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A B S T R A C T   

Carpooling brings benefits to carpool participants and the environment and society. Literature has called for a 
better understanding of psychological factors encouraging people to carpool however current research does not 
provide an in-depth psychological understanding of carpooling behaviour. This paper provides a review of 
psychological factors motivating drivers and passengers to carpool and identifies psychological theories appro-
priate for carpooling research. The Theory of Planned Behaviour and Norm-Activation Model were used as a 
priori theoretical frameworks to undertake a systematic literature review to identify important factors and 
relevant theories. Eighteen psychological factors were identified and classified as either common for drivers and 
passengers or specific to each group. In addition to the a priori frameworks, Consumer Perceived Value, Social 
Capital, and Technology Acceptance Model are considered the most appropriate for carpooling research. A 
conceptual framework and six research propositions were developed. Further, eight additional directions for 
future research were suggested including employing a variety of data collection methods to ensure rigour; col-
lecting more data from non-Western countries for contextual veracity; exploring and testing psychological factors 
more deeply; and investigating the impact of COVID-19 on carpooling decisions. This paper contributes to theory 
through the development of the conceptual framework, identifying research propositions and providing addi-
tional research directions. The identified factors can be considered by researchers, matching agencies, and 
policy-makers to better promote carpooling.   

1. Introduction 

Shared mobility has emerged over the last decade and is believed to 
be a potential sustainable transport means (Neoh et al., 2017). Car-
pooling, which is a shared trip where drivers offer seats in their cars to 
passengers, is considered a shared mobility. Studies have reported that 
carpooling provides benefits not only to carpoolers (e.g., cost reduction 
and time saving) but also to the environment and society at large in 
terms of relieving traffic congestion as well as reducing energy con-
sumption and carbon emissions (Bruck et al., 2017; Minett and Pearce, 
2011; Standing et al., 2019; Yin et al., 2018). Due to these benefits, 
policy makers have an incentive to encourage people to carpool. 
Recently, there has been a call from policy makers for a better under-
standing of psychological factors encouraging carpooling to guide them 
to better promote carpooling (Standing et al., 2019). 

Encouraging people to carpool is challenging not only for policy 

makers but also for businesses. Carpooling has increased in popularity 
after the emergence of the Internet and mobile technologies. Businesses 
have been involved by providing matching services through their plat-
forms and utilising technologies to facilitate matching between drivers 
and passengers, who may be strangers to each other or come from 
different households (Chan and Shaheen, 2012; Shaheen and Cohen, 
2019; Standing et al., 2019). Unfortunately, due to a lack of critical mass 
of users, many platforms have discontinued while some have changed 
their business models to other types of transport services such as car-
sharing (Guyader and Piscicelli, 2019; Täuscher and Kietzmann, 2017). 
To maintain business viability and increase the number of users, an 
understanding of motivations to carpool are thus part of the key success 
factors for matching platforms (Nielsen et al., 2015). 

Psychological factors are one of the key motivational factors used to 
increase and maintain the number of carpool participations (Neoh et al., 
2017; Olsson et al., 2019; Standing et al., 2019). In the carpooling 
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literature, investigating carpooling behaviour from a psychological 
perspective has recently gained attention (Olsson et al., 2019). However, 
current research does not provide an in-depth psychological under-
standing of carpooling behaviour and has rarely studied carpooling 
behaviour based on theoretical psychological background (Bachmann 
et al., 2018; Neoh et al., 2017; Olsson et al., 2019). 

This paper provides a review of psychological factors motivating 
drivers and passengers to carpool. A systematic literature review is 
conducted to identify psychological factors and appropriate theories 
reported in the carpooling literature. A conceptual framework and 
research propositions are suggested as a foundation for future research 
on the psychological aspects of carpooling and is this paper’s primary 
contribution. A secondary contribution is the identification of factors 
that should enable carpool platforms and policy makers to promote 
carpooling. A narrative synthesis was used to identify future research 
needs is this paper’s tertiary contribution. 

The structure of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides 
a brief introduction of carpooling, carpooling factors, and carpooling 
factors from the perspective of social psychology. Section 3 describes the 
systematic literature review methodology and is followed by findings of 
the review in section 4. Section 5 proposes a theoretical framework, 
research propositions, and future research directions while section 6 
concludes the paper, highlights theoretical and practical contributions, 
and notes limitations. 

2. Background 

In this section, carpooling and factors are first described. This not 
only helps set the scope of this study but also describes the complex 
phenomena of carpooling. A brief description of theories of social psy-
chology is presented and together with a definition of psychological 
factors, which will further be used to explore the carpooling literature. 

2.1. Carpooling 

Carpooling refers to a mean of transport where the driver, who does 
not aim at profit-making, can share a common route and time in their 
private vehicle with passengers (Shaheen and Cohen, 2019; Thao et al., 
2021). Researchers suggest that carpool formation is, at least, influenced 
by types of participants in carpool trips (Amirkiaee and Evangelopoulos, 
2018; Nielsen et al., 2015). Shaheen and Cohen (2019) highlighted four 
types of carpooling. Family pools or fampools are formed easily because 
participants are family members (Neoh et al., 2017). Co-worker car-
pooling is formed around employees, who have known each other from a 
common workplace. Some researchers also considered carpooling 
formed around friends, neighbours, and colleagues as similar to co- 
worker carpooling because participants have some levels of social ties, 
which increase their trust in each other and the chance of successfully 
forming carpooling (Blumenberg and Smart, 2014; DeLoach and Tie-
mann, 2012). 

The other two types of carpooling are informal impromptu car-
pooling, namely, casual carpooling (carpooling without technology use) 
and IT-based casual carpooling (carpooling via online platforms). 
Compared with fampools and carpooling among friends and co-workers, 
informal impromptu carpooling cannot be easily formed because par-
ticipants are strangers to one another and thus may not have trust in 
each other (Amirkiaee and Evangelopoulos, 2018). Casual carpooling 
and carpooling via online platforms are quite similar but one main dif-
ference is that carpooling via online platforms involves the use of 
technology to match drivers and passengers. Matching agencies, who 
may be businesses or non-profit organisation, utilise technology to 
facilitate interactions between carpooling participants, provide infor-
mation of participants, increase the trust between them, and match them 
together to form a carpool (Amirkiaee and Evangelopoulos, 2018; 
Guyader, 2018). 

In this paper, carpooling formed around co-workers, friends, 

neighbours, and colleagues as well as informal impromptu carpooling 
are the focus. The next challenge for policy makers and matching 
agencies who aim to encourage drivers and passengers to carpool is an 
individual’s decision to carpool (Neoh et al., 2017; Nielsen et al., 2015), 
which is presented in the following section. 

2.2. Carpooling factors 

Factors encouraging carpooling decisions can be grouped into four 
categories: situational factors, third-party interventions, socio- 
demographics, and psychological factors (Neoh et al., 2017). Based on 
these categories, previous review studies have identified several specific 
factors presented in Table 1. Some researchers have noted that early 
carpooling studies did not focus on psychological factors, despite such 
factors having an influence on individuals’ decisions to carpool (Amir-
kiaee and Evangelopoulos, 2018; Canning et al., 2010; Correia et al., 
2013). Due to this lack of investigation, this paper therefore focuses on 
the psychological factors. To make this research more rigorous, a clear 
definition of ‘psychological factors’ is required and should be defined 
based on the theoretical background of psychology. 

In Table 1, most of the psychological factors are not conceptual 
constructs that have meaning in theoretical terms. This may be because 
the result of most carpooling research being empirically based rather 
theoretically driven (Neoh et al., 2017). Another challenge is that there 
may be no consensus on what the definition of ‘psychological factors’ is. 
In the carpooling literature, some researchers defined the term based on 
theory (e.g., Abrahamse and Keall, 2012; Bachmann et al., 2018; 
Malodia and Singla, 2016), whereas some others only provide examples 
of psychological factors (Devarasetty et al., 2014; Tahmasseby et al., 
2016). Next, theories of social psychology are introduced to inform the 
definition of ‘psychological factors’ in this study. 

2.3. Carpooling factors from a perspective of social psychology 

Theories of social psychology have been increasingly integrated into 
transport studies to understand individual motivation to change trans-
port means and how decisions are made to choose transport means 
(Schwanen and Lucas, 2011). Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and 
Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) are often employed as the basic 
theory representing individual motivations to choose transport means 
(Schwanen and Lucas, 2011; Thøgersen, 2006, 2009). TRA was first 
proposed and then improved to become TPB (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). 
Both TRA and TPB assume that behavioural intention directly affects 
actual behaviour whereas an individual’s intention, indications of how 
hard people are willing to perform the behaviour, is determined by three 
determinants: attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioural 
control (Ajzen, 1991, p.181). 

In the carpooling literature, Ozanne and Mollenkopf (1999) were the 
first to explain carpooling decisions using TRA and TPB (Neoh et al., 
2017). Some researchers, although have not used these theories, defined 
psychological factors based on the model constructs of TPB and TRA 

Table 1 
A list of factors encouraging people to carpool (Compiled from Neoh et al., 2017; 
Olsson et al., 2019).  

Type of factor Factors 

Demographic factors Age, income, number of people in household, marital 
status, education, number of cars in household 

Psychological factors Saving money, reduce congestion, reliability, saving 
time, environment/sustainability, comfort, 
convenience, socialising, trust 

Interventions (policy 
intervention) 

Parking availability, parking cost, finding potential 
partner, reserved parking, cost subsidy, guaranteed ride 
home, high occupancy vehicle lanes 

Situational factors Fixed/regular work schedule, commute distance, time 
commuting, population density, fuel costs  
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(Abrahamse and Keall, 2012; Malodia and Singla, 2016). Recently, 
Bachmann et al. (2018) defined ‘psychological factors’ based on the 
three determinants of TPB and employed them to investigate carpooling 
behaviour. Adapting from the literature, in this paper, such three de-
terminants are defined as follows. Attitude refers to the degree on how 
much an individual perceives that carpooling is favourable or unfav-
ourable, and is determined by an individual’s perception about the 
benefits of carpooling (Abrahamse and Keall, 2012; Bachmann et al., 
2018; Malodia and Singla, 2016). Subjective norm is an individual’s 
normative beliefs, which refers to perceived social pressure (i.e., 
behaving in a certain manner) while perceived behavioural control 
means an individual’s perceived ability to perform carpooling (Bach-
mann et al., 2018; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). 

Bachmann et al. (2018) further found that people carpool not only 
because their perceptions on social pressures but also their personal 
norm or personal moral obligation to engage in carpooling. Because 
NAM also assumes that behavioural intention predicts actual behaviour, 
Bachmann et al. (2018) integrated NAM with TPB in a model shown in 
Fig. 1 and tested it in a carpooling context. Similar to Bachmann et al. 
(2018), in this paper, NAM is used to define personal norm, which refers 
to one’s expectations based on internalised values (Schwartz, 1977). 

In this paper, Bachmann et al.’s (2018) model in Fig. 1 is employed as 
the a priori theoretical framework due to the reason that TPB and NAM 
are recommended and have been used in transport research to explain 
individuals’ decision-making process (Pan et al., 2021; Schwanen and 
Lucas, 2011; Thøgersen, 2006, 2009) as well as have been tested in the 
carpooling context. The definition of ‘psychological factors’ for this 
paper is also defined based on the three determinants of TPB and the 
personal norm of NAM. 

A weakness of theories of social psychology is that they separate 
mental activities (i.e., attitudes, belief, perceptions, etc.) from bodily 
activities (i.e., a real use of transport means) (Schwanen and Lucas, 
2011). People sometimes choose transport means based on their abilities 
(e.g., knowledge, experience, resources, habits, etc.) and external con-
ditions (e.g., availability of transport means, the performances and 
quality of transport means, time use within certain transport means, 
locations, distance, and price policy) (Thøgersen, 2006, 2009). 
Motivation-Opportunity-Ability (MOA) model was thus proposed by 
extending TPB and including two co-determinants: individual abilities 
(and constraints) and contextual opportunities (and constraints) 
(Ölander and Thøgersen, 1995). MOA is a meta-theory that could be used 
for developing a mid-range theory that has limited scoped and focuses 
on a specific research goal (Hughes, 2007). This paper focuses on 
Motivation of MOA to keep the a priori framework parsimonious and 
aligned with the purpose of this study. The following section presents 
the review methodology used. 

3. Methodology 

A systematic literature review can ensure a comprehensive and 
transparent summary of the literature. The methodology was conducted 
by following the guideline suggested by Booth et al. (2012). This section 
starts with a description of criteria that were predetermined to include 
relevant articles (see a summary in Appendix A). The method for 
selecting relevant studies and data extraction is explained next and is 
followed by the review’s analytical method. 

3.1. Inclusion criteria 

Only peer-reviewed articles were included. Articles were excluded if 
they did not empirically study carpooling (e.g., review papers). Table 1 
and the definitions of psychological factors that were defined in Section 
2.3 guided the authors when exploring the carpooling literature. 
Furthermore, only articles published in a journal that was listed in the 
Web of Science (ISI) or SCImago Journal Rank were included to rely on 
the quality ratings of journals in accordance with Tranfield et al. (2003). 

3.2. Search strategy 

The process review flow is shown in Fig. 2. A comprehensive liter-
ature search was conducted using four databases: ISI, Scopus, ProQuest, 
and Transportation Research International Documentation (TRID) − a 
database provided by the US Transport Research Board and the OECD’s 
Transport Research Centre (TRID, 2021). A filter for year of publication 
was used to include articles published since 1970 − the year studies on 
carpool began (Ferguson, 1997) − up to and including 2019. Other fil-
ters used were as follows: (1) topics (titles, abstracts and keywords) (2) 
English and (3) journal articles. Keywords suggested by Neoh et al. 
(2017) and Tahmasseby et al. (2016) were used: ‘carpool*’, ‘rideshar*’, 
‘liftshar*’ and ‘carshar*’. 

Carpooling means sharing one’s private car and some recent car-
pooling studies that investigated carpooling motivations have increas-
ingly cited Belk’s seminal works on sharing economy (e.g., Amirkiaee 
and Evangelopoulos, 2018; Dickinson et al., 2018). To assure that we 
had included all relevant articles, citation searching was conducted via 
Google Scholar by adapting Booth and Carroll’s (2015) method. Three of 
Belk’s seminal papers (Belk, 2007, 2010, 2014), which contributed 
about 87 percent of his total citations, were explored by clicking on 
‘Cited by’ to create a preliminary list of articles. The keyword ‘carpool*’ 
was entered and ‘Search within citing articles’ was checked to retrieve 
only articles mentioning the term ‘carpool*’. Similar to the main search, 
predetermined criteria were used to include only articles investigating 
carpooling, offering empirical evidence, written in English, studied 
‘psychological factors’, and listed in the ISI or SCImago Journal Rank 
(Appendix A). The latter criterion was imperative due to the major 
criticism on Google Scholar that retrieved articles may be not scholarly 
(Rosenstreich and Wooliscroft, 2009). 

3.3. Selection of studies and data extraction 

The systematic search using the four databases identified 4,236 re-
cords (ISI = 1,240; Scopus = 1,720; ProQuest = 294; TRID = 988) that 
were reduced to 2,371 records after removal of duplicates. Screening of 
the articles’ titles, keywords and abstracts excluded 1,953 records that 
did not study carpooling. Full-text screening of 418 articles, based on the 
pre-defined inclusion criteria, was completed. The majority of excluded 
articles pertained to the technology behind carpooling (e.g., algorithm 
and optimisation), infrastructures (e.g., toll lanes and high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes), traffic management, and environmental effects. 
There was a total of 31 articles included for coding from this method. 

The search via Google Scholar identified 491 records, which were 
reduced to 328 records after duplicates were removed. An initial 
screening excluded 218 non peer-review articles. Full-text screening of Fig. 1. Bachmann et al.’s (2018) model.  
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110 articles was completed and excluded articles that studied other 
contexts such as carsharing and ride hailing. Three articles were already 
included the previous search: Arteaga-Sanchez et al (2018), Bálint and 
Trócsányi (2016), and Guyader (2018). Only two articles from the 
Google search were then included for coding. These two articles, 
although studied carpooling motivations, were not identified from the 
main search because they used other keywords (e.g., collaborative 
consumption and shared mobility). 

Data was extracted independently by two coders using the following 
coding schemes: IT-based context, countries, research methods, partic-
ipants’ role preferences, and results (the final coding result is available 
on request). Cohen’s kappa statistic (Neuendorf, 2017) was used to 
assess the degree of agreement (inter-rater reliability: IRR) between the 
two coders. The score of 0.96 indicated good IRR (Po = 0.98; Pe = 0.57). 
Disagreements were resolved by consensus. A summary of all 33 studies 
is provided in the Appendix B. 

3.4. Narrative synthesis 

This paper’s research context is multidisciplinary so a narrative 
synthesis was adapted as it is appropriate for use with results from 
different types of empirical research (Booth et al., 2012). The result of 
final coding was presented to all authors using tabulation. To create an 
overview of the many psychological factors and make them comparable, 
the factors were grouped based on the definitions provided by each 
study. Synthesis was driven according to the guideline questions as 
provided by Greenhalgh et al. (2005): (1) what are psychological factors 

and the theories that researchers used to conceptualise psychological 
factors, (2) what are the commonalities of the research findings, con-
flicting results and possible explanations, and (3) what are the main gaps 
and directions for further research. Triangulation was used to derive 
answers to the synthesis questions and findings are presented in section 
4. 

4. Findings 

4.1. Overview of the studies 

Horowitz and Sheth (1977)’s paper was the first to investigate psy-
chological factors encouraging carpooling. About 85 percent of the ar-
ticles were published in transport-related journals and four-fifths of the 
articles were published during the 2010 s. Thirteen articles (39%) 
investigated carpooling motivations under the context of online plat-
forms. About 82 percent of the articles were conducted in North America 
and Europe. A self-report survey was the main method used by most of 
the articles (79%). Eight articles (24%) employed mixed or multi 
methods research design. 

4.2. Psychological factors 

A compilation of the definitions derived from the reviewed studies is 
presented in Table 2. Most psychological factors could be grouped into a 
single category except for ‘convenience’, which was found to have two 
meanings: (1) convenience in terms of comfort and (2) convenient 

Fig. 2. Publication identification, screening, eligibility, and inclusion (Authors).  
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location and time. 
Table 3 presents the identified factors which are sorted into three 

categories: (1) studies that did not specify carpool roles, (2) studies that 
specified the factors for the driver role, and (3) studies that specified the 
factors for the passenger role. Nineteen studies did not clearly specify 
the respondent’s role preferences. Researchers noted that carpooling 
should be studied in the light of both passengers and drivers because 
their reasons to carpool may differ (Bachmann et al., 2018; Park et al., 
2018). Fourteen studies (42%) clearly specified respondents’ role pref-
erences. Levin (1982) was the first to investigate drivers and passengers 
separately. Role preferences increasingly became the focus of re-
searchers after 2011. Twelve factors were found to be applied for both 
the driver and passenger roles. Empathy was reported as a motivation 
only applied for the driver whereas convenient location and time, con-
venience in terms of comfort, perceived usefulness, perceived ease of 
use, and social status were reported as motivations only applied for the 
passenger. 

4.3. Theories employed to defined psychological factors 

Table 4 summarises psychological theories used by the studies while 
some psychological factors listed in Table 2 were defined based on the 
model constructs of such theories. Bachmann et al. (2018) used NAM 
and TPB to investigate the intention to carpool via an online platform. 
Apart from these two theories of social psychology, Dickinson et al. 
(2018) stated trust and sense of belonging based on a concept of Social 
Capital (SC: Putnam, 1995). Wang et al. (2018) employed the Tech-
nology Acceptance Model (TAM: Davis, 1989) to investigate the pas-
senger’s intention to use an online platform. Lastly, Wang et al. (2019a) 

Table 2 
Definitions of psychological factors reported in the literature (Compiled by 
authors).  

Factor Definition(s) 

Convenience in terms of 
comfort 

Having package space; avoiding crowding in public 
transport; seats are always available; not having to drive; 
relaxing; perceiving oneself as a customer of a service 
provided by drivers; comfort when sitting in a large car; 
softer seats and better temperature than public transport 

Convenient location and 
time 

Do not have to wait for public transport; more cars 
available than public transport; flexible and reliable 
time schedule; less time waiting in traffic; a variety of 
pickup and drop-off times; many pickup locations, ease 
of getting to a destination; no need to transfer via or to a 
public transport link 

Cost saving An inexpensive transport means; cheaper than using 
public transport and owning a private car; reduced 
operating costs such as fuel, toll and maintenance costs; 
shared costs between commuters and drivers; gaining 
benefits that can be expressed numerically as an amount 
of money 

Environmental concern An eco-friendly and sustainable transport means; saved 
energy consumption; reduced traffic congestion and 
pollution 

Empathy Shared experience 
Helping others Altruism; the opportunity to be helpful and to offer 

neighbourly goodwill; helping neighbours 
Information sharing Exchanging opinion; sharing vital information 
Perceived ease of use Using a carpooling service is not too difficult 
Perceived usefulness Using a carpooling service is useful to obtain personal 

goals 
Personal norm An obligation to be a carpooling driver because of 

having a driving licence; an obligation towards 
something moral 

Pleasant and enjoyment Enjoying travelling with others; feeling pleasure when 
carpooling with others 

Self-determination A desire to reinforce the community’ value and to do 
things their own way 

Sense of belonging Feeling towards the community; sense of community; 
sense of unity 

Social status Perceiving that carpooling via online platforms is the 
way to differentiate individuals from those doing casual 
carpooling; gaining a high status by acting with 
professionally; social recognition; feeling accepted by 
society; gaining others’ positive impressions 

Socialisation Sociability and socialising; meeting new persons and 
future good friends; friendship and companionship 

Subjective norm People who are important to me like to carpool 
Time saving Shortens travel time compared to public transport; save 

time when using HOV lanes 
Trust Carpoolers are truthful and will not take advantage of 

me; carpoolers keep their promises; people are fair and 
helpful, do not take advantage and not compromise the 
wellbeing of others; having confidence in people  

Table 3 
Psychological factors as reported in the carpooling literature (Compiled by 
authors).  

Factor (Numbers relate to articles in Appendix) 
Did not specify 
carpool role 

Specified the 
factor for the 
driver role 

Specified the 
factor for the 
passenger role 

Cost saving 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9, 
11*, 12, 14, 17, 
18*, 19, 20, 23*, 
26*, 31 

4, 15 21, 22*, 27*, 28, 
29, 32*, 33* 

Convenient 
location and 
time 

1, 3, 6, 11*, 12, 17, 
18*, 20, 26* 

– 4, 21, 29, 33* 

Environmental 
concern 

1, 6, 8, 14, 19, 20, 
23*, 26* 

13, 22* 21, 22* 

Socialisation 2, 11*, 12, 14, 17, 
19, 23*, 31 

10*, 15, 29 10*, 27* 

Time saving 1, 6, 11*, 17, 19, 
20 

10* 10*, 21, 22*, 33* 

Convenience in 
terms of comfort 

6, 14, 17, 19 – 4, 21, 27*, 33* 

Pleasant and 
enjoyment 

1, 2, 6, 20, 23* 10*, 16 10*, 16, 32* 

Helping others 2, 31 16 27* 
Sense of belonging 25*, 31 10*, 28 10*, 27*, 28 
Trust 23*, 25* 24* 24* 
Subjective norm 26* 24* 24* 
Personal norms – 24* 24* 
Information 

sharing 
– 28 27*, 28 

Self-determination – 28 28 
Empathy – 16 – 
Social status – – 27*, 32* 
Perceived 

usefulness 
23* – 30* 

Perceived ease of 
use 

23* – 30* 

*Participants were the users of IT-based carpooling platforms. 
In Italics: the results were derived from qualitative methods. 

Table 4 
Psychological theories used in the carpooling literature (Compiled by authors).  

Factor Theory References in the 
carpooling literature 

Subjective norm Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB) 

Bachmann et al. (2018) 

Personal norm Norm Activation Model 
(NAM) 

Cost saving Consumer Perceived Value 
(CPV) 

Wang et al. (2019a) 
Time saving 
Convenience 
Pleasant and 

enjoyment 
Social status 
Sense of belonging Social Capital (SC) Dickinson et al. (2018) 
Trust 
Perceived 

usefulness 
Technology Acceptance 
Model (TAM) 

Wang et al. (2018) 

Perceived ease of 
use  
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defined benefits of carpooling (pleasant and enjoyment, cost saving, 
time saving, social status, and convenience in terms of comfort) based on 
Consumer Perceived Value theory (CPV) (Sheth et al., 1991). Theoreti-
cally, these identified theories are related to each other. In the next 
section, this paper extends the a priori theoretical framework by 
including all theories in Table 4 to propose a conceptual framework and 
provide a discussion of the proposed framework, six research proposi-
tions, and future research directions for interdisciplinary research on 
carpooling behaviour. 

5. Conceptual framework, research propositions and future 
research directions 

5.1. Proposed conceptual framework 

A proposed conceptual framework is presented in Fig. 3 to serve as 
the foundation for future research on psychological aspects of carpool-
ing. Bachmann et al.’s (2018) a priori theoretical model consists of 
proposed TPB and NAM constructs and we extended it to include three 
theories (i.e., CPV, SC, and TAM), which are now introduced along with 
research propositions. 

5.1.1. Consumer perceived value (CPV) 
CPV is a theory from the marketing and consumer disciplines. It re-

fers to the value individuals perceive they obtain from using products/ 
services (Woodruff, 1997). The term ‘value’ is defined differently by 
different paradigms. In this paper, it is defined as “value-as-outcome” or 
“value as a judgement or evaluation of an experience or interaction with 
an object of any type” (Zeithaml et al., 2020, p. 3). Within this paradigm, 
‘value’ is often determined as a trade-off between benefits and costs/ 
sacrifices (Zeithaml et al., 2020). CPV is included in the proposed 
framework as suggested by the findings of Wang et al. (2019a), who 
proposed CPV as antecedent to the passenger’s intention to carpool. A 
study on using CPV to investigate the drivers is needed (Aspara et al., 
2021). Furthermore, Nystrand and Olsen (2020) indicated that CPV was 
antecedent to attitudes; however such a relationship has not been tested 
in the carpooling context. Thus, the following propositions are offered: 

Proposition 1a: CPV will influence the intention to carpool; 
Proposition 1b: CPV will influence attitudes towards carpooling. 

CPV is a higher-order (i.e., overall) construct with different types of 
benefits and costs/sacrifices as lower-order constructs (i.e., value 
dimension) (Zeithaml et al., 2020). In the carpooling literature, the 
benefits and costs of carpooling were reported (Nielsen et al., 2015). 

Wang et al. (2019a) conceptualised the benefits and costs of carpooling 
as two separated higher-order constructs: perceived value and perceived 
risks. This paper focuses on the benefits from carpooling, which are 
discussed hereunder in terms of many lower-order value dimensions. 

CPV can cover most of the psychological factors reported in Table 3. 
The first three value dimensions that have been identified in a car-
pooling context are utilitarian, hedonic, and social value. According to 
Wang et al. (2019a), such three value dimensions are defined as follows: 
utilitarian value refers to perceived functional performance of carpool-
ing and other monetary and non-monetary benefits gained from car-
pooling (e.g., cost and time savings and convenience); hedonic value 
refers to perceived emotional benefits and affective outcomes obtained 
from carpooling (e.g., pleasure and enjoyment) social value refers to 
perceived social status, social prestige, and social approval. In the 
context of carpooling platforms, all three value dimensions were indi-
cated (Arteaga-Sánchez et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2019a). Although so-
cial value has been found in the context of carpooling without 
technological platforms, we still believe this exists. Carpooling from a 
passenger’s perspective may be perceived as sustainable transport and 
improve their social images in terms of environmentalists (Wang et al., 
2019a). From a driver’s perspective, having one own private car to and 
using it to help passengers in terms of sharing seats may associated with 
improving their social images regards materialism and altruism 
(Guyader, 2018; Neoh et al., 2017). Thus, three propositions are pre-
sented as: 

Proposition 2a: Utilitarian value will influence the intention to 
carpool; 
Proposition 2b: Hedonic value will influence the intention to carpool; 
Proposition 2c: Social value will influence the intention to carpool. 

Apart from these value dimensions, other identified psychological 
factors in Table 3 may be conceptualised based on CPV. ‘Information 
sharing’ was derived from ethnographic interviews conducted by 
Guyader (2018) and Haerewa et al. (2018), who reported that in-
formants thought carpooling allowed them to share experience and 
knowledge between other carpooling participants. In the marketing 
literature, perceived shared experience and knowledge gained during 
consumption is acknowledged as epistemic value, which refers to 
perceived curiosity, novelty, and knowledge gained that derived from 
consumption (Sheth et al., 1991). ‘Information sharing’, therefore, may 
be conceptualised in terms of epistemic value. In the decision science 
field, Zhang et al. (2021b) found that perceived epistemic value influ-
enced customer purchase intentions. Thus, proposition 2d is offered as: 

Proposition 2d: Epistemic value will influence the intention to 

Fig. 3. Proposed theoretical framework (Authors).  
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carpool. 
‘Environmental concern’ was identified in a number of selected 

studies (Table 3). The respondents reported that carpooling was an 
environmental and sustainable transport means (Shaheen et al., 2016; 
Tahmasseby et al., 2016). In the environmental field, Zhang et al. (2020) 
defined environmental value as the perception of how consumption 
contributes to making the environment better, and found that perceived 
environmental value influenced attitudes towards purchasing and 
customer intention to pay. Thus, proposition 2e is provided as: 

Proposition 2e: Environmental value will influence the intention to 
carpool. 

‘Helping others’ was found in some of the selected studies. Guyader 
(2018), for example, reported that informants perceived carpooling as a 
way to help other people. In the service literature, Previte et al. (2019) 
conceptualised the perceived experience of helping others as altruistic 
value and found that such value dimension created positive attitudes 
towards a service. The proposition 2f is offered as: 

Proposition 2f: Altruistic value will influence the intention to 
carpool. 

5.1.2. Social capital (SC) 
SC is the second theory included in the proposed conceptual frame-

work. SC, a theory in sociology, suggests that communal relationships 
between participants are assets that are resided in and obtainable 
through the relationship networks owned by individuals (Nahapiet and 
Ghoshal, 1998; Putnam, 1995). Nahapiet and Ghoshal, (1998) further 
asserted that SC consists of three traits: structural (i.e., the connections 
between participants indicated by the strength of social ties), relational 
(i.e., trust, mutual benefit, identification, and norms of reciprocity 
within the participant’s social network), and cognitive capital (i.e., 
shared goals, visions, and language that facilitate a shared understand-
ing of participants’ collective goals and actions). The existence of these 
traits provides opportunities for participants to access to other resources 
and lead to activities such as socialising, social interactions, community 
engagements, and collective actions (Ahn and Davis, 2020; Kim and 
Yoon, 2021). 

In the carpooling literature, individuals who have strong community 
network can access to shared vehicles and are likely form carpool easily 
(Carrasco and Cid-Aguayo, 2012; Charles and Kline, 2006). Further-
more, SC also increases the level of social ties and then increase trust 
among carpooling participants (Standing et al., 2019). Dickinson et al. 
(2018) found the effect of social capital, in terms of sense of community, 
on the intention to carpool. Bachmann et al. (2018) found the effect of 
trust on attitudes towards carpooling and perceived behavioural control, 
which consequently influenced the intention to carpool. Thus, the 
proposition 3 is presented as: 

Proposition 3: SC will influence the intention to carpool. 

5.1.3. Technology acceptance model (TAM) 
TAM is the final theory introduced into the proposed conceptual 

framework and should be used for further research investigating car-
pooling via online platforms. TAM, a theory in the information systems 
discipline, was developed from the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein 
and Ajzen, 1975). It has two elements, which include perceived use-
fulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU), and has been used to 
explain the user’s intention to use technology (Davis, 1989). 

In the carpooling literature, TAM has been employed to explain the 
intention to use online carpooling platforms. PU refers to the percep-
tions on how a carpooling platform is useful to individuals in obtaining 
goals whereas PEOU refers to how individuals perceive the platform is 
simple and easy to use (Wang et al., 2018). Therefore, two propositions 
are presented as: 

Proposition 4a: PU will influence the intention to carpool via an 
online platform. 

Proposition 4b: PEOU will influence the intention to carpool via an 
online platform. 

5.1.4. Interrelationships 
Apart from the foregoing direct relationship, there may be two in-

terrelationships among the theories, which are presented as the dotted 
lines in Fig. 3. The first interrelationship is between SC and CPV. SC and 
CPV are related in a form of looping effects. Stewart-Loane and Webster 
(2017) indicated that the activities and collective actions individuals 
adopt to build and maintain SC delivered many forms of perceived value 
dimensions, which consequently encouraged further collective actions. 
For example, the community with in their study provided an opportu-
nity for participants to express themselves to other participants. The 
participants performed SC building activities (e.g., telling personal story 
to an understanding cohort in the community) and led them to perceive 
social support and recognition of status (i.e., social value), as other 
participants respond with admiring comments about the story. 

SC posits that social ties developed through interactions among 
participants bind people together and can be assessed by time and levels 
of intimacy (Kim and Yoon, 2021). As community’s interactions 
occurred more and social ties was strengthen substantially, the collec-
tive and mutual perceived value of collective actions increased (Kim and 
Yoon, 2021; Stewart-Loane and Webster, 2017). In the context of car-
pooling, the relationship between carpooling participants changes 
dynamically through time. Participants in O’Brien and Dunning’s 
(2014) study reported that they did not know each other and saw each 
other as strangers but, as time passed, they quickly became mutual 
friends. Furthermore, Gheorghiu and Delhomme (2018) found that 
perceived environmental concern became more important, as the 
number of trips increased. Based on this evidence, it can be expected 
that, as the levels of intimacy between carpooling participants increase, 
their perceptions towards the benefits derived from interactions be-
tween both should be increased. Thus, the following proposition 5 is 
provided: 

Proposition 5: SC will influence the perceptions about the value of 
carpooling. 

The second interrelationship is between CPV and TAM. In informa-
tion systems literature, Barnes and Mattsson (2017) indicated that the 
perceived value of carsharing (i.e., economic, enjoyment, and social) 
was positively associated with the customer’s perceived usefulness of 
carsharing platform. Li and Wen (2019) also found that bike-sharing 
users, who perceived the benefits of time and cost savings from using 
bike-sharing, tend to perceive the usefulness of bike-sharing platform. In 
an online carpooling context, perceived usefulness is defined as how 
much the platform can facilitate individuals to obtain personal goals. 
This means that if the platform cannot assist its users to get their goals, 
the platform should be perceived as not useful. Some informants in 
Guyader (2018) reported that they did not like the platform (i.e., 
negative attitudes) because the platform did not allow them to achieve 
their altruistic goals. There is also a case of users who did not achieve 
their cost-saving goal. Täuscher and Kietzmann (2017) found that users 
of a platform were heated and stopped using it after they had to pay a 
service fee that was previously free. Based on the preceding evidence, 
the following proposition 6 is offered: 

Proposition 6: Perceived value of carpooling will influence perceived 
usefulness 

Apart from the proposed conceptual framework and research prop-
ositions, the findings of this study also suggest ideas for future research 
directions, which are discussed next. 

5.2. Future research directions 

A summary of future research directions is presented in Table 5. 
Firstly, future studies should validate the foregoing proposed conceptual 
framework and investigate the six research propositions. Such under-
standing it critical to researchers, matching agencies, and policy makers 
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involved with carpooling interventions and campaigns (Neoh et al., 
2017). Psychological theory used to understand carpooling behaviour is 
not limited only to the proposed framework. Future studies may extend 
some part or the whole of the proposed framework. Apart from these, 
other research directions are suggested hereunder. 

5.2.1. A need to employ a variety of data collection methods 
We found that only 12 studies (36 percent) in Appendix B investi-

gated carpooling psychological factors by employing alternative 
research methods. For example, Guyader (2018) and Haerewa et al. 
(2018) employed ethnography to reveal respondents’ meanings of some 
psychological factors and derived new factors. To discover more psy-
chological factors, research using alternative methods is needed. An 
understanding of carpooling motivations requires a variety of data 
collection methods (Nielsen et al., 2015). Future research should employ 
mixed-methods research designs. Margolin et al. (1978) and Shaheen 
et al. (2016) are examples of such research approach. 

Carpooling via online platforms differs from casual carpooling in that 
carpooling matching occurs in an online platform but real carpooling 
occurs in an offline world. Such phenomenon is also known as online-to- 
offline (O2O) service facilitated by mobile Internet and GPS technology 
(Wang et al., 2019a). While casual carpooling can use face-to-face data 
collection methods, research investigating carpooling via online plat-
forms should employ a specific method that is designed to collect face- 
to-face data and to observe what happens in an online world. 

5.2.2. A need to collect more data from non-Western countries 
Olsson et al. (2019) argued that motivational factors seem to be 

dependent on country and culture. This paper indicated that most of the 
studies were conducted in Western countries. It may be possible that 
people from non-Western origins show different levels of social moti-
vations through sense of belonging, altruism and socialising (Böcker and 
Meelen, 2017). The existing literature, however, does not provide 
enough cases for such comparison (Shoshany Tavory et al., 2020). 
Cultural differences could be a topic of interest for future research. 

Regarding carpooling via online platforms, previous studies were 
carried out in China and the countries in North America and Europe. 
Data related to users’ motivations obtained from carpooling platforms 
that operate in other countries is needed. Underlying conditions such as 
economic development and transport systems in each country can be 
different. People’s perceptions on carpooling via online platforms may 

be different across countries. 

5.2.3. A need to conceptualise further psychological factors 
There remain three factors (Socialisation, Empathy and Self- 

determination) which could not be conceptualised in the proposed 
conceptual framework because we did not found theoretical background 
reported in the identified studies. This paper suggests a way forward as 
follows. 

‘Socialisation’ was stated in terms of an individual’s need or an ac-
tivity in carpooling such as socialising, social interaction, and making 
friends (Akar et al., 2012, Arteaga-Sánchez et al., 2018; Mote and 
Whitestone, 2011; Tahmasseby et al., 2016). Theoretically, socialisation 
refers to the process by which individuals internalise ways of thinking 
and doing that are specific to their primary group (Vincent-Geslin and 
Ravalet, 2015a) while socialising is activities performed during travel-
ling and commuting such as meeting and talking to others (Vincent--
Geslin and Ravalet, 2015b). Socialising can be a mean not only for 
socialisation (as the process) but also for cultivating sense of belonging 
(Ahn and Davis, 2020) and deriving perceptions of value of consumption 
such as hedonic and social value (Stewart-Loane and Webster, 2017). In 
this paper, ‘Socialisation’ (as activities) has been included in the pro-
posed framework in terms of SC and CPV (Fig. 3). However, the 
knowledge about socialisation (as the process) is limit and needs further 
research. 

‘Empathy’ was stated without referring to any theory (O’Brien and 
Dunning, 2014). Theoretically, Empathy is a multi-dimensional 
construct, which can be conceptualised in terms of feelings, outcomes 
of perceptions, or emotional reactions (Hwang and Griffiths, 2017). 
Hwang and Griffiths (2017) further found the relationships between 
empathy, CPV, and attitudes in the carsharing context. Future carpool-
ing research needs to explore more on such concepts. 

Lastly, ‘Self-determination’, which was mentioned in Haerewa et al. 
(2018) but does not have any theoretical definition, should be con-
ceptualised based on Self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan, 1985). 
Gilal et al.’s (2019) review on Self-determination theory may be a good 
starting point for future carpooling research investigating Self- 
determination and TPB. Apart from these three factors, there are 
several psychological factors need further investigations. 

5.2.4. A need to better define cost saving 
Cost saving is a primary factor for carpooling (Standing et al., 2019) 

and we found cost savings apply to both drivers and passengers. How-
ever, Park et al. (2018) and Tahmasseby et al. (2016) found that only 
passengers thought more about cost saving. Other researchers indicated 
that some carpooling drivers seemed less economically motivated 
(Arbour-Nicitopoulos et al.., 2012; Devarasetty et al., 2014) and Buliung 
et al. (2010) found that cost saving was not statistically significant. This 
may be because carpool drivers perceive cost savings differently. Some 
drivers may perceive that they must travel anyway no matter if they 
have passengers or not. Guyader (2018) indicated some users blamed a 
platform for inciting drivers to charge a price. For the most part, studies 
rarely defined levels of cost savings. Determining such levels may help 
classify carpooling participants into different segments and improve a 
prediction of carpooling participation. 

5.2.5. A need to investigate time saving in a country having no HOV lane 
In the US, studies observed that users of HOV lanes emphasised the 

benefits of time (Li et al., 2007; Young, 1995). Drivers and passengers 
perceive such benefits from HOV lanes, as compared to other transport 
means that are not allowed to use the lanes. However, current knowl-
edge lacks the meaning of such benefits from the perspective of car-
pooling participants living in a country that does not have HOV lanes or 
where such lanes are not popular. Time saving may be perceived only by 
passengers when they compare between carpooling and using a public 
bus that meant to stop at every station. Transport systems in each 
country may affect people’s perceptions of time saving. 

Table 5 
Future research directions (Authors).  

Aspect Future research directions 

Theoretical  - Validate the proposed conceptual framework  
- Conceptualise ‘Socialisation’, ‘Empathy’ and ‘Self- 

determination’ 
Methodological  - Employ alternative methods  

- Use a mixed-methods research design 
Contextual  - Explore cultural differences  

- Investigate carpooling platforms in other countries 
Factors-related  - Determine carpooler segments based on levels of perceived cost 

saving  
- Explore the meaning of time saving in a country having no HOV 

lane  
- Investigate psychological factors under dynamic and 

longitudinal circumstances  
- Test a moderating effect of distance on psychological factors  
- Explore multidimensional concepts of trust 

COVID-19  - Investigate how people balance the benefits of carpooling and 
social distancing  

- Investigate what make people using carpooling platforms during 
the outbreak  

- Explore how the users of platforms perceive the benefits of 
measures regard sanitary guidelines, from the perspective of 
TAM  

- Investigate motivations to carpool after issues of COVID-19 
cease their impact  
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5.2.6. A need to investigate dynamic relationships between carpooling 
participants 

We noted in Section 5.1.3 that the relationship between carpooling 
participants is dynamic and there may be an interrelationship between 
SC and CPV. These theories, thus, may be best investigated in dynamic 
and longitudinal circumstances. The number of trips and time spent in a 
carpool may be moderating factors. Psychological factors may be best 
investigated with regards to the number of trips and time spent in a 
carpool (Neoh et al., 2017; Olsson et al., 2019). Mote and Whitestone 
(2011) found that, in comparison to short-distance, long-distance car-
pooling participants had more interactions with other participants and 
reported benefits such as socialising and making friends. Future research 
may investigate a moderating effect of distances (viz. long-distance 
carpooling versus commuting) on their perceived environmental 
concern and their social capital in terms of trust and sense of 
community. 

5.2.7. A need to investigate multidimensional concepts of trust 
Arteaga-Sánchez et al. (2018) and Bachmann et al. (2018) found a 

positive effect of trust on carpooling intention. Dickinson et al. (2018), 
however, observed no effect of trust. Further research should be careful 
when using the trust concept. Trust has multidimensional concepts such 
as individuals’ beliefs about others (Arteaga-Sánchez et al., 2018), a 
tendency to be willing to depend on others (Bachmann et al., 2018), and 
a generalised trust (Dickinson et al., 2018). Trust may also be a moti-
vation when carpooling participants had trust in each other, were 
familiar being with strangers, and had a friendly personality (Amirkiaee 
and Evangelopoulos, 2018; Correia and Viegas, 2011; Mote and 
Whitestone, 2011). 

5.2.8. A need to investigate the impact of COVID-19 
The psychological factors presented in this paper were derived from 

the studies conducted before the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic. 
Evidence shows that travellers’ attitudes toward carpooling were lower 
after the outbreak of COVID-19 (Thomas et al., 2021). A critical chal-
lenge is that COVID-19 may have an impact on individuals by increasing 
psychological stress and reducing their motivations to carpool (Ozbilen 
et al., 2021). Considering the benefits of carpooling such as socialising 
and a sense of community, when social distancing is required, carpool-
ing may not be appropriate or recommended. Considering the benefits 
such as avoiding crowding in public transport, carpooling can be 
considered as a means of transport that limits the number of social 
contacts (Bushwick et al., 2020). If this crisis remains, it will be inter-
esting to investigate how people balance such contradictory benefits. 

Platforms, such as France’s BlaBlaCar and DiDi, experienced the 
greatest fall and had lost drivers and passengers during the early COVID- 
19 outbreak (Hossain, 2021). Future research should investigate the 
impact of COVID-19 on the perceptions of users of platforms. However, 
it was observed that not all travellers stopped using carpooling services 
during this outbreak (Pawar et al., 2020). It would be interesting to 
investigate what make them using carpooling services. BlaBlaCar had 
announced several measures regard sanitary guidelines for carpooling 
and claimed that it could withstands the crisis (BlaBlaCar, 2020). Future 
research may explore how the users of platform perceive the benefits of 
such measures from the perspective of TAM. 

If issues of COVID-19 cease their impact, it will be interesting to 
determine whether people still want to carpool. Some experts expected 
that the car dependence would become more obvious in the post-COVID- 
19 era (Zhang et al., 2021a). It will be interesting to ask whether drivers 
still want to share seats, or they may be fear of carpooling and prefer to 
drive alone. It would also be interesting to investigate how people’s 
value orientation and carpooling behaviour are affected by social 
distancing norms in the future. 

6. Conclusions 

There are three theoretical contributions made by this paper. First, 
the paper provided an extensive research review of psychological factors 
motivating drivers and passengers to carpool. Previous research review 
did not identify such factors based on the role of carpooling participants. 
In this paper, observed factors were conceptualised into 18 main factors. 
Eleven of these factors were not included in the previous review studies. 

Previous studies also emphasised a lack of literature linking psy-
chological theories to carpooling. This paper’s second contribution is a 
proposed conceptual framework for future research on psychological 
aspects of carpooling. The proposed framework is multidisciplinary in 
nature, as it includes the theories from Social Psychology (Theory of 
Planned Behaviour and Norm Activation Model), Marketing and Con-
sumer (Consumer Perceived Value), Sociology (Social Capital), and In-
formation Systems (Technology Acceptance Model). The proposed 
framework should lead to a better understanding of carpooling decision- 
making mechanisms and contribute to future studies investigating mo-
tivations to carpool in terms of providing a more solid theoretical 
foundation. The proposed conceptual framework is provided for both 
casual carpooling (i.e., without technology) and carpooling via online 
platforms because the results of systematic literature review included 
both types of carpooling studies. Specifically, if a study aims to explore 
carpooling via online platforms, the Technology Acceptance Model is 
imperative and should be included. Testing the framework and its six 
propositions in future is required to make our knowledge of carpooling 
motivations more robust. Third, this paper provided eight future 
research directions. Such directions should inform and motivate re-
searchers wanting to further investigate carpooling psychological fac-
tors in the context of casual carpooling and carpooling via online 
platforms. 

Regards practical implications, the identified factors proved to have 
impact on carpooling participants. Such factors may be used by re-
searchers, carpooling platforms, and transport policy makers as a 
guideline: (1) to understand why drivers and passengers are motivated 
towards carpooling and (2) for creating messages designed to highlight 
the benefits of carpooling to their audiences. 

Campaigns should be targeted at the right people. It seems that 
promoting benefits of carpooling related to role preferences should be an 
efficient way to use a limited financial budget. The identified factors 
may be used for developing selling points for marketing to drivers and 
passengers. Carpooling platforms and policy makers may use such fac-
tors to ensure whether they have provided a good service that answer 
users’ needs. If platforms understand what their drivers and passengers 
want, this might guarantee that the platforms can make money. This will 
also assist policy makers and governments in assessing, guiding, and 
monitoring carpooling campaigns to bring about consistent and quality 
services, so that the needs of drivers, passengers and platforms are met. 

There are some practical contributions of the identified factors that 
may be used to promote carpooling for firms and policy makers. Drivers 
should be informed of the benefits of carpooling. Other than cost saving, 
perceived pleasant and enjoyment and sense of belonging may be best 
used to promote the carpooling in communities where participants trust 
each other and may have similar destinations (e.g., their kids studying in 
the same school and participants working in the same areas). Providing 
seats to neighbours, friends and even strangers may be an alternative 
way for single drivers to do altruistic behaviour. Campaigns should also 
increase the awareness of single drivers about how they may reduce 
their impact on the environment by sharing carpool seats and by stop 
driving and become passengers. Campaigns for community settings such 
as pairing drivers together and switching their roles may be of interest to 
policy makers. A government-led carpooling campaign may be first 
implemented in government offices. Matching platforms may cooperate 
with the government and help match carpooling participants. 

As with all research this paper has a few limitations. First, it focuses 
on psychological factors encouraging individuals to carpool and future 
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research should also investigate any psychological barriers or sacrifices/ 
costs of carpooling. Second, TPB is a so-called rational choice model and 
future research should consider irrational behaviour such as habits. 
Considering Motivation-Opportunity-Ability (MOA) model, the focus of 
this paper is at Motivation of MOA which needs to be integrated with the 
other two co-determinants of MOA, as decisions are also affected by 
individual’s abilities (e.g., experience and habits) and external factors 
(e.g., distances and time use in certain transport means). Future research 
should explore extant carpooling literature and conceptualise findings in 
terms of the two co-determinants to improve the rigour of the proposed 
conceptual framework and make it more complete. Lastly, this research 
included only peer-reviewed articles. Proceedings published in well- 
established conferences in transport fields may also provide useful in-
formation that could be used to extend the findings of this paper. 

CRediT authorship contribution statement 

Puthipong Julagasigorn: Conceptualization, Methodology, Data 

curation, Formal analysis, Funding acquisition, Project administration, 
Writing – original draft. Ruth Banomyong: Conceptualization, Formal 
analysis, Writing – review & editing. David B. Grant: Conceptualiza-
tion, Formal analysis, Funding acquisition, Writing – review & editing. 
Paitoon Varadejsatitwong: Methodology, Validation. 

Declaration of Competing Interest 

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial 
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence 
the work reported in this paper. 

Acknowledgement 

The research project is supported by National Research Council of 
Thailand (NRCT) : NRCT5-RGJ63008-101, and supported by Thamma-
sat University in the form of the Bualuang ASEAN Chair Professorship.  

Appendix A. Summary of predetermined criteria  

Types of criteria Criteria 

Inclusion criteria -A peer-reviewed article-An empirical study on psychological aspects of carpooling 
-An article published in the Web of Science or SCImago Journal Rank 

Search strategy via scholarly databases -Databases: Web of Science (ISI), Scopus, ProQuest, and Transportation Research International Documentation (TRID) 
-Year of publication: 1970–2019 
-Keywords search: ‘carpool*’, ‘rideshar*’, ‘liftshar*’ and ‘carshar*’ within Topics (i.e., titles, abstracts and keywords) 
-Articles written in English language 
-Journal articles 

Search strategy via Google Scholar -Three of Belk’s seminal papers (Belk, 2007, 2010, 2014) 
-Keyword search: ‘carpool*’ by using ‘Search within citing articles’ 
-Articles written in English language 
-Journal articles   

Appendix B. Summary of included studies  

No. Authors Country Data collection IT-based carpooling Role preferences 

1 Horowitz and Sheth (1977) USA Interview, survey No n/a 
2 Margolin et al. (1978) USA Interview, survey No n/a 
3 Tischer and Dobson (1979) USA Survey No n/a 
4 Levin (1982) USA Experiment No Driver and 

passenger 
5 Young (1995) USA Survey No n/a 
6 Li et al. (2007) USA Survey No n/a 
7 Buliung et al. (2010) Canada Survey Carpool Zone n/a 
8 Canning et al. (2010) UK Survey No n/a 
9 Correia and Viegas (2011) Portugal Survey No n/a 
10 Mote and Whitestone (2011) USA Interview Slug-line.com Driver and 

passenger 
11 Abrahamse and Keall (2012) New Zealand Survey Let’s Carpool n/a 
12 Akar et al. (2012) USA Survey No n/a 
13 Arbour-Nicitopoulos et al. 

(2012) 
Canada Survey No Driver 

14 Correia et al. (2013) Portugal Survey No n/a 
15 Devarasetty et al. (2014) USA Focus group, survey No Driver 
16 O’Brien and Dunning (2014) USA Interview No Driver and 

passenger 
17 Nielsen et al. (2015) Denmark Interview, focus group No n/a 
18* Bálint and Trócsányi (2016) Hungary Survey Oszkár n/a 
19 Delhomme and Gheorghiu 

(2016) 
France Survey No n/a 

20 Malodia and Singla (2016) India Survey No n/a 
21 Shaheen et al. (2016) USA Interview, survey No Passenger 
22 Tahmasseby et al. (2016) Canada Survey Face-Porter Driver and 

passenger 
23* Arteaga-Sánchez et al. (2018) Spain Survey BlaBlaCar n/a 
24 Bachmann et al. (2018) Switzerland Survey An online platform Driver and 

passenger 

(continued on next page) 
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(continued ) 

No. Authors Country Data collection IT-based carpooling Role preferences 

25 Dickinson et al. (2018) UK Interview, survey A mobile app n/a 
26 Gheorghiu and Delhomme 

(2018) 
France Survey covoiturage.fr; 123envoiture. 

com 
n/a 

27* Guyader (2018) Germany, Belgium, France, 
Sweden 

Netnography, participant observation, 
interview 

BlaBlaCar Passenger 

28* Haerewa et al. (2018) New Zealand Interview, ethnography No Driver and 
passenger 

29 Park et al. (2018) USA Survey No Driver and 
passenger 

30 Wang et al. (2018) China Survey DiDi Hitch Passenger 
31* Barbosa and Fonseca (2019) Portugal Interview No n/a 
32 Wang et al. (2019a) China Survey DiDi Hitch Passenger 
33 Wang et al. (2019b) China Survey DiDi Hitch Passenger  

* Articles identified via Google Scholar search. 
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