., 2018; Yap
et al., 2015). Although cost-benefit evaluations are out of scope of this
study, it is widely recognized that AVs could impact the value of time,
decreasing the stress for dead time during the trip and substituting for
other productive activities or tasks (Pudane et al., 2018; Singleton,
2018). The role of socio-demographic and travel characteristics, as well
as social attitudes are also documented as factors affecting the intention
to use SAVs or shared trips in general (Jing et al., 2019; Rahimi et al.,

Received 12 April 2022; Received in revised form 17 December 2023; Accepted 6 January 2024

Available online 12 January 2024

2214-367X/© 2024 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd on behalf of Hong Kong Society for Transportation Studies. This is an open access article under the CC

BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


mailto:f.u.israel@uu.nl
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/2214367X
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/tbs
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2024.100740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2024.100740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tbs.2024.100740
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.tbs.2024.100740&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

F. Israel and P. Plaut

2020; Yap et al., 2016).

A growing literature addresses the relative importance of social as-
pects and individual preferences in adopting different ridesharing or
carpool options (Cui et al., 2021). AVs could complement and improve
the operations of these services. However, the adverse effects of shared
mobility for urban mobility is an emergent topic in the transportation
research literature. Recent studies show that these services not only
complement but also compete with public transportation and active
transportation (Jin et al., 2018; Rayle et al., 2016) and might create
social bias (e.g. the main users are white, young with higher education
and higher socio-economic status) and exclusion (digital social division,
social prejudices, lack of accessibility for remote geographical zones)
(Clewlow & Mishra, 2017; Dill & McNeil, 2021). In this sense, a
constellation of SAV models that could leverage the potential technology
benefits will combine the principles of high occupancy vehicle level,
integrated into mass transit multimodal systems (including non-
motorized modes) where users can access them using a digital plat-
form (Kamargianni et al., 2016; Wen et al., 2018; W. Zhang & Guha-
thakurta, 2018).

In this study, we explore how social considerations and social values
may enhance ridesharing’s willingness in AV trips. In particular, we
explore a proposed new form of social arrangement coined “travel
community” (TC) for creating shared AVs trips based on individual
preferences. A TC is defined here as a group of persons formed volun-
tarily around individual preferences regarding social and travel char-
acteristics with the aim of sharing a future trip in a random AVs though a
digital platform. TC creates a pool of potential riders for SAVs trips, thus
might encourage ridesharing adoption by supporting social compati-
bility among riders.

2. Literature review
2.1. The relevance of AVs in the context of shared mobility developments

The shared use of transport modes is part of the wider phenomenon
of the sharing economy. Shared mobility consists of short-term access to
transport as needed, rather than owning the mode of transport (Sha-
heen, S., Cohen, A., & Zohdy, 2016). Trip sharing and car sharing in the
form of carpooling or vanpooling are concepts that were introduced and
developed during the 1970 s and 1980 s. However, they did not take
hold as a major form of travel and remained a niche, i.e., family carpool,
subsidised carpool for the elderly and people with disabilities or
employer programmes (Chan & Shaheen, 2012; Ferguson, 1997; Fur-
uhata et al., 2013a; Shaheen & Cohen, 2019; Wang et al., 2019; Wu
et al., 2019). The requirement that itineraries and schedules be coor-
dinated between participants and the lack of effective methods to
encourage participation are two of the factors that have inhibited a wide
adoption of ridesharing (Furuhata et al., 2013b).

Beyond optimization restrictions, social obstacles represent one of
the main barriers for the wide adoption of ridesharing systems. The
major problems and challenges people face in adopting ridesharing are
psychological and social factors like trust and social compatibility (Cui
et al., 2021; Nielsen et al., 2015). Some research focus on the role of
social ties and social network in overcoming social barriers for shared
mobility such as trust, the fear of travelling with strangers, and intol-
erance for detours (Chaube et al., 2010; Nielsen et al., 2015; Wang et al.,
2018). Thus, social ties may increase the matching probability for
ridesharing trips. In addition, in recent years, shared mobility has
developed rapidly due to technological developments (social media
networking, GPS, real time data, mobile technologies, etc.) which have
removed many barriers and opened the way to new mobility services
based on the sharing concept. Uber, Lift, Waze, Moovit, Via, Car2go and
BlaBlaCar are just a few examples for this trend. AVs remove an addi-
tional barrier for shared mobility - reliance on a driver. This opens the
way for more creative and innovative ways of shared mobility.
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2.2. Savs and social acceptance

The adoption of SAVs is ultimately an individual decision. One of the
most cited approaches in the area of transportation technology and so-
cial science is the Technology Acceptance Model — TAM (El Zarwi et al.,
2017; Madigan et al., 2017) highlighting fundamental concept con-
structs around ‘perceived usefulness’ and ‘perceived ease of use’. TAM is
complemented by the theory of diffusion of innovation that seeks to
explain how new ideas and technologies are spread through society and
become dominant (Rogers, 1962a; Rogers, 1962b). Research on the
social acceptance of AVs, partially based on TAM, present different
nuances, adding constructs for AVs use intention and adoption, such as,
driving-related sensation seeking vs perceived risks, initial trust, and
social influence (Acheampong & Cugurullo, 2019; Jing et al., 2019;
Legris et al., 2016; Panagiotopoulos & Dimitrakopoulos, 2018; T. Zhang
et al., 2019), hedonic motivation or enjoyment, and the importance of
attitudes in specific domains rather than socio-demographic character-
istics (Madigan et al., 2017; Nordhoff, van Arem, et al., 2016). Other
studies are based on the theory of diffusion innovation highlighting
critical factors for the diffusion of AVs, such as: price decrease trend, the
importance of satisfied adopters, policy considerations influencing the
diffusion process, social influence and the symbolic environmental value
(El Zarwi et al., 2017; Nieuwenhuijsen et al., 2018; Talebian & Mishra,
2018).

Review papers were published in recent years as a result of the
increasing literature dealing with S/AVs future adoption (Becker and
Axhausen, 2017a; Gkartzonikas & Gkritza, 2019; Harb et al., 2021a;
Rojas-Rueda et al., 2020; Soteropoulos et al., 2019). These reviews
provide a general picture of state of the art by identifying how different
conceptual approaches and methodologies are being applied. The main
results reviewed by these papers show that SAVs may bring environ-
mental and public health benefits (Rojas-Rueda et al., 2020), being more
efficient for the transportation system, relaxing parking concerns, and
supporting the urbanization process (depending on the assumptions)
(Soteropoulos et al., 2019). However, cultural and current travel habits
based on the solo automobility system (Dijkhuijs et al., 2023; Milakis &
Miiller, 2021) seem to be a major obstacle to public acceptance of SAVs.
In fact, many papers show that this mode (Acheampong et al., 2021) is
one of the least preferred by potential users.

Thus, policy incentives and regulation could leverage the potential
factors for the adoption of SAVs and discourage current travel habits
through regulation and social awareness campaigns (Acheampong &
Cugurullo, 2019). This study represents a step exploring individual and
social perceptions and preferences to use SAV in a specific new travel
and social configuration which consists in the formation of travel com-
munities. Potentially, the form of mobility analyzed here, may enhance
the future adoption of SAVs (and shared mobility in general) and
contribute to the design and imaginary of new sustainable travel
practices.

2.3. Relevant concepts for SAV adoption

Research literature on social factors influencing the willingness to
participate in shared systems highlights the importance of objective
individual socio-demographic and travel characteristics, as well as the
importance of social attitudes. Attitudes towards sharing values, trust
and concerns, environmental benefits, hedonic motivations, and ex-
pected benefits, among others conceptual constructs, are strongly
related to positive and negative individual’s perception and the will-
ingness to use new mobility forms or products. Six topics regarding
sharing a trip in the SAVs era, that are relevant for this study, were
identified from the literature and they are presented below.

Sharing economy and mobility perceptions. It is widely recognized
that attitude are a major determinant of intentional behavior and of
actual behavior which are relevant for a new technology adoption
(Ajzen, 1991; T. Zhang et al., 2019). In the context of collaborative
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consumption, ideological and moral motivations regarding social re-
sponsibility and sustainable ecology could play a role as intrinsic
motivation for intention and consumption behavior (Hamari et al.,
2016). In our context, it could be hypothesized that positive attitudes
towards share mobility will trigger a higher willingness to participate in
TC (Amirkiaee & Evangelopoulos, 2018). Another point considered for
sharing mobility attitudes is related to the loss of privacy space which is
more relevant for private car users. Lavieri et. al. (2019) highlight the
negative impact of individual privacy concerns experienced in pooled
ridesharing for the intention to share the AV with a stranger (Lavieri &
Bhat, 2019). In this sense privacy concern attitudes is expected be
negatively associated to the willingness to participate in TC.

Social similarity and identification. The importance of social cate-
gories and group membership on individual identity formation has been
addressed by the theory of social identity. Tajfel (1979) proposed that
the groups which people belong to are a significant source of pride and
self-esteem (Tajfel, 1979). “Identification is the perception of oneness
with or belongingness to a group” (Ashforth, 1989, p. 34). Reputation
and commitment to the community have been important factors in un-
derstanding for example sharing activities participation in online plat-
forms such as Wikipedia and Facebook (Hamari et al., 2016; Mohlmann,
2015). Thus, is expectable that individuals who value social reputation
and commitment to the group will be more likely to use TC as a positive
belonging sign to the group they belong.

Trust in the system and partners. Trust in the system is an important
factor understanding technology innovations. Using the TAM frame-
work, initial trust has been found as one of the main factors for under-
standing users’ acceptance of automated vehicles (Zhang et al., 2019).
Trust has received special importance in the context of sharing the ride
with strangers (Amirkiaee & Evangelopoulos, 2018). Thus, a higher
level of trust has a positive effect on ridesharing participation attitude
and intention to use. Another aspect of the trust is the perceived risk or
distrust regarding different aspects such as the system malfunction or
perceived privacy risks that is especially relevant for sharing a ride (Liu
et al.,, 2019; Wang et al., 2020). Higher levels of perceived risks and
distrust is hypothesized to have a negative impact on ridesharing
participation attitude and intention to use.

Hedonic motivation. Refers to the emotional experiences an indi-
vidual perceives when using a certain service. A recent systematic
literature review on the factors influencing people to choose ridesharing
(Si et al., 2023) may shed light on the role of hedonic values on SAV.
Comfort and pleasure were found as main motivators to use ridesharing.
It was argued that ridesharing makes people feel relaxed during their
journey. Riders do not have to worry about driving fatigue or limited
parking spaces (Malodia & Singla, 2016). Instead, they can use their
commute time to rest, read, or talk to fellow riders, thus generating the
psychological comfort of being a passenger (Neoh et al., 2018; Nielsen
et al., 2015; Raza et al., 2023). Furthermore, Nordhoff et al. (2016),
suggest that AVs provide an enjoyable transport option where passen-
gers can spend time in different forms, including the possibility of using
the time for different tasks and promoting social networking. Thus, is
expectable that positive hedonic expectation is related to the desire of
using TC in the future (Amirkiaee & Evangelopoulos, 2018; Hamari
et al., 2016; Madigan et al., 2017).

Time benefit expectation. The utility and disutility of the travel time,
as other benefit expectations such as cost savings, have an indubitable
role for SAV adoption. We can draw insights on the role of time benefits
for SAV from previous research on carpooling and ridesharing. A sys-
tematic literature review focusing on psychological factors motivating
people to carpool found that convenient location and time-saving were
reported in the empirical literature as important factors encouraging this
mode of travel. Riders do not have to wait for public transport to arrive
based on their fixed timetables, and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes
can be used, if available, for faster passage (Julagasigorn et al., 2021). In
addition, time is saved by the availability of a variety of pickup and
drop-off times, many pickup locations, ease of getting to a destination
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and no need to transfer via or to a public transport link. Jie et al. (2021)
found that a person is more likely to use ridesharing if he or she per-
ceives it to be convenient, time-saving, environmentally beneficial, safe,
or money-saving. Furthermore, AVs as a new technology could impact
the value of time, decrease the stress of dead time during the trip and
substitute for other work/personal/social (interaction in the case of TC
or shared trips) productive activities or tasks (Pudane et al., 2018;
Singleton, 2018). In addition, participating in a travel community would
make it possible to find suitable partners for the trip, saving time looking
for social compatibility. Thus, individuals with higher time benefit ex-
pectations are expected to have a higher willingness to use TC and
ridesharing services in general (Amirkiaee & Evangelopoulos, 2018).

Personal innovativeness. Classical theoretical frameworks such as
TAM or TPB consider subjective beliefs about technology characteristics
without considering personal characteristics. However, personal char-
acteristics also have been found to be an important factor in under-
standing technology adoption and were incorporated in more recent
studies. One of the most salient variables is the individual affinity with
technology. Personal innovativeness refers to the degree to which a
person tends to adopt new things such as new technologies, products, or
services, earlier than others (Rogers, 1962a; Rogers, 1962b). Individuals
who are more technology oriented feel more confident experimenting
new technology products or services and have a proclivity attitude to-
wards innovation systems, including consumer’s intention to use ride-
sharing services (Wang et al., 2018). People with high levels of personal
innovation tend to focus on the benefits of innovative technology, are
less likely to consider associated risks, and have more positive attitudes
towards ridesharing choices (Jie et al., 2021). Thus, a positive pro-
innovation attitude is expected to increase the willingness to use TC.

These constructs are usually found in the traditional sharing and
carpool literature in empirical research. However, they are partially
incorporated in the developing SAV studies. In this study, we developed
the conceptual framework based on our literature review and bridge this
gap. The willingness to participate in a TC depends on three groups of
variables including: 1. socio-demographic and travel characteristics, 2.
attitudes towards sharing and technology adoption and 3. personal so-
cial preferences (PSP) for travel community formation regarding sharing
a future trip with strangers (Fig. 1).

3. Methodology
3.1. The travel communities (TC) concept

The TC concept is defined in this work as a group of persons formed
around individual preferences regarding social and travel characteristics
with the aim of sharing a trip in a random AV. Belonging to a travel
community will make it possible to easily find suitable and trusted
partners for a shared trip saving cost of travel and time looking for po-
tential partners. A person can join one or several travel groups according
to his/her preferences and travel needs. The ideas analyzed in this study
were qualitatively explored in five focus groups conducted by the au-
thors in the dissertation research project to explore social and individual
considerations to share the trip in the automated vehicles era (Israel,
2021a). The focus is on exploring individual preferences for social pa-
rameters which might contribute to the creation of the TC pool out of
which participants are compiled and matched for a shared trip.

3.2. The sample and questionnaire

The study sample represents the Israeli population in various pa-
rameters such as gender, age and residential area. The questionnaires
were distributed through a panel members in a web-based system of a
survey company. The final representative sample included 1,009 re-
spondents. The questionnaire was structured in four parts: 1. socio-
demographic questions 2. travel behavior characteristics, 3. attitudes
towards technology adoption and shared mobility in the context of
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Socio-demographic and travel
characteristics

Attitudes towards sharing and
technology adoption

Personal social preferences (PSP)

Willingness to participate in
a travel community
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Travel Context

Fig. 1. The conceptual model explored in the study.

sharing economy and 4. willingness to take part in travel communities
for daily trips.

A short video explanation of future SAVs usage and a short expla-
nation of the travel communities’ concept were presented at the
beginning of the survey to give the respondents some idea about the
futuristic scenario with a new form of travel. In the last part of the
questionnaire, respondents were asked about the number of trips that
they would perform if they were members in a TC for two travel
contextual situations: commute and leisure. Two TC types were pre-
sented in the survey for SAVs trips: travel community for commuting
(TCC) and travel community for leisure (TCL). Respondents were also
asked about the importance of personal social preferences (PSP) attri-
butes for choosing partners for shared trips for - commuting (work and
studies) and for leisure activities where one can choose different pa-
rameters such as socio-demographic characteristics (e.g. age and
gender), common destination, common interests etc. They were finally
asked how they would change their travel decision if their stated pref-
erences were not completely met.

3.3. Measurement of the variables and data analysis

The components of the model explored are based on three groups of
variables:

a. Socio demographic and travel characteristics include gender; age;
income level; settlement type; travel frequency; carpool member-
ship; current modes of travel for commute and for leisure trips.

b. Attitudes and perceptions towards sharing and technology adoption.
Six conceptual constructs were explored. Respondents were asked to
indicate to which extent they agree with the provided 12 statements,
using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from totally disagree (1) to
totally agree (5). Table 1 summarizes the variables and the relevant
literature sources. Attitudes represent one of the major determinants
of intentional and actual behavior. Here we are mainly concerned
with attitudes and perceptions towards sharing and technology
adoption. An exploratory factor analysis was performed in order to
identify the principal latent components on which the statements
could be organized. Based on eigenvalue criterion, principal
component analysis and varimax rotation, three main factors were
obtained including: 1. positive attitudes towards shared mobility, 2.
distrust in the system and privacy concerns and 3. awareness of
technology benefits. All factors’ loadings are greater than 0.45,
indicating high construct validity. These factors were included as
factor scores in the models.

c. Personal social preferences (PSP) for joining a community and
consequently sharing a trip with other community members. The

respondents were asked to report their preferences in a 5-point scale
ranging from 1 “not important at all” to 5 “it is (or it could be) very
important to me”. Two PSP properties are related to socio-
demographic profile (preference to travel with woman or man;
importance to travel with people of similar age), two other PSP
properties are related to social evaluations and preferences (impor-
tance of common interests among riders; importance of the ability to
rate the travel experience), other two properties are related to
behavioral norms or rules during the trip (preference to travel with
no smokers; importance of quiet travel).

Attitudes represent one of the major determinants of intentional and
actual behavior. As it is noted in Table 1, the statements score average
ranges from 2.86 to 3.78. There is a relatively limited variance among
these scores. An exploratory factor analysis was performed to identify
the principal latent components on which the statements could be
organized. The three emergent components were identified and present
a reasonable coherence in understanding the latent concepts among the
items. The first component, accounting for the highest variance
explained, is the positive perception about sharing, including positive
attitude, social belonging and enjoyment items. The second factor is
distrust regarding privacy (private information, privacy space) and
operational issues (vehicle availability and cleanness). The third
component is related to technology efficiency and includes personal
innovativeness and productive time using technological devices. All
factors’ loadings are greater than 0.45, indicating high construct val-
idity. These three components were recorded as independent factor
scores representing the social attitudes.

For personal social preferences (PSP), ‘rules’ behavior are the most
important properties mentioned by respondents (especially smoking
during the trip). About 83 % of the sample indicated that they prefer to
travel without smokers which reflects the importance of rules behavior
criteria. A significant difference among male and female was found
regarding gender preferences for sharing the trip with strangers
(Table 2).

For women, sharing the trip with other women (37 %) is significantly
more important than for men (15 % prefer sharing the trip with other
men). In the literature, women expressed trust and personal safety
concerns in sharing trips with strangers, especially in situations of one
woman with one-man trips (Morales Sarriera et al., 2017). Thus, the
ability to share the trip with other women might increase the willingness
to participate in trip sharing.

Based on (Tables 3 and 4) multinomial logistic regression models to
evaluate the probability of categorical membership, this study explores
the effects of socio-demographic and travel characteristics, individual
attitudes and PSP on the willingness to use TC. The willingness to adopt
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Table 1

Description of the conceptual construct items and their source.

Table 2

Gender preferences for share the trip with female or male.

Travel Behaviour and Society 35 (2024) 100740

Construct Item Means Source Travel preference
(SD) Male Female Not relevant
Sharing economy 1 think that share 3,8 Modified from Hamari *Gender Male 15 % 6 % 79 %
and mobility products and service (1,0) et. al., 2016. Female 3% 37 % 60 %
perceptions* is a positive thing N
Travel communities 3,6 Amirkiaee and “p < 0.05.
would seem like a 0,9 Evangelopoulos, 2018.
good idea
Having privacy is 3,7 Lavieri and Bhat, 2019. Table 3
important to me (1,0) The dependent and latent variables included in the model.
when I make a trip
Social similarity* The use of travel 3,0 Modified from Henning- Tcc TCL
communities allows (1,0) Thurau et al., 2007; Model Model
me to be part of a Lamberton and Rose, Intention to use TC 1- Unwillingness to use TC 9% 14 %
group of people 2012 in Mohlmann, 2- Less amount of travel with 38 % 28 %
similar to me 2015. TC
Trust in the system I would trust other 3,1 Modified from 3- Same amount of travel 42 % 35 %
and partners* travel communities 0,9 Amirkiaee and with TC
participants Evangelopoulos, 2018. 4 - Travel more with travel 11 % 23 %
I am afraid that there 3,4 Yap et. Al., 2016; Payre communities
will be no car 1,3) et. al., 2014. Sensitivity for Stranger 1- Unwillingness to Use TC 10 % 16 %
available at the time I Based Travel 2- Less TC use under 34 % 34 %
will need it Community preference violation
I am worried that the 3,3 Wang et. al., 2020. 3- Same amount of travel 56 % 50 %

car is not clean after (1,1)
its previous use

I am concerned that 3,0
my personal (1,2)
information will be

shared or sold to

others when enter the
ride-sharing services

platform
Hedonic 1 think travel 3,7 Modified from Hamari
motivation* communities could (0,8) etal.,, 2015 and Madigan
be enjoyable et. al.,, 2017.
Time Benefit I would not mind 2,9 Lavieri and Bhat, 2019.
Expectation*® having a longer 1,2)
commute if I could
use my commute
time productively
My participation in 3,6 Modified from Bock
travel communities (1,0) etal., 2005 in Hamari et.
saves me time al., 2015.
Personal Ilike to be among the 3,3 Modified from Wang et.
innovativeness* first to experiment (1,2) al., 2020.
with new
technologies
Personal Social Preference to travel 2,4 Israel, 2021. Based on
Preferences with woman or man 1,5) focus group study.
(PSP)** Importance to travel 2,3
with people of similar (1,3)
age
Importance of 2.3
common interests (1,3)
among riders
Importance of the 2,9
ability to rate the 1,49
travel experience
Preference to travel 4,2
with no smokers 1,3)
Importance of quiet 3,4
travel (1,3)

*5-point scale ranging from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5).
**5-point scale ranging from “not important at all” to 5 “it is (or it could be) very
important to me”.

SAVs TC was measured by the amount of future travel compared with
current practice and classified into four discrete options (detailed in
Section 4.2). Two types of travel communities are studied here accord-
ing to the trip purpose: travel community for commuting (TCC) and
travel community for leisure (TCL). The possibility to use ordinal
regression was also considered. The main reason to use the selected
procedure consist in the conceptual importance in the differentiation of

Attitudes towards TC in the Factor Score

shared mobility context

Positive about sharing idea
Distrust on the system
Positive regarding the
technology and the
productivity
The relevance of indivdual ~ The relevance of personal
preference sharing the profile sharing the trip
trip The relevance of rules
sharing the trip

Factor Score
Factor Score

Factor Score

Factor Score

category types of (non) potential users. In this sense potential users and
non-users has a clear difference which are beyond the order perception
on the how much the people will use the system in already uncertain
scenario and form of transport. It is interesting to explore what affect
potential users but also which predictors are (different) related to re-
fusers. Multinomial regression allows to compare and segment in the
same model refusers and potential users.

4. Findings
4.1. Sample description

The sample represents the Israeli population regarding parameters
such as gender, age and religiosity. The sample includes 1009 re-
spondents with 50 % males and 50 % females. It is divided into three
main age groups: 15-29 (35 %), 30-60 (45 % in sample vs 50 % na-
tional) and 61+ (20 %). Most of the respondents are Jewish (82 %) and
live in the central area of the country - mostly in the Tel Aviv metro-
politan area (72 %), 68 % of the respondents are employed (the survey
was performed before the covid-19 pandemic), and about half of the
households have a child under 18 years old. Half of the respondents
reported lower income than the average income, while about 27 % re-
ported earnings similar to the average and 23 % reported earnings
higher than average.

Most of the respondents (68 %) have a car access most of the
weekdays. The main mode of travel is private vehicle, including private
car as a driver, as a passenger and motorcycle (54 % for commuting and
68 % for leisure trips), followed by public transport (36 % for
commuting and 21 % for leisure trips) and non-motorized means of
transport (e.g. walking and cycling, including electric micro-mobility) —
10 % for commuting and 12 % for leisure trips. Participants were asked
about membership and usage of carpool/ridesharing systems. 23 % of
the respondents reported having a carpool membership, where half of
them is using carpools several times a week or several times a month.



F. Israel and P. Plaut

Travel Behaviour and Society 35 (2024) 100740

Table 4
Distribution of the variables in the survey percentage / mean (sd).
Variable Category Sample TCC Model TCL Model
Socio-demographic characteristics Gender Male 50 % 52 % 51 %
Female 50 % 48 % 49 %
Age 15-24 19 % 20 % 19 %
25-34 28 % 29 % 28 %
35-44 18 % 19 % 18 %
45-54 11 % 11 % 11 %
55-64 15 % 14 % 15 %
65+ 9 % 7 % 9 %
Religiosity Secular 36 %
Traditional 24 %
Religious 20 %
Ultra-Orthodox 20 %
Settlement type Center 73 % 74 % 72 %
Periphery 18 % 17 % 18 %
Community 9% 9 % 10 %
Religion Jewish 82 %
Arab 12 %
Other 6 %
Occupation Work 68 %
Student 14 %
Soldier/National Service 3%
Unemployed 6 %
Retired 10 %
Children under 18 Yes 47 %
No 53 %
Income household Lower than average 50 % 50 % 49 %
Similar to the average 27 % 26 % 28 %
Higher than average 23 % 24 % 23 %
Education Less than 12 years 3%
Full high school 24 %
Tertiary Education 23 %
Bachelor’s degree 34 %
Second degree and more 16 %
Travel characteristics Car availability Yes 68 %
No 32%
Ride Sharing/Carpool membership Yes 23 % 24 % 23 %
No 77 % 76 % 77 %
Carpool platform (Multi-Response) Waze 51 %
Moovit 21 %
Whatsupp 65 %
Other 6 %
Mode of transport for commuting Non-motorized 10 % 10 %
Public transport 36 % 36 %
Mode of transport for leisure activties Non-motorized 12 % 11 %
Public transport 21 % 20 %
Private car 68 % 69 %
Travel frequency Less (C) 24 % 23 %
More than 4 trips per week 76 % 77 %
Less (L) 37 % 36 %
More than 2 trips per week 63 % 64 %

The mostly used are Waze and/or WhatsApp platform.

4.2. Willingness to adopt TC

A series of multinomial logistic regressions were performed for two
dependent variables. The first one is the willingness to join a travel
community where community members fully match individual stated
preferences and the second is the sensitivity to join a travel community
when individual preferences are not fully met. According to the con-
ceptual framework, the models include three groups of independent
variables: objective socio-demographic and travel characteristics, social
attitudes regarding shared mobility and technology adoption, and PSP.
The analyses were performed for the two trip purposes: commuting and
leisure.

The relative contribution of the set of predictors (socio-demographic
and travel characteristics, individual attitudes towards sharing and
technology adoption and PSP) was explored by three effect-level re-
gressions stepwise explaining the willingness to adopt TC. Beyond the
expected effects of socio-demographic and travel characteristics

variables, sharing attitudes and the personal social preferences add
significant contribution to the explanation of the willingness to adopt a
travel community for both travel purposes. Regarding the PSP, it is
interesting to note that age and gender preferences were significant for
TCC while the norms of behavior were significant for TCL. This suggests
a preliminary indication, although limited evidence in terms of
explained variance, of the significant role the PSP on the willingness to
adopt SAVs travel communities.

4.2.1. Exploring the factors influencing the willingness to adopt travel
communities

Table 5 shows the results of multinomial logistic regression and the
coefficients and odds ratio for each category of the dependent variable.
The dependent variable (willingness to adopt TC) categories include: 1-
no willingness to use TC 2- a smaller number of trips than current usage
when adopting TC; 3- same number of trips as currently and 4 - travel
more with travel communities (base category). The coefficients show the
effect of the independent variables on each of the three categories of the
dependent variables compared to the individuals who reported they



F. Israel and P. Plaut

Table 5
The willingness to adopt stranger based travel communities.
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Variable Categories Unwillingness to use TC Less amount of travel with TC Same amount of travel with TC
(reverence) TCC TCL TCC TCL TCC TCL
B Odds B Odds B Odds B Odds B Odds B Odds
Gender (male) Female —1.039* 0.354 —0.256 0.774 —1.008* 0.365 —0.35 0.705 —0.437 0.646 —0.13 0.878
Age (65 +) 15-24 —3.23* 0.04 —1.541* 0.214 —0.746 0.474 0.106 1.112 —0.58 0.56 —0.047 0.954
25-34 —2.482* 0.084 —0.951 0.386 —0.963 0.382 0.517 1.677 —0.651 0.521 0.095 1.1
35-44 —1.93* 0.145 —0.821 0.44 —0.695 0.499 0.268 1.307 —0.443 0.642 -0.132 0.876
45-54 —0.752 0.471 —0.396 0.673 0.192 1.211 0.017 1.017 0.563 1.756 0.306 1.359
55-64 —2.785* 0.062 —0.697 0.498 —1.226* 0.293 0.318 1.374 —0.437 0.646 —0.083 0.92
Income (Low) Similar to average 1.281% 3.601 0.915* 2.498  1.052* 2.862  0.770% 2.16 0.544 1723 0.496*  1.642
Higher than average 0.012 1.012 0.282 1.325 —0.235 0.791 0.705* 2.025 —0.424 0.655 0.362 1.437
Settlement type Community village 1.122 3.071 0.551 1.734 1.226* 0.293 0.269 1.308 0.914 2.494 0.395 1.485
(Center) Periphery area —0.067 0.935  0.809* 2246 -1.181  0.835 0.488 1.63 -0.197  0.281 0.262 1.3
Frequency (<) More than 4 tripsper ~ 4.532* 92933 - - 3.936* 51.23 - - 2.535* 12.611 - -
week
More than 2 tripsper - - 0.792* 2207 - - 2.512* 12.331 - - 0.863* 2.369
week
Mode (PT) Private 0.491 1.634 -0.119 0.888 0.001 1.001 —0.269 0.764 —0.34 0.712 0.751* 212
non-motorized 0.352 1.422 —1.796* 0.166 —0.694 0.5 —0.464 0.628 —1.531* 0.216 0.696 2.006
RS-CP (No) Yes —0.261 0.77 —0.82* 0.441 -0.466  0.628 —0.541*  0.582 —-0.792*  0.453 —-0.408  0.665
Attitudes - Sharing Idea —1.274* 0.28 -1.137* 0.321 —0.618* 0.539 —0.618* 0.539 0.057 1.059 —0.145 0.865
Factor Score Distrust 0.341 1.407 0.181 1.199 0.045 1.046 —0.111 0.895 —0.119 0.888 —0.014 0.986
Tech productivity —0.967* 0.38 —-0.486*  0.615 —0.696* 0.499  —0.412*  0.662 —-0.386*  0.68 -0.102  0.903
Personal Preference travel —0.432* 0.649 0.047 1.049 0.939* 2.557 0.003 1.003 0.842* 2.322 0.07 1.072
Individual with female
Preferences Preference travel —0.444 0.642 —0.698 0.498 —0.04 0.961  —0.912*  0.402 0.267 1.306 —0.55 0.577
with no smokers
Importance travel 0.111 1.118 —0.252 0.777 —0.416 0.659 0.234 1.263 —0.763* 0.466 —0.222 0.801
with people of same
age
Importance of quite —0.065 0.937 0.385 1.469 0.036 1.037 0.107 1.113 0.205 1.228 0.539* 1.714
travel
Importance of 0.428 1.535 0.533 1.704 —0.073 0.93 0.284 1.328 0.171 1.187 0.387 1.472
common interests
Importance of rating 0.333 1.395 0.24 1.271 0.146 1.157 —0.089 0.915 0.28 1.323 —0.355 0.701
system
Intercept —1.295 -1.636 0.123 —1.367 0.922 0.261
Model Fitting TCC TCL
Criteria
—2Log
Likelihood
Intercept Only 2.101.469 2.418.259
Final 1.645.375 2.045.163
Chi-Square 456.095 373.096
Pseudo R-
Square
Cox and Snell 0.403 0.338
Nagelkerke 0.444 0.363
McFadden 0.217 0.154
*p < 0.05.
would travel more than currently when joining travel communities.
. . o s Table 6
Effect of socio demographic characteristics. Women are more . .
. L L. . Willingness to adopt TCL by income level.
likely to travel more than men when joining TCC. This is evident when
comparing with ‘commuters refusers’ category and ‘less amount of Stranger Based Travel Community
travel using TC category’. Age is also a significant predictor explaining rceofrsgimty f::\fel f:;:eel i\:\:l
the willingness to adopt TC. For TCC, findings show that the oldest age
group (65 + ) and the 45-54 age group tend to reject the idea of TC “Income  Less than 12% 24% 35% 29%
compared to the other age groups. Both seem to be heavy car users. In ;“/;rrz;iz 19% 20 % 35 % 17 %
contrast, the 15-24 age group is more likely (Odds = 0.04, p < 0.05) to More than 16 % 34 9% 34 9% 16 %
belong to the reference category - more travel when joining TC. average
Regarding income, lower than average appears to be associated with the *P < 0.05.

willingness to travel more when joining both TC for commuting and
leisure than individuals with higher income in almost all comparisons.
Although travel inequalities fall outside the scope of this study, this
finding provides some initial evidence about the latent demand for
travel that new forms of mobility can address. In fact, by crossing in-
come with the willingness to adopt TCL (Table 6), about 29 % of re-
spondents who reported income less than average were willing to travel
more using TC compared to 16 % of respondents reporting higher in-
come than the average (Chi Square = 27.314, p < 0.05).

Effects of travel characteristics. People who travel more for both
purposes are much less likely to belong to the base category (more
travel) than people who travel less. This effect is especially noticeable
for commute purposes, frequent travelers are substantially more likely
to belong to the travel community refusers category (Odds = 92.933, p
< 0.05), and more likely to belong to people who would travel less with
TC (Odds = 51.230p < 0.05). This might indicate that TC might be more
suitable for people who travel sporadically. Carpool/ridesharing
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membership has a significant effect in our model and is especially
relevant for the willingness to join TCL, where membership is related to
the desire to ‘travel more’ compared with ‘travel community refusers’
and with ‘less use’ categories.

Travel mode affects the willingness to adopt TC. Table 7 shows a
cross-tabulation of travel mode and the willingness to join TC (for
commuting and leisure). Individuals who currently travel with non-
motorized means of transport are willing to travel more with TC for
commuting, while individuals who currently travel with public trans-
port are willing to travel more with TC for leisure. It could reflect latent
travel demand which can be fulfilled neither by non-motorized means of
transport by PT. TC might present a private car-like solution for pop-
ulations who are less accessible to private vehicles. Car users are less
likely to adopt TC as expected.

Individual attitudes towards shared mobility and technology.
Positive individual attitudes were noted as a significant predictor
increasing the variance explained in the model regarding the willingness
to use travel communities for both travel purposes. A higher score of
positive attitudes towards shared mobility and pro-technological atti-
tudes are associated with more willingness to adopt TC.

Personal Social Preferences (PSP). The models provide some evi-
dence of the PSP effect on the willingness to adopt TC. The preference to
share the trip with women and with passengers of a similar age, show a
significant effect on TCC adoption. On the other hand, the importance of
rules during the trip (preference for not smokers and the importance of a
quiet trip) is relevant for TCL. Individuals who prefer to share the trip
with women are less likely to belong to community refusers (odd =
0.649, p < 0.05), and are more likely to belong to the less travel (Odds =
2.557, p < 0.05) and same amount of travel categories (Odds = 2.322, p
< 0.05). This may indicate that the possibility to choose the gender of
the co-passengers might increase the willingness to share the trip with
strangers.

4.2.2. Analysis of the sensitivity to join TC

Respondents were asked about how they would change their number
of trips with a TC platform if no group that fully matches their stated
preferences is found. Thus, they can join another group which includes
people who do not necessarily meet the main community attributes that
were important to them.

As in the previous section a multinomial logistic regression model
was performed. The dependent variable consists of three categories of
people that if their personal preferences are not entirely matched they 1)
will be unwilling to join a TC at all; 2) they would perform less travels by
TC than they mentioned before; and 3) they would travel at the same
amount as they mentioned before, meaning that they are not sensitive
about their preferences - this is the reference category for the regression
model. Table 8 shows the parameter estimates and odds ratio for all the
categories of the model explaining the sensitivity variance of potential
users.

For this estimation a factor analysis for the PSP attributes was per-
formed. The idea was to explore commonalities around the PSP items.
Based on Eigenvalue criterion, principal component analysis and vari-
max rotation, two main components were obtained. One component is
related to the importance of personal profile sharing the trip including
the importance of age, gender, common interest and rating systems. The

Table 7
Willingness to adopt TC by travel mode.
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second component refers to the importance of rules behavior in sharing
the trip including no smoking and a quiet trip. All factor loadings are
greater than 0.45, indicating high construct validity (Field, 2013).

Effect of socio demographic characteristics. Gender is significant
only in the context of commuting trips where women are less likely than
men to withdraw using TC of unmatched preferences. However, the two-
variable relationship (crosstab in Table 9) shows that there is a higher
percentage of women who would travel less if their preferences were not
matched. It suggests than men are more sensitive than women under the
situation of no matched preferences, but women are more willing than
men to adopt TC even if their preferences are not fully answered.

Age presents an interesting trend, where younger age categories are
less likely to stop using TC for unmatched preferences (both commuting
and leisure) but are more likely to travel less under these circumstances.
This finding shows that age is a significant consideration for TC use. In
both contexts, commuting and leisure, this trend is observed and espe-
cially stressed in the commuting context were all the categories were
statistically significant and stable with the trend. Income effects were
not found significant. For both travel contexts, individuals who live in
the periphery areas are more sensitive for no preference matching (will
not travel at the same extent using TC) than individuals who live in the
central areas (Odds = 0.364, p < 0.05).

Commuter frequent travelers are more likely (Odds = 5.109p < 0.05)
to forgo the idea of TC if their preferences are not matched, while leisure
frequent travelers are more likely to travel less (Odds = 1.562p < 0.05)
if their preferences are not matched. These findings are coherent with
the previous finding indicating that frequent travelers are much less
open to take part in TC than sporadic users. For leisure trips, private car
users and non-motorized are more likely than public transport users to
reduce the amount of travel with TC if their preferences are not matched
(Odss =5.164, p < 0.05, Odss = 7.652p < 0.05). It could be inferred that
frequent travelers, private vehicle and non-motorized users are more
sensitive to meeting their preferences, while sporadic travelers and
public transport users are more inclined to persist with TC. They find
value in this social arrangement.

Individual attitudes towards shared mobility. There is a clear
evidence (statistically significant in almost all the categories) that pos-
itive attitudes towards sharing and technological oriented individuals
are more likely to maintain their travel amount using TC even when
their individual preferences are not matched. The opposite is valid for
distrust attitude toward sharing. Higher levels of distrust increase the
probability to travel less if individual preferences are not matched in the
hypothetical suggested system.

Personal Social Preferences (PSP). A clear trend is also observed
(almost all the parameters are statistically significant). Personal profile
and behavior rules increase the probability of travel less if the individual
preferences are not matched. It shows that PSP affect/impact in-
dividual’s consideration about sharing the trip with strangers.

5. Discussion

The findings of this study show the relevance of socio-demographic
factors, travel characteristics, social attitudes, and PSP attributes to
the inclination to adopt and use TC in the AV era, with clear implications
for pooling schemes and mobility stakeholders interested in the

Stranger Based Travel Community
Community refusers

Less travel Same travel More travel

TCC TCL TCC TCL TCC TCL TCC TCL
*Travel mode Private car 11 % 17 % 41 % 28 % 38 % 35% 9 % 20 %
Non-motorized 8% 18 % 38 % 34 % 29 % 21 % 25 % 27 %
Public transport 5% 3% 35% 25% 49 % 40 % 11 % 31%

*p < 0.05.
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Table 8
Sensitivity of the willingness to join TC.
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Variable (reference) Categories Unwillingness to use TC Less use of TC under preference Violation
TCC TCL TCC TCL
B Odds B Odds B Odds B Odds
Gender (male) Female —0.591* 0.554 —0.02 0.98 0.16 1.174 0.038 1.039
Age 15-24 —2.667* 0.069 —1.166* 0.312 1.69* 5.419 0.97* 2.639
65 +) 25-34 —1.739* 0.176 —0.8* 0.45 1.604* 4.975 1.03* 2.801
35-44 —1.35*% 0.259 —0.579 0.56 1.651* 5.214 0.576 1.779
45-54 —1.063* 0.345 —0.485 0.616 1.203* 3.331 —0.156 0.856
55-64 —2.128* 0.119 —0.61 0.544 1.045* 2.844 0.176 1.192
Income (Low) Higher than average 0.331 1.393 0.446 1.563 0.047 1.048 —0.017 0.983
Similar to average 0.308 1.36 -0.179 0,836 0.399* 1.491 0.154 1.167
Settlement type(Center) Community villages —0.072 0.931 0.305 1.356 —0.347 0.707 0.283 1.327
Periphery areas —0.138 0.871 0.29 1.336 —0.607* 0.545 —1.01* 0.364
Frequency (<) More than 3 trips per week 1.631* 5.109 —0.18 0.835 —0.078 0.925 0.446* 1.562
Mode Private 0.661* 1.937 1,642* 5.164 0.18 1.198 0,434* 1,543
Non-motorized 1.029 2.799 —2.035* 7,652 0.255 1.291 —0.543 1.721
RS-CP membership (No) Yes 0.299 1.349 —0.374 0.688 0.252 1.286 0.132 1.141
Attitudes - Factor Score Sharing Idea (FA) —0.944* 0.389 —0.717* 0.488 0.01 1.01 0.188* 1.207
Distrust (FA) 0.574* 1.776 0.325* 1.384 0.355* 1.426 0.315* 1.37
Tech productivity (FA) —0.439* 0.644 —0.412* 0.662 —0.194* 0.823 —0.334* 0.716
Personal Individual Preferences Profile 0.475* 1.608 0.305* 1.356 0.733* 2.081 0.824* 2.279
Rules —0.192 0.825 0.299* 1.348 0.407* 1.502 0.316* 1.372
Intercept —2.565 —2.295 —2.283 —1.742
Model Fitting Criteria TCC TCL
—2 Log Likelihood
Intercept Only 1.584.798 1.783.740
Final 1.287.763 1.436.315
Chi-Square 297.035 347.425
Pseudo R-Square
Cox and Snell 0.285 0.319
Nagelkerke 0.342 0.371
McFadden 0.187 0.195
*p < 0.05.
option (Si et al., 2023).
Table 9 L Younger groups are more likely to join TCC than those aged 45—54
Travel amount sensitivity by gender. .
and 65+, who are heavy car users. In the AVs literature, numerous
Sensitivity surveys studies provide evidence that young people are more open and
No use at all Less use Same use positively oriented towards the AVs adoption (Harb et al., 2021b;
*Gender Male 12 % 31% 58 % Milakis & Miiller, 2021) while other studies found no effects when
Female 9% 37 % 54 % mediated by other factors, such as personal attitudes are considered
*p < 0.05. (Becker and Axhausen, 2017b; Nordhoff, Van Arem, et al., 2016). In this

transition to sustainable and inclusive mobility. In particular, the pro-
pensity to adopt TC was higher among young, female, low-income PT
users and non-frequent car travelers. These findings are partially aligned
with other studies exploring the propensity to adopt shared trips in
different contexts (Lazarus et al., 2021; Shaheen et al., 2017).

The results show that women are more likely to travel more than men
when joining TCC. The sensitivity analyses suggest that women are more
willing than men to adopt TCC even if their preferences are not fully
met. However, they would travel less if their preferences were not
matched. Although the fear of sharing the trip with men represents an
acknowledged barrier for women (Morales Sarriera et al., 2017), other
studies note that these systems particularly appeal to women (Ayaz
et al., 2021; Monchambert, 2020). It could be related to the social
construction of the women’s role in the household as being responsible
for childcare. Ridesharing could be helpful for children’s transportation
in specific households with limited mobility options for daily mobility
and for single-parent families (Gheorghiu & Delhomme, 2018; Malodia
& Singla, 2016). On the other hand, Chen et al. (2022) found that men
are more likely to use ridesharing than women as they value the
instrumental functions and benefits of the pooling systems. Women tend
to value the emotional aspects of experiences and enjoyment (Chen
et al., 2022). These findings are particularly relevant for the PSP attri-
bute presented to the respondents, where women can choose the gender
of their partners to be involved in social interaction with like-minded
people, which probably increases their interest in the travel pooled

study, younger age groups are less likely to stop using TC because of
unmatched preferences (both commuting and leisure communities).
However, they are more likely to travel less under these circumstances,
suggesting that the possibility of choosing people of similar age is
particularly relevant for them. Income effects were observed where
lower-income people are more willing to travel using TC (for both
purposes). Low-income travelers are not sensitive to unmatched pref-
erences as income effects were not found significant, suggesting that cost
considerations for these individuals are prevalent over other consider-
ations. Studies on carpooling and other pooling modalities found that
low-income earners and non-vehicle owners are more likely to adopt
ridesharing services with a higher frequency of use. Low-income car-
pooling users tend to be passengers (similar to the SAVs scenario),
different from high-income carpooling users who tend to use the systems
as drivers (Shaheen et al., 2017).

These findings provide some evidence of latent demand for AV-
shared travel, which could be addressed by new forms of mobility ar-
rangements, in particular for women, young people, and low-income
people. These findings support the importance of the development of
such shared services that might help overcome mobility constraints
derived from social inequalities in disadvantaged areas and among
vulnerable social groups (Dill & McNeil, 2021; Lucas, 2019; Roukouni &
Correia, 2020).

Not surprisingly, individuals who are members of existing carpooling
platforms, have positive attitudes towards shared mobility and are
technologically oriented are more willing to adopt TC for both purposes.
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The latter finding supports an emerging literature on the importance of
personal attitudes regarding the intention to practice and actual
behaviour regarding mobility choices (Jing et al., 2019; Rahimi et al.,
2020; Menno D. Yap et al., 2016). However, in this study, in addition to
the common attitude approach, a new attribute of personal social pref-
erence (PSP) is presented regarding joining a pool of potential members
for future SAV trips. The models provide some evidence of the PSP effect
on the willingness of strangers to join TC, which represents a nuance
exploring ridesharing and carpool considerations. The preferences for
socio-demographic profile attributes, for instance, for sharing the trip
with women and with passengers of a similar age, show a significant
positive effect on TCC (commuting) adoption. On the other hand,
behavioral rules during the trip (preference for not smokers and the
importance of a quiet trip) are significant for TCL (leisure). PSP could
represent an extra social value, promoting TC in particular and car-
pooling/ridesharing in general.

Findings show also that commuting trips are more susceptible to
travel communities than leisure trips. Evidence from studies on the
willingness to adopt and use pooling options suggests the potential to
increase the attractiveness of the systems when digital platforms enable
users to schedule the trip in advance, making these trips reliable
(Lazarus et al., 2021), although other studies show that digital platforms
pose socially inclusive challenges for people with restricted access to ICT
platforms (Israel et al., 2023). Also, from the users’ perspectives, ride-
sharing is perceived as an alternative to public transport in off-hours
and increases travel options in households with limited car ownership
for daily mobility (Huang et al., 2021). In addition, Lavieri et al. (2019),
found that the presence of strangers represents a less sensitive barrier for
commuting than for leisure trips. However, the time added as a product
of the detour represents a significant barrier for both contexts.

In our survey, individuals who are frequent travelers for commute
and for leisure are much less willing to use TC. Private vehicle and non-
motorized users are more likely to be travel community refusers. While
sporadic travelers and public transport users are more inclined to persist
with TC and pooling modes in general (Koppelman et al., 1993). They
find value in this social arrangement. Nevertheless, looking at the
willingness to travel more using TC, there is a difference between
commute and leisure trips. For commuting trips, non-motorized users
are the most willing to travel more by SAVs using TC, while public
transport users are the most willing to travel more for leisure trips. Non-
motorized users have various motivations for using this mode of travel.
It is shown in the dual findings of them being more likely to be com-
munity refusers and the most willing to travel more with TC, on the
other hand. These findings might suggest that for some, it is a choice
suitable for their travel purpose and personal values, while for others, it
is a default option when no other transport modes cater for their travel
needs.

Regarding public transport users and their willingness to travel more
by TC for leisure trips, it could be understood in the Israeli context that
public transport offers limited service during weekends due to national
policy involving religious considerations. In the California context,
Lazarus et al. (2021), found that share-ride options are particularly
relevant when travelling to a restaurant or bar. There is evidence that TC
could attract public transport and nonmotorized travelers rather than
frequent private car travelers. Thus, TC might present a private car-like
solution for populations with less access to private vehicles. It is
consistent with the research literature, which found a substitution of
public transportation and nonmotorized travel with shared travel (Rayle
et al., 2016; Schaller Consulting, 2017). Literature also mentions that
shared mobility is mainly adopted by young, well-educated, male, and
high-income persons (Clewlow & Mishra, 2017; Shaheen et al., 2017). In
contrast, in this study, there is evidence that TC, as a new platform for
shared trips, can address the latent demand of people with some socio-
economic and access disadvantages, including women and low income.
These ambiguous effects of the benefit of shared urban mobility systems
need to be assessed in future studies across shared mobility options and
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in integrative, multi-modal systems (Dill & McNeil, 2021; Roukouni &
Correia, 2020).

6. Conclusion, study implications and future directions

In this study a new concept of travel communities (TC) for future
SAVs trips was introduced and explored. We analyzed the willingness to
join TC from representative data survey of 1009 participants. The re-
spondents were asked about a new form of social arrangement based on
the formation of TC for shared AVs in a commuting and leisure context.
Although TC is a hypothetical social arrangement for sharing a ride that
is far from traveler’s current experience, respondents’ answers show the
relevance of personal and social considerations for adopting innovative
ways for travels that are based on shared schemes. The central role of
cost and time considerations on the decision-making process of mode
choice is well documented (Bansal et al., 2016; Gkartzonikas & Gkritza,
2019; Shabanpour et al., 2018; Steck et al., 2018; Stoiber et al., 2018;
Yap et al., 2015). However, in this study these two parameters were not
explicitly explored. They were treated as given inherent characteristic of
the SAVs travel. The focus of the study was on the potential role of
personal and social preferences for joining a pool in the purpose of
creating future SAV trips.

Two main conclusions are noted.

1) TC is a new idea of social arrangement for shared mobility that was
well accepted by most of the participants under certain circum-
stances and could enhance the adoption of shared mobility based on
new business models for future automated transportation systems. It
could also address latent demand for improving travel options for
people with different constraints accessing transport such as women,
young people, sporadic travelers and low-income individuals. TC
could present an alternative for public transport competing but also
complementing services gaps such as weekends, holydays, and
remote areas.

The PSP attribute might help overcome psychological barriers
regarding shared mobility such as the fear to share the trip with
strangers and the uncertainty of a trip due to lack of tempo-spatial
matching between passengers. The contribution of personal social
preferences for choosing travel partners may overcome psychologi-
cal barriers and add a social value promoting a new kind of social
interaction which might increase the interest in TC and shared trips
in general.

2)

This approach could be also useful for existing mobility sharing
schemes. Planners and stakeholders might take into consideration the
relevance of social aspects for the promotion of new forms of mobility
based on sharing models. The COVID-19 pandemic and its influence on
public transportation and mobility patterns might push forward the idea
of travel communities where trust and willingness to travel with
preferred persons can be met. In this situation travel communities might
be a solution for complying with crowding restrictions and capsule re-
quirements while maintaining individual mobility needs. However,
ethical aspects need to be addressed while adopting the TC concept
(Moody et al., 2019). Public policy and some regulations might ease
concerns regarding potential exclusions of certain groups based on
socio-demographic, ethnic, religious, digital access or other individual
characteristics (Israel et al., 2023).

Two main limitations could be noted for this study. First, the hypo-
thetical nature of TC carries out uncertainty assessing the real potential
of this model. Although participants were provided *with explanations
and a short video, subjective understanding was not available for anal-
ysis. Complementary qualitative studies are most relevant in this aspect
(Israel et al., 2021). Second, key factors on the decision-making process
of mode choice such as costs and time were not directly tested. Sarriera
et al. (2017) found that social interactions were relevant to mode choice
among dynamic ridesharing users in the United States, although not as
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much as traditional factors such as time and cost. In this sense, the
interaction between instrumental evaluations and individual and social
considerations needs further research (Morales Sarriera et al., 2017).
Also, future studies will benefit by investigate in detail the conceptual
dimensions and structural relationship between attitudinal aspects and
the effect of PSP, controlled by instrumental evaluations, affecting the
willingness to share the strip with strangers. Finally, similar studies in
other regions with different socio-cultural characteristics and travel
behavior patterns are needed to verify the relevance of the findings in
this research.
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