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Abstract 

Iceland faces problems in achieving decarbonization goals, especially regarding its 

transportation sector having highly car-oriented passenger transport in the capital city, 

Reykjavík. Therefore, there is a need to shift toward more sustainable transport modes. It 

is well established that private and car-centered mobility regimes impose externalities on 

the environment and the livability of cities. Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) is a recent 

mobility service concept that poses a promising solution to shift much of the travel demand 

within urban settings from private car ownership to shared mobility. This thesis aims to 

determine whether MaaS can function as a disincentive for private car ownership and find 

use in the context of Reykjavík, Iceland. Specifically, it provides an initial investigation 

on how influences on car ownership and use, and opinions on shared mobility services 

and the concept of MaaS may differ between different demographic groups. 

To test whether MaaS can function as a disincentive for private car ownership and 

use in Reykjavík, an online survey was distributed to car owners in the city. Respondents 

volunteered and were asked to respond to two sets of inquiries relating to perceived 

influences on car ownership and use, and sentiments on shared mobility and MaaS, 

respectively. The responses were inferentially analyzed. The results showed that in 

Reykjavík’s current state (i.e. public transport infrastructure and built environment), MaaS 

would struggle to disincentivize car ownership and be adopted city-wide. However, the 

younger generations are the most promising first adopters of the service. 

The results suggest that the city should focus on increasing urban densification and 

enhancing public transport. Furthermore, the results suggest that as these factors are 

enacted, the disincentivizing function of MaaS may become more effective. In line with 

this, further research should be focused on how to facilitate first adopters in their use of 

MaaS. 

 

Keywords: Transportation, Car ownership, Shared mobility, Mobility-as-a-Service,  

MaaS, Disincentives, Reykjavík. 
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Nomenclature 

Term Meaning 

CO2 Carbon dioxide - A greenhouse gas, typically emitted in large 

quantities from fossil fuel combustion. 

GHG Greenhouse Gas - Traps heat in the atmosphere and contributes 

to climate change. 

Sustainability Meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs. 

Shared mobility The shared use of a vehicle such as a bicycle, or other modes. 

MaaS Mobility-as-a-Service - A type of service that through a joint 

digital channel enables users to plan, book, and pay for multiple 

types of mobility services. 

Mobility service A service for moving people. 

Borgarlínan An ongoing BRT project in Reykjavík 

BRT system Bus-Rapid-Transit system 

Disincentive A deterrent factor that discourages a particular action or 

behavior. 

Journey planner A specialized search engine used to find an optimal means of 

traveling between two or more locations, sometimes using more 

than one transport mode. 
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1. Introduction 

The world is currently in the midst of an energy transition towards more sustainable energy 

systems and low-carbon economies (Heinberg & Fridley, 2016). This transition has 

emerged as a response to the dangers of anthropogenic climate change and environmental 

degradation. In this transition, individual countries develop their own strategies with 

respect to their own contextual circumstances (Heinberg & Fridley, 2016; Looney, 2017). 

Iceland, a small island nation in the North-Atlantic, is among those countries. The 

decarbonization of energy systems is important for any country to pursue to mitigate their 

contributions to the greenhouse effect and meet the target set out in Paris in 2015 to stay 

under 2°C above pre-industrial levels (UNFCCC, n.d.) 

Iceland is in a favorable position concerning energy production, where 100% of 

electricity already originates from renewable sources, namely hydropower, geothermal, 

and wind, respectively, and about 90% of heating from geothermal (Orkustofnun, 2020). 

This means that Iceland is closer than most countries in reaching deep, system-wide 

decarbonization. However, the sectors that have yet to be decarbonized in the country 

include aviation and shipping, agriculture, manufacturing and construction, other fuel 

combustion, industry, waste, and for the focus of this thesis, transportation. Road 

transportation is the second-largest source of GHG emissions in the country, after aviation 

and shipping (Ritchie & Roser, 2020), where the majority of those emissions stem from 

passenger vehicles (OECD, 2021). Therefore, it is crucial to focus on new ways that can 

serve as disincentives for car ownership and use, and facilitate the decarbonization of 

Iceland’s transport sector. In this paper, the concept of ‘Shared mobility’ is explored as a 

potential approach to achieve this. 

1.1. The problem of car-oriented cities 

A city is a place where a large number of people live and work closely together, 

functioning as hubs of economic activity. This may be a positive sign of a healthy 

economy where demand for travel within and outside of the city is high, yet where there 

is also limited space to meet this demand (OECD, 2002). Building a car-oriented city can 
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quickly take up a lot of valuable urban space, where pedestrians, cyclists, and users of 

public transit are neglected. Although many trips taken by a private car can be the most 

convenient mode of travel, problems start to arise when the majority of citizens travel in 

this manner. This primarily manifests itself in chronic and debilitating traffic congestions, 

contributions to GHG emissions, dangerous levels of air pollution, and less liveable cities 

overall (Vuchic, 2010) (see Fig. 1 for other outcomes of increased car ownership and use). 

Fig 1. Web of connections between increased car ownership and use, and environmental and social 

outcomes in urban areas (The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, 2007). 

 

As will be further discussed in section 2.3, there are various ways in which 

disincentives for private car ownership and use can be established. For example, these can 

include the elimination of subsidies for car-related infrastructure such as parking and 

highways; increases in fuel taxes to better finance infrastructure for alternative transport 

modes; road usage pricing; prohibiting cars in certain locations such as city centers 

(Vuchic, 2010). However, there is room to introduce new approaches to reduce this 
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problem and facilitate the development of a more people-friendly city with balanced 

transport systems. This is where the concept of ‘Shared mobility’ comes in. 

1.2. Shared mobility 

‘Shared mobility’, also known as ‘Mobility-as-a-Service’ or ‘MaaS’, is a service concept 

that has to do with transport-focused measures taken by private and public sector actors 

with the aim to reduce the need for private car ownership and use and facilitate a modal 

shift to alternative and more sustainable forms of transport (Smith, 2020). 

 According to Smith (2020, p. I), “Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) is a service 

concept that integrates public transport with other mobility services, such as car-sharing, 

ride-sourcing, and bicycle sharing. The core idea is that intermediary digital services make 

it easier for users to plan, book, and pay for complementary mobility services, thereby 

facilitating less car-centric lifestyles.” Through a single unified app-based journey planner 

covering multiple and varied mobility services, users are provided increased flexibility to 

plan their trip based on personal preference and convenience, meanwhile potentially 

facilitating the growth of different mobility service providers.  

1.3. Knowledge gap 

The drivers of car ownership and use in cities is a highly researched and well-understood 

topic, where factors of demography and culture, economics, transport options, service 

quality, and land-use characteristics are typically under scrutiny (Litman, 2002; Litman 

2020; Yedla, 2015; Heinonen et al, 2021). Also, the reasoning behind the research on the 

drivers of car ownership and use often rests on the need to reduce overall travel demand 

through urban densification and ultimately to formulate measures to mitigate the negative 

externalities of road transport and facilitate the energy transition (Holden et al, 2020). In 

furtherance of the transition, this is where the significance of MaaS can come in with its 

promise as a universal and streamlined solution to make alternative transport modes more 

attractive compared to the car.  
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Although the literature on the topic is growing rapidly, MaaS is a fairly recent and 

under-researched topic, where the term ‘Mobility-as-a-Service’ had only started to surface 

in Google’s search engines about a decade ago (Google, 2021). The concept was first 

popularized in 2014 during the 10th European Congress on Intelligent Transport Systems 

in Helsinki (Audouin & Finger, 2018), and has only been researched, trialed, and 

implemented in few locations so far (Smith, 2020). 

The relationship between MaaS and its function as a car ownership disincentive 

has not been studied extensively. Admittedly, the developmental outcomes of MaaS will 

vary depending on the context in which it is implemented, where in this thesis, the focus 

is on the small, yet highly car-oriented city of Reykjavík. Therefore, the question of 

whether this approach can function as a disincentive for car ownership and use in that 

context remains unaddressed. 

This research thus focuses on a contemporary phenomenon (i.e. problems related 

to car-oriented mobility) within a real-life context (i.e. MaaS for disincentivizing car 

ownership and use in Reykjavík), where the relationships between the phenomenon and 

context are not evident (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

1.4. Aim, objective, and research question 

This thesis aimed to investigate the sentiments of car owners in Reykjavík on what 

influenced their decision to own and use a car in the city, as well as on the concept of 

MaaS and its appeal to them. This was conducted via an online survey of car owners and 

users in Reykjavík to infer and draw conclusions on whether MaaS can function as a 

disincentive for car ownership and use in the capital region. The purpose of this was to 

provide an initial understanding of how MaaS can address this problem, and facilitate the 

realization of Iceland’s decarbonization goals. With this, the aspiration was to generate 

reproducible knowledge and lay foundations for further research on the topic. Therefore, 

the research question was raised: Can MaaS function as a disincentive for car ownership 

and use in Reykjavík? 
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2. Literature Review 

This chapter presents some of the current literature related to the topics of car-oriented 

mobility and MaaS. Section 2.1. begins by highlighting the primary factors that drive car-

oriented mobility. This was important for substantiating potential impacts against MaaS’s 

function as a disincentive. Section 2.2. continues this thread by presenting the current 

mobility regime of the Reykjavík capital region. This was also to point out elements that 

may hinder MaaS from functioning as a disincentive for car ownership and use in the city. 

Section 2.3. covers definitions of what constitutes a disincentive, as well as what makes 

an effective disincentive in this regard. Lastly, section 2.4. presents recent research on 

MaaS and how it may relate to reductions in car ownership and use. 

2.1. Drivers of car-oriented mobility 

Several factors can drive and impact rates of car ownership and use in urban settings. As 

mentioned before, these typically include factors relating to demography and culture, 

economics (e.g. income levels), transport options, service quality, and land-use 

characteristics (i.e. urban form). The most notably recognized and influential factor is that 

of urban form (also known as “the built environment”). This can mean a few different 

things. Firstly, although location-specific, Cao et al (2019) and Hu et al (2018) indicate 

that the farther away citizens live from a city center or place of employment, the likelier 

they are to own a car. Secondly, Cao et al (2019), Kim et al (2018), and Bhat & Guo (2007) 

all point to the same thing; car ownership and use are often tied to residency preferences. 

That is, people living in residential areas with higher population densities (where the need 

to own a car is reduced) are less likely to be car owners. On the contrary, people who live 

in the suburbs (where the need to own a car is higher) are likelier to be car owners, where 

in doing so (i.e. living further away from employment hubs) reinforces their need for 

owning a car. This is also in line with Nolan’s (2010) analysis of household car ownership, 

finding previous car ownership to be a significant determinant of current and future car 

ownership. 
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However, Wolday et al (2018) find that residential choice based on transit 

preference mainly becomes an influential factor after more important preferences related 

to socio-demographics are satisfied (e.g., housing affordability; safety, etc.).  

Another factor that impacts high rates of car ownership and use is the incentivizing 

practice of increasing road capacities. An expansion in road infrastructure for 

accommodating higher vehicle capacities leads to improved conditions for car ownership 

and use, further reinforcing the demand for road capacity, ultimately resulting in a vicious 

cycle of car-dependent mobility (see Fig. 2) (Heinonen et al, 2021; McIntosh et al, 2014). 

 

Fig. 2. The vicious cycle of automobile dependency (TUMI, 2019). 
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2.2. Mobility in Reykjavík 

The modernistic techno-positivist paradigm shift resulting from the second world war 

brought about an increase in support for car-oriented city planning (Valsson, 2003). This 

planning orientation took off primarily with Reykjavík’s Municipal plans of 1948 and 

1962-1983, which largely focused on eradicating signs of past times of poverty and 

promoting the development of more modern detached housing with gardens and apartment 

blocks in the suburbs (Valsson, 2003; Reykjavíkurborg, 2013). By 1965, or about 20 years 

after the ending of the war, the Reykjavík urban area had increased by 700%, meanwhile, 

the population had only increased by 70%. This sprawl played a significant role in the 

city’s car dependence, creating enormous demand for road infrastructure to accommodate 

the growth in car ownership (Valsson, 2003). 

Today, the Reykjavík Capital Region consists of 7 neighboring municipalities, 

namely Reykjavík, Kópavogur, Garðabær, Hafnarfjörður, Mosfellsbær, Seltjarnarnes, and 

Kjósarhreppur. Together, these make up a population of about 233,000, which accounts 

for roughly 66% of the country’s total population (Hagstofan, 2021). The country had 

269,615 registered passenger cars by the end of 2020 (Samgöngustofa, 2021a), and about 

659 passenger cars per 1000 inhabitants (Statistics Iceland, 2019). Currently, the number 

of cars per thousand inhabitants is growing faster than the number of inhabitants (Statistics 

Iceland, 2019). Of all trips made in the capital region, 73% are made with a private car, 

4% with city buses, 16% by walking, and 7% by cycling (Hallgrímsdóttir, 2021).  

The low usage rates of the city buses, walking, and cycling can be attributed to the 

low-density urban form of Reykjavík. Litman (2002, p. 2) emphasizes this notion, saying 

that “the problems you experience as a non-driver depends on where you live.” A 2011 

survey on travel habits that was conducted on behalf of Reykjavík city authorities agrees 

with this sentiment. Expectedly, the results showed that there was a stark difference in 

travel habits between city districts, where residents in and around the city center with the 

higher costs of living and in proximity to business hubs were significantly likelier to walk 

and/or cycle to and from work or school. In contrast, people living out in the suburbs with 

lower costs of living were more dependent on a private car (Reykjavíkurborg, 2013). 
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Presently, Reykjavík Municipal Plan 2010-2030’s focus on transportation aspires 

to achieve one core goal: city densification. With this focus, the city aims to reduce 

distances between significant residential and employment districts, along with the 

enhancement of public transport infrastructure, and the scaling back of car-related 

infrastructure (Reykjavíkurborg, 2013). Although not explicitly covered in the current 

municipal plan, shared mobility services will potentially play a significant role in these 

developments. In other words, city densification will likely facilitate increased use of 

alternative transport modes and the use of shared mobility services. 

Currently, several services have entered the mobility market in Reykjavík. These 

include rented cars (e.g. Zip Car), shared bicycles (e.g. Donkey Republic), and shared 

electric kick/step scooters (e.g. Hopp; Oss; WIND) (Hallgrímsdóttir, 2021). This 

underpins that opportunities are already in place for MaaS to be implemented and adopted 

city-wide, potentiating the reduction in car ownership and use. 

2.3. Disincentives for private car ownership and use 

A ‘disincentive’ is the antonym of the term ‘incentive’ and can be defined as a deterrent 

factor that discourages a particular action or behavior (Merriam-Webster, n.d.; Cambridge 

Dictionary, n.d.). Thus, in this context, a disincentive has to do with whether MaaS can 

make people not want to own and/or use a private car.  

There are multiple ways in which disincentives for private car ownership and use 

can be established. Vuchic (2010), as well as Bamberg, Rölle, and Weber (2003) laid out 

a few disincentivizing measures that have proven effective in shifting much of the volume 

of trips made with private cars to more sustainable, and in often cases, more efficient 

modes of transport. Some of these measures include the elimination of subsidies for car-

related infrastructure such as parking and highways; increases in fuel taxes to better 

finance infrastructure for alternative transport modes; road usage pricing; prohibiting cars 

in certain locations such as city centers. Disincentives can be made more effective by 

combining them along with incentivizing measures for the use of public transit, bicycles, 

and walking. This includes building a metro, light rail, or other medium-capacity modes 

with separate rights of way, coordinating different transport modes and integrating their 
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information and fare collection, creating attractive pedestrian streets and areas that are 

often served directly by public transit, coordinating land use with public transit lines and 

stations, and providing bicycle lanes and other bicycle facilities (Vuchic, 2010). With 

special regard to the context of this thesis, the ultimate aim with such measures is to assess 

whether MaaS can serve to truly function as a more attractive and advantageous option in 

comparison to private car ownership and use. In this context, MaaS can be understood as 

a disincentivizing factor when the disincentives laid out by Vuchic, and Bamberg, Rölle 

and Weber (i.e. elimination of subsidies, road usage pricing, etc.) are coupled with the 

incentivizing measures (i.e. building separate rights of way for alternative transport 

modes, coordinating land use with public transit lines and stations, etc.). This coupling 

would therefore facilitate the efficacy of MaaS to a point where it is conclusively more 

convenient than owning and/or using a private car. 

2.4. Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) 

In 2002, Litman (2002) pointed out that the opposite of ‘Automobile dependency’ is 

‘Balanced transportation’, indicating that research on the negative effects of car-oriented 

lifestyles, and benefits of mixed mobility modes had already begun before the conception 

of MaaS. Litman further emphasized the importance for consumers to have viable choices 

and incentives to use various transport modes to suit their preferences and convenience 

with respect to what each mode does best. 

In essence, MaaS is a service scheme that promises to bring users from point A to 

point B, regardless of the transport mode (Smith, 2020; Alonso-González et al, 2020). 

This service is offered to users via a single unified journey planner in the form of a 

smartphone app, which combines all elements of the transport experience (i.e. planning, 

booking, payments, and real-time information on availability and travel times) (Smith, 

2020; Jittrapiron et al, 2017; Kamargianni et al, 2016). The central focus of MaaS research 

is to see how such a service scheme can effectively serve to shift travel demand away from 

privately owned cars and to promote more sustainable forms of transport. 
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Currently, there are some barriers to MaaS implementation and adoption. 

Jittrapiron et al (2017) talk about the ambiguity surrounding the concept, saying that due 

to the multiplicity of MaaS definitions (often conflicting ones), it is difficult to classify 

the service scheme’s characteristics. This may prove challenging for the diffusion and 

realization of MaaS, especially if the aim is to deter individuals from their car-centric 

travel behavior and into adopting new and alternative mobility modes. However, for this 

thesis, MaaS is understood in simple terms as “a type of service that through a joint digital 

channel enables users to plan, book, and pay for multiple types of mobility services” 

(Smith & Hensher, 2020; Smith 2020).  

This type of service has seen the light of day in a few locations. A notable example 

is that of the Finnish company, Whim. Whim started its operations in late 2017 in Helsinki 

and currently plays a key role in the country’s national transport policy. The company is 

actively expanding their service to other cities around the globe, having already entered 

transportation markets in Europe, North America, and Asia. Whim had serviced 3 million 

bookings by the start of 2019 (Whim, 2020; Shieber, 2019), which points to the merits of 

MaaS as a substantial transit option. 

As will be discussed later in this work, there are currently only a few dominating 

transport mode alternatives available to Reykjavík’s citizens. These include the use of a 

private car, city buses, taxis, cycling, and walking. Although an increasing number of new 

mobility services have and are entering the market (see section 2.2) and expanding 

citizen’s options, there is a need for a method of coordinating and integrating these 

different transport modes. For example, the use of a single unified journey planner could 

facilitate citizens’ convenience and flexibility to the point where vehicle ownership of any 

kind, especially that of a car, is disincentivized, unnecessary, and non-optimal. 

The question of what demographic groups will be the first adopters of the 

integrated service remains, however. This is important to consider for the service to gain 

traction in disincentivizing private mobility regimes. Zijlstra et al (2020) analyzed early 

adopters of MaaS in the Netherlands. The results pointed to a demographic that is highly 

mobile, of high socioeconomic status, highly educated, and with high personal incomes. 
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Based on this, they underlined that younger people are more eager to adopt MaaS than 

older adults. On this note, the consulting firm, Accenture, showed through a global survey 

that younger generations (born 1980 and up) are more open to new technologies, 

demonstrating that they are likelier to use new and alternative modes of transport such as 

self-driving cars. Furthermore, the same survey showed that there was a difference in 

income levels as well, where the higher the income, the more willing respondents were to 

be a passenger in a self-driving car (Martin, 2018). In line with this, and specific to Iceland, 

Hallgrímsdóttir (2021) points to the lowering rates of new driver licenses being issued in 

the country, where the proportion of 17-year-olds getting a driver license has decreased 

from 87% in 1990 to 72% in 2017. Another question remains however, what about those 

without smartphones? How would MaaS work for them? 

Lastly, on the note of younger generations, there is a minor ethical concern that 

ought to be considered when it comes to the use of MaaS services for those without access 

to a smartphone, such as children. In other words, the promised benefits of MaaS cannot 

be fully actualized without total inclusion of everyone, regardless of whether they have 

access to smartphones or not. Even if children have access to a smartphone, it is also 

crucial that they have access to a bank account, and the technical skill to make use of the 

services. Therefore, this needs to be considered so that MaaS is not only targeted to subsets 

of the general population (Smith, 2020). 

3. Materials and Methods 

The following sections describe the data collection, survey design, and analysis processes. 

Section 3.1. begins by providing descriptions of the chosen method. Section 3.2. presents 

the design of the survey, including the types of inquiries, questionnaire tool, and how it 

was field-tested. Section 3.3. presents how the target population was selected and sampled, 

as well as how the survey was distributed. Section 3.4. presents the method of analyzing 

the survey results and how that method was used to address the research question. Section 

3.5. provides justifications for the chosen method and presents its limitations. Finally, 

section 3.6 lays out the ethical considerations for the chosen methods. 
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3.1. Quantitative survey research 

In this cross-sectional study, an observational quantitative research approach has been 

used to assess whether MaaS can function as a disincentive for car ownership and use in 

Reykjavík. An online survey was used to collect data on what factors influenced 

respondents’ decision to own and use a car, as well as their opinions on the concept of 

MaaS. Understanding what factors influenced respondents’ decision to own and use a car 

in the city enabled an analysis of whether MaaS can function as a disincentive or not. 

A survey provides descriptions of trends, attitudes, and opinions of a population, 

or tests for correlations among variables of a population by surveying a sample of that 

population (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In this case, a cross-sectional survey was chosen 

to gain a preliminary understanding of the contemporary phenomenon of MaaS and its 

potential function as a disincentive for car ownership and use within the city of Reykjavík. 

3.2. Survey design 

A surveying method was chosen to address the research question as it can provide a rapid 

turnaround in data collection and is time-efficient (Creswell & Creswell, 2018), which 

was in line with the scope of this thesis. 

Google Forms was used to construct the survey. A total of 22 mandatory inquiries 

were posed and split into 2 sections of which included 8 subsections. Some of the inquiries 

were structured so that subsequent inquiries were dependent on previous responses. For 

example, if a participant responded “No, I do not own and/or use a car” in question 1, they 

would skip the following section that asks about what influenced their decision to own 

and/or use a car.  

The 22 inquiries are listed in Tables 2, 3, and 4 in the appendix. Specifically, Table 

2 contains general inquiries, including questions on demographics (e.g. age, sex, monthly 

income, etc.), and on other factors such as the frequency of car use per week, use-purposes 

of a private car, etc. Table 3 contains inquiries on what factors had influenced respondents’ 

decision to own and or use a private car. There, statements were posed with which 

respondents had to agree or disagree. Table 4 contains inquiries on opinions of shared 
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mobility services and MaaS. This included questions regarding experiences with the 

services as well as their opinions on the concept of MaaS. 

The inquiries consisted of single and multiple-choice questions and 5-point Likert-

scale statements. In other words, single choice questions consisted of a selection between 

two responses, for example ‘Yes’, or ‘No’; multiple-choice questions consisted of a range 

of answering options where more than one could be chosen, for example ‘walking’ and 

‘cycling’; 5-point Likert scales consisted of a range of responses where respondents can 

specify their agreement to a statement in five points, for example (1) strongly disagree to 

(5) strongly agree (Preedy & Watson, 2010). Likert scales, in particular, are the dominant 

method used to measure attitudes (Johnson & Morgan, 2016), and were instrumental in 

this context for capturing the attitudes of Reykjavík’s car owners. Lastly, if respondents 

did not find an appropriate choice in the single and multiple-choice questions, they were 

offered an “Other” option in which a manual entry was possible.  

Before distributing the survey, it was field-tested for a day. According to Creswell 

& Creswell (2018, p. 216), this is important to do to “provide an initial evaluation of the 

internal consistency of the items [in the survey]; and to improve questions, format, and 

instructions.” It was sent out to acquaintances experienced with conducting surveys in the 

field of psychology. Feedback mainly regarded format, grammar, and phrasing of 

questions. After minor revisions, the social media platform Facebook was used to 

distribute the survey. Facebook was chosen because it provided the most ease of access to 

volunteering participants. 

3.3. Survey sampling and distribution 

3.3.1. Population 

The population that was sampled (i.e. car owners in the capital region) was estimated to 

195,000. This estimation was reached by using the total amount of registered private 

vehicles in the country at the end of 2020 (269,615 private cars) (Samgöngustofa, 2021a), 

and multiplied by the proportion of newly registered private cars (72.32%, including both 

new and used cars) in the capital region (Samgöngustofa, 2021b). This indirect method 
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was chosen due to a lack of available data directly indicating the proportions of private 

car registrations in each region of the country. 

3.3.2. Sample 

The target sample for the survey was primarily Icelandic-speaking car owners and/or users 

in Reykjavík between the ages of 18 and 80+, although anyone eligible to drive a car was 

allowed to participate. A non-probability or voluntary response sampling method was 

used, meaning that participants were reached based on the ease of access provided by 

Facebook.  

 Considering the scope of this thesis as well the preliminary nature of inquiring on 

this topic, the need for statistical accuracy was minimal. Therefore, using Conroy’s (n.d.) 

table of sample size determination, with a population of 195,000 and a minimal need for 

accuracy, a margin of error of ±10% was chosen. This pointed to an acceptable minimum 

sample size of about 100. 

3.3.3. Distribution 

The survey was administered on the 29th of April and closed on the 6th of May (7 days). 

It was shared in Facebook groups dedicated to different neighborhood districts in the 

capital region. Table 1 provides an overview of all of the groups in which the survey was 

distributed. Not all districts in Reykjavík were covered due to difficulties with being 

accepted into Facebook groups, especially pertaining to area codes 102, 104, 105, 170, 

200-206, 210 & 225, 220-221, and 270-271. This was somewhat problematic as it 

excludes as significant number of potential participants. The fortunate thing to come out 

of this, however, is that area codes of in and around the city center were covered. This is 

an important point to bear in mind as MaaS is most likely to start operating in inner cities 

with higher population densities and in proximity to economic hubs. 

Potential volunteers were informed about the purpose of the survey and that 

anonymity would be upheld. 
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Table 1: Overview of Facebook groups where the survey was distributed. 

Name of Facebook group Group population 

Íbúar í Miðborg [area code: 101] 3,000 

Íbúar í Grafarvogi [area code: 112] 8,200 

Íbúar í Háaleitishverfi  

[area codes: 103 & 108] 1,400 

Íbúasamtökin Betra Breiðholt  

[area codes: 109 & 111] 11,100 

Vestubærinn [area code: 107] 12,300 

Árbærinn [area code: 110] 4,600 

Ég er íbúi í Grafarholti [area code 113] 4,800 

Total number of groups: 7 Total population: 45,400 

3.4. Survey analysis: Inferential 

The variables of interest collected from the survey included how different demographic 

groups (quantitative variables) respond to what had influenced their decision to own 

and/or use a car in the city (qualitative variable), and how opinions on MaaS (qualitative 

variable) differed between those groups. Understanding the opinions between different 

demographic groups painted a clearer picture of whether MaaS can function as a 

disincentive across all demographic groups, only some, or none. This was conducted with 

inferential analysis; the use of sample results to help make decisions or predictions about 

a population (Mann, 2016).  

The steps that were taken for the analysis were the following: 

1. Segment survey respondents into different demographic groups (i.e. age, monthly 

income, etc.), and graph the results. 

2. Interpret the results of different demographic groups on what factors influenced 

their decision to own and/or use a car in the capital region. 
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3. Interpret the results of different demographic groups on shared mobility services, 

and the concept of MaaS and their appeal to it. 

4. Infer and draw conclusions on whether MaaS can function as a disincentive in 

Reykjavík, with special regard to differences of different demographic groups. 

Upon completion of these analytical steps, the results were presented (section 4), and then 

made sense of in context to the current literature on MaaS (section 5). From there, 

conclusions were drawn on MaaS’s potential function as a disincentive for car ownership 

and use in Reykjavík (section 6). 

3.5. Justifications and limitations 

Using an online survey for this thesis is reasonable given that the topic is still poorly 

understood in this specific context. Therefore, a survey set the foundations and provided 

a preliminary understanding of whether MaaS can function as a disincentive. Moreover, 

online surveys can bring an increased response rate compared to, for example, interviews. 

Not to mention their low cost, as well as the convenience provided to participants to take 

the survey according to their schedule. 

However, some level of non-response bias1 is always to be expected from non-

probabilistic voluntary response samples, as some people will be inherently likelier to 

volunteer than others (Vanette & Krosnick, 2018; Catalog of Bias, 2019). In other words, 

people who respond are more likely to be those who have strong opinions about 

transportation-related issues in Reykjavík, so it is difficult to be sure whether opinions are 

representative of all car owners in the city. This may be particularly true in this case given 

that the survey was distributed in neighborhood-centered Facebook groups where 

members may already be more prone to engage with issues in their communities. 

 

 

 
1
  A phenomenon in which the results of surveys become non-representative because participants  

   who do not respond may differ from those who do in their exposures or outcomes (Catalog of Bias, 2019). 
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3.6. Ethical considerations 

In survey research, honesty, respect, and integrity are paramount when dealing with 

participants and stakeholders (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In this case, this has been 

ensured where, before participation, potential volunteers were introduced to the purpose 

of the survey, its potential benefits, and what would be asked. Privacy of sensitive 

information, such as monthly income, was ensured by making sure that all respondents 

would remain anonymous. The phrasing of inquiries was kept as neutral as possible to 

avoid influencing respondents’ choices, as well as to avoid offending, or humiliating 

participants. 

4. Results and Analysis 

In total, 459 responses were received from the survey. The following sections graphically 

present the survey results and analytical interpretations for them. Section 4.1. presents and 

analyzes the results of general inquiries such as demographics. Section 4.2. covers 

inquiries indicating influential factors on car ownership and use. Section 4.3. covers 

inquiries on respondents’ opinions on the concept of MaaS. Lastly, section 4.4. includes 

results from specific demographic groups on some of the inquiries. 

4.1. General inquiries 

Looking at table 2 (see appendix), there is a stark difference between sexes, where females 

make up 73.2% of all respondents (Fig. 3). Most respondents were between the ages of 45 

and 59 (34.2%; Fig. 4), currently working (78%; Fig. 5), and living either in 101 (city 

center; 19%; Fig. 7), or 112 (the suburban neighborhood of Grafarvogur; 30.5%; Fig. 7). 

The least amount of respondents were students or working with studies (4.8% and 8.9% 

respectively; Fig. 5), between the ages of 18 and 24 (4.6%; Fig. 4), and living in the more 

distant municipalities of Kópavogur, Garðabær, Hafnarfjörður, and Mosfellsbær (3.3.% 

living in area codes 200-271; Fig. 7). This was to be expected as the distribution of the 

survey did not have the same outreach to potential respondents in the 200 area codes as 

that of those living in the 100 area codes. Of all inquiries in the survey, the largest share 

of respondents that chose ‘Don’t want to say’ regarded monthly incomes (11.5%; Fig. 6). 
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However, most respondents (70.7%; Fig. 6), had monthly incomes between 400,000 and 

1,000,000+ ISK, which is around or above the country’s average of 576,000 ISK in 2019 

(Hagstofan, 2020). 

 
   Fig. 3: Division of respondents by sex.     Fig. 4: Age distribution. 

 

 

 

 
  Fig. 5: Occupation of respondents.          Fig. 6: Distribution of monthly income. 
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Fig. 7: Area codes of respondents (see appendix for the name of each area code). 

 

 

 

 
 Fig. 8: Proportion of car ownership and usage.       Fig. 9: Frequency of car use per week. 
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Fig. 10: Respondents’ primary use-purposes of a private car. 

 

 

 
Fig. 11: Alternative modes of transport used by respondents. 
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Fig. 12: Respondents’ opinions on whether the amount of different transport modes in the  

       capital region is good or not. 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 13: Respondents’ opinions on how likely they are to use the future BRT system, 

           Borgarlínan. 
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As was intended with the survey, most respondents owned and used a car in the capital 

region (95%; Fig. 8), wherein 71% used it either 5-6 times per week or daily (Fig. 9). The 

primary use-purposes of a private car (Fig. 10) were for typical commutes to and from 

work and/or school (75.7%), shopping (78.3%), and getting out of town (53.5%). 

Provided the high rate of weekly car use, it was somewhat surprising to see how 

many respondents choose to walk as an alternative mode of transport (74.8%; Fig. 11), 

compared to using public transport, cycling, etc. However, this result does not say 

anything about the reasons for, or purposes of that choice, where respondents may have 

misinterpreted this inquiry to apply to leisure as well. 

Perhaps the more interesting result to come out of this set of inquiries has to do 

with respondents’ opinions on whether the amount of different transport mode options in 

the capital region is good or not (Fig. 12). Apart from ‘Neither nor’ responses (33.8%), 

and positive responses (22.6%), the majority (43.6%) responded with a mostly negative 

opinion on this matter. This could be seen as one of the core reasons why there is a high 

preference for using a car in the city. However, given that the single largest group of 

people did not have an opinion on this matter, it is difficult to draw any definitive 

conclusions on the relationship between the amount of different transport mode options 

and car ownership.  

Lastly, looking at Fig. 13, respondents were split on how likely they are to make 

use of the future BRT system (Borgarlínan). This may potentially be attributed to two 

differing sentiments, namely that of current car owners that do not think that the benefits 

of a BRT system will outweigh the benefits of owning and using a car in the city, and that 

of current car owners that are interested, or at least curious, in a car-free lifestyle. 

4.2. Influential factors on car ownership and use 

Table 3 (see appendix) shows the results for inquiries on what factors influenced 

respondents’ decision to own and/or use a car in Reykjavík. The results show that the 

current setup or access to the public transport system had largely influenced respondents’ 

decision to own and/or use a car, where more than half of responses (56%; Fig. 14) either 

somewhat or strongly agreed. Similarly, the built environment was another influential 
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factor, where 58% (Fig. 15) of respondents either somewhat or strongly agreed. When it 

came to the current setup of the city’s pavement infrastructure, i.e. walking and cycling 

paths (Fig. 16), the results shifted towards a disagreement on it having been an influential 

factor, where about 61% of respondents somewhat or strongly disagreed. 

 
Fig. 14: Influence of access to public transport on respondents’ decision to own and/or  

         use a private car. 

 

 
Fig. 15: Influence of the built environment on respondents’ decision to own and/or use a  

       private car. 
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Fig. 16: Influence of pavement infrastructure on respondents’ decision to own and/or  

          use a private car. 

 

 

 
Fig. 17: Influence of weather conditions on respondents’ decision to own and/or use a  

         private car. 
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Fig. 18: Respondents’ opinions on the adequacy of parking. 

 

70% of respondents either somewhat or strongly agreed that weather conditions had 

influenced their decision to own and/or use a car (Fig. 17). This is understandable given 

that Iceland resides in the colder north-Atlantic, having a low average annual temperature 

and high average annual precipitation, and wind speed (Weather Atlas, n.d.; Weatherbase, 

n.d.). 

Lastly, inquiring on whether parking in the capital region is adequate or not was 

interesting to know. This was because if respondents agreed on parking being adequate, 

then it could potentially add to the difficulty of disincentivizing car ownership and use. In 

contrast, if they had disagreed, then it could perhaps serve as an added disincentive. 

However, the results were inconclusive, where there was a notable disagreement amongst 

respondents (Fig. 18). In other words, 36.4% of respondents thought access to parking was 

adequate, while 40% thought the opposite. This result likely stems from the fact that the 

inquiry was not specific enough, and was not followed up on. Additionally, this likely 

stems from respondents living in different neighborhoods that travel to different locations 

in which parking access may vary. 
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4.3. Opinions on MaaS 

Table 4 (see appendix) shows the results for the section of the survey that focuses on 

respondents’ opinions on the concepts of shared mobility services and MaaS. The results 

showed that most respondents (70.8%) had not made use of shared mobility services 

currently available in the city (Fig. 19). This can potentially be explained by the higher 

proportion of respondents living in suburban neighborhoods where the ranges of these 

services typically do not reach (Hallgrímsdóttir, 2021). Furthermore, this could be because 

most respondents are in the older age groups and probably less likely to use such services. 

 Of the types of shared mobility services available in Reykjavík (Fig. 20), an 

overwhelming majority (97.8%) that had experience with them had made use of electric 

kick/step scooters, while only a small portion of respondents had experience with shared 

bicycles (7.5%), cars (8.2%), and/or other types (0.7%). Moreover, most respondents 

(90.3%) that had experience with these services either somewhat or strongly liked using 

them (Fig. 21). 

 
Fig. 19: Results on whether respondents have used shared mobility services or not. 
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Fig. 20: What kind of shared mobility service respondents used. 

 

 

 
Fig. 21: Respondents’ general experience of using shared mobility services. 
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Fig. 22: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner. 

 

 

 
Fig. 23: Respondents’ main purposes with using shared mobility services. 
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Fig. 24: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner instead of a private car. 

 

After having inquired on opinions on shared mobility services, participants were asked 

about their opinions on the concept of MaaS. Before posing the question, a short 

description of the characteristics of MaaS was provided. Respondents were asked whether 

they see themselves likely to use shared mobility services if they were able to plan, book, 

and pay for them in a single unified journey planner in the form of a smartphone app (Fig. 

22). The results were rather split, however, leaning more towards more likely than not. 

‘Neither nor’ alone had a quarter of the responses (25.5%), while 43.8% said they were 

either somewhat or very likely to use it and 30.8% either somewhat or very unlikely to. 

 Fig. 23 shows that trips to and/or from work/school (56.6%), recreational activities 

(33.1%), and shopping (31.2%) would be the main use-purposes of MaaS. 

Lastly, when respondents were asked how likely they would be to use shared 

mobility services entirely instead of a private car (Fig. 24), the results were clear. The 

majority (71%) responded with either somewhat or very unlikely. This may not 

necessarily come as a surprise as making the shift from car ownership to Mobility-as-a-

Service would probably be a difficult one to make. It may mean giving up the freedoms 
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that a private car provides for a service scheme that is in its infancy, and where its promises 

may not explicitly outweigh the benefits of owning a car. This question would have 

merited follow-up questions to inquire about the reasons behind this opinion. However, 

MaaS is a relatively new concept, and especially so in the eyes of respondents, where 

uncertainties surrounding its actual function and benefits are likely the main force shaping 

respondents’ opinions. 

4.4. Results from specific demographic groups 

In this section, demographic groups have been segmented only by age and monthly 

income. This was because the results from residency (i.e. area code), sex/gender, 

occupation, were deemed uninteresting to compare. More importantly, however, 

comparing all variables would have proved too lengthy for this work. 

A crucial point to bear in mind is that the results here were not statistically 

comparable between demographic groups, but only within each group. In other words, 

some groups were less representative of the population than others, where there were 

significant variations of responses between groups. For example, only 4.6% of 

respondents were between the ages of 18-24, while 34.2% were between the ages of 45-

59. This could have been amended by statistically weighing different groups in proportion 

to the actual population. However, that was out of the scope of this thesis. 

4.4.1. Influential factors on car ownership and use 

When it came to access to public transport (Fig. 25), most age groups (25-34, 35-44, 45-

59, and 60-80) largely agreed that it had influenced their decision to own and/or use a car, 

although they also had the most notable disagreements within their groups. The majority 

of 18-24-year-olds expressed access to public transport to be an influential factor in their 

decision (76%). This may indicate that public transportation is currently more appealing 

to younger generations, which may mean that they are likelier to consider using public 

transport than a private car. This may also be reflected by the reduction in new driver 

licenses being issued.  



 

38 

 
Fig. 25: Opinions on access to public transport having influenced respondents’ decision  

        to own and/or use a private car (by age group). 

 

Looking at Fig. 26, the same trend can be seen from the perspective of income levels. That 

is, most income groups agree that access to public transport had influenced their decision, 

although, still including notable disagreements within each group. Interestingly, however, 

are the results from those with a considerably high income of between 600,000 and 

800,000 ISK, where about 64% either somewhat or strongly agreed with this notion 

compared to about 29% either somewhat or strongly disagreeing. What this could mean is 

that income may not necessarily be a significant indicator of whether individuals prefer a 

private car or public transport in Reykjavík. 
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Fig. 26: Opinions on access to public transport having influenced respondents’ decision  

        to own and/or use a private car (by income, before tax in ISK). 

 

Fig. 27 shows that the majority of all age groups were in agreement that the built 

environment (i.e. distances between places) had influenced their decision to own and/or 

use a private car. This result underlines the important role of city densification and 

improved public transport infrastructure to disincentivize car ownership and use, which is 

important for MaaS to be considered a more attractive option compared to a car. 

 
Fig. 27: Opinions on the built environment having influenced respondents’ decision  

           to own and/or use a private car (by age group). 



 

40 

Concerning income levels, Fig. 28 shows that the built environment was an influential 

factor in respondents’ decision to own and/or use a private car. Thus, this result shows that 

respondents’ opinions with higher incomes do not differ from those with lower incomes. 

Therefore, again, income does not seem to be a significant determinant of a car ownership 

preference, as the opinions of all groups are similar.  

 
Fig. 28: Opinions on the built environment having influenced respondents’ decision  

           to own and/or use a private car (by income, before tax in ISK). 

 

Respondents’ opinions on the overall adequacy of parking access in the capital region 

were rather inconclusive (Fig. 29), where within all age groups, except 18-24-year-olds, 

opinions differed. This is in line with the results seen in Fig. 18. Therefore, it is difficult 

to say what effect the factor of parking access could have on car ownership and use in the 

city. 
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Fig. 29: Opinions on the adequacy of parking access (by age group). 

 

Looking at income (Fig. 30), opinions were rather split and inconclusive within each 

group, although trending more towards a disagreement on this notion. What stood out, 

however, was that respondents with the highest incomes were mostly in agreement with 

the adequacy of parking, where about 58% either somewhat or strongly agreed. This may 

potentially be due to parking being better ensured in higher-income neighborhoods, as 

well as at their place of employment. 

 
Fig. 30: Opinions on the adequacy of parking access (by income, before tax in ISK). 
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Looking at Fig. 31, respondents in all age groups mostly disagreed on the notion that the 

amount of different transport mode options in the capital region is good. Although the 

number of neutral responses was significant, the overall result seems to point to a need of 

expanding the options of different transport modes in the city. This may be an opportunity 

for new businesses to enter the shared mobility market, and for MaaS to be adopted in the 

region. 

 
Fig. 31: Opinions on whether the amount of different transport modes options in the  

           capital region is good or not (by age group). 

 

Concerning income, Fig. 32 tells the same story as before, where all groups were mostly 

on the same opinion; different transport mode options in the region are not good. A minor 

exception, perhaps, is that of respondents with a considerably high income of 800,000 – 

1,000,000 ISK, where almost one-third of respondents within that group did consider the 

amount of options to be good. 
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Fig. 32: Opinions on whether the amount of different transport modes options in the  

           capital region is good or not (by income, before tax in ISK). 

 

The ongoing BRT project, Borgarlínan, is highly contested in Reykjavík (Tryggvason, 

2018; DV, 2018), and this is reflected within each age group when asked how likely they 

see themselves to use the service once operational (Fig. 33). This inquiry is important 

because Borgarlínan would likely serve as one of the core services in the city’s MaaS 

scheme if adopted. 

 
Fig. 33: Respondents’ opinions on how likely they are to use the future BRT system,  

           Borgarlínan (by age group). 
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Again, looking at income levels in Fig. 34, the contention of the BRT project is underlined, 

where within each group, disagreements are more pronounced. This inquiry surely would 

have merited a follow-up question on respondents’ reasons for their response. That would 

have provided a clearer picture of the potential role of Borgarlínan to disincentivize car 

ownership on its own and for the rollout of MaaS.  

 
Fig. 34: Opinions on whether the amount of different transport modes options in the  

           capital region is good or not (by income, before tax in ISK). 

 

4.4.2. Opinions on MaaS 

Most respondents had not made use of shared mobility services, although, as seen in Fig. 

35 it is clear that the younger generations (i.e. age groups 18-24 and 25-34) had more 

experience with them. This is likely explained by the novelty of these services and the 

higher propensity of younger generations to experiment with new technologies. As 

previously discussed, this may also indicate that these generations are more susceptible to 

be disincentivized from car ownership and that they may be the first group of citizens to 

make the most use of multiple different mobility services in the form of MaaS. 
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Fig. 35: Results on whether respondents have used shared mobility services or not (by age  

      group). 

All income groups had a similar experience with the use of shared mobility services. 

Interestingly, however, those with the highest incomes of 1,000,000+ ISK, and arguably 

the ones most capable of owning and maintaining a private car, had the most experience 

with the services. This may be explained by the high proportion of respondents living in 

central Reykjavík (101 Miðborg), where housing costs are considerably steeper than the 

suburbs (Sigurðsson, 2020), where the ability to own a car is significantly diminished due 

to higher density and lack of parking spaces, and due to these services operating mostly in 

and around that district (Hallgrímsdóttir, 2021). 

 
Fig. 36: Results on whether respondents have used shared mobility services or not (by income,  

   before tax in ISK). 



 

46 

When respondents were asked how likely they are to make use of multiple different 

transport modes through a single unified journey planner in the form of a smartphone app 

(i.e. MaaS), the results differed notably. Fig. 37 shows that the younger the respondents, 

the likelier they see themselves to use such a service, where the ages of 45-59 and 60-80 

see themselves less likely. This in line with the results in Fig. 35, further indicating that 

car ownership may be less of a preference for younger generations in comparison to older 

generations that may be more used to car-oriented lifestyles. 

 
Fig. 37: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner (by age group). 

 

Interestingly, from the perspective of income, all groups mostly trended towards either 

somewhat or very likely to use multiple different transport modes through a single unified 

journey planner in the form of a smartphone app (Fig. 38). This further emphasizes that 

income may not necessarily have anything to do with perceptions and preferences of 

transport mode choices. Although proportionally speaking, the lowest income group 

expressed a higher inclination to use such a service, where 63% were either somewhat or 

very likely. This may be explained by the desire to stay away from the high costs of 

owning and maintaining a private car. 
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Fig. 38: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner (by income before tax in ISK). 

As in Fig. 24 (the final question on how likely respondents see themselves to use shared 

mobility services entirely instead of owning and/or using a private car), the results 

concerning age paints the same picture (Fig. 39). The majority of all age groups do not see 

themselves likely to make a shift from private car ownership to solely using shared 

mobility services in the form of MaaS. 

 
Fig. 39: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner instead of a private car (by age  

          group). 
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The same result appears when looking at income groups (Fig. 40). However, respondents 

in the lowest income group seem to be somewhat more inclined to consider shifting to 

MaaS. Again, this may be understandable given the high costs of owning and maintaining 

a private car. 

 
Fig. 40: How likely respondents are to make use of multiple different transport modes  

          through the use of a unified journey planner instead of a private car (by income,  

         before tax in ISK). 

 

5. Discussion 

The results indicate that the concept of MaaS is largely unknown to the Icelandic public. 

This, again, is not surprising given the novelty of the concept, and as highlighted by Smith 

(2020), can also be explained by the limited number of real-world cases in which the 

concept has been implemented. This implies that a focus needs to be laid on identifying 

the first and most likely adopters. However, on the note of first adopters, the results build 

on the existing evidence that MaaS appeals more to younger generations. The implications 

of this matter significantly because focusing future MaaS policy-making on younger 

generations could potentially strengthen their current car-free mindsets and facilitate 

MaaS adoption. It is important to reiterate here, however, that the younger age groups 

made up a significant minority of survey respondents and may therefore not accurately 

reflect the opinions of Reykjavík’s younger generations. 
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Further, the results indicated no significant differences between the opinions of 

different income groups. This may perhaps be seen as a good thing as it potentially 

eliminates the need for implementing different measures to attract demographic groups of 

different social statuses, somewhat simplifying the rollout process of MaaS in the city. 

In hindsight, a significant limitation to the survey was identified regarding the sole 

focus on surveying car owners. To conclude whether inclinations to adopt MaaS differed 

between car owners and non-car owners, both groups should have been targeted instead 

of only car owners. Therefore the results cannot confirm whether current car owners in 

Reykjavík are more or less inclined to change their travel habits as opposed to non-car 

owners. However, as the literature suggests (Fioreze et al, 2019; Alonso-González et al, 

2020), current car owners tend to be less inclined to change their travel habits and adopt 

MaaS compared to more environmentally conscious non-car owners. Empirically 

knowing the difference between car owners and non-car owners matters because it may 

have implications for the formulation of future MaaS policies and for what works as a 

disincentive and what not. 

What stood out as a contradiction was that respondents mostly seemed interested 

in the use of MaaS, but were not notably interested in using the future BRT line, 

Borgarlínan. MaaS is deemed more likely to work effectively with public transportation 

services (e.g. city buses; trams, trains) serving as the scheme’s backbone (Caiati et al, 

2020; Kamargianni et al, 2016). Therefore, if the usage rate of Borgarlínan turns out to be 

low alongside a low usage rate of the city buses, then it may turn out that the adoption of 

MaaS will be problematic in the city. 

This thesis has left out some important elements related to MaaS. Specifically, 

what has been left out are the unavoidable roles of public and private institutions in Iceland 

in facilitating MaaS in the city. Moreover, discussions on the technical aspects of MaaS 

implementation have been left out. These aspects typically include the making and 

operation (i.e. booking, ticketing, payments, etc.) of the MaaS app, and how data is stored 

and used, etc.  



 

50 

Finally, coming back to the research question: Can MaaS function as a disincentive 

for car ownership and use in Reykjavík? What the results suggest for disincentivizing car 

ownership and use in the city, is that Reykjavík needs to continue to improve access to 

public transport along with city densification for the reduction of distances between 

places, and more transport mode options need to be added. Moreover, provided that the 

concept of MaaS is unknown or at best ambiguous to the public, it does not seem like 

MaaS can function as an effective disincentive in Reykjavík’s current state. 

6. Conclusions 

In Reykjavík, Iceland, the transportation sector is one of the country’s leading contributors 

to climate change, which is driven primarily by private mobility systems such as the 

ownership and use of private passenger cars. Various ways can be employed to reduce the 

problems associated with car ownership and use, where the focus of this thesis has been 

on the potential of the integrated shared mobility scheme, MaaS, to function as a 

disincentive against this problem. 

The service scheme is in its early days and has not yet been implemented in the 

Reykjavík Capital Region, whereas the results suggest, sentiments towards the concept 

are rather mixed. However, younger generations are the most likely first adopters of MaaS, 

which is an opportunity that should be embraced to get the ball rolling and to facilitate the 

realization and diffusion of MaaS in Reykjavík. 

In the city’s context, future research on this topic ought to look into what measures 

can be taken to integrate MaaS policies with current and future city planning- and transport 

policies to strengthen car ownership disincentives. Specifically, however, it is important 

to survey the younger generations further (first adopters) on what they think is good about 

the currently available shared mobility services and what improvements they would like 

to see. This could further facilitate the adoption and diffusion of MaaS in Reykjavík. 
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Appendix: Survey inquiries and results 

Table 2: Survey results from general inquiries. 

General inquiries Responses % 

Sex Female 

Male 

Other 

336 

121 

2 

73.2% 

26.4% 

0.4% 

Age 18-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-59 

60-80 

80+ 

21 

99 

117 

157 

65 

0 

4.6% 

21.6% 

25.5% 

34.2% 

14.2% 

0% 

Occupation Working 

Student 

Working with studies 

Other 

358 

22 

41 

38 

78% 

4.8% 

8.9% 

8.3% 
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What is your 

monthly income? 

(Before tax in 

Icelandic króna) 

0 - 200,000 kr. 

200,000 - 400,000 kr. 

400,000 - 600,000 kr. 

600,000 - 800,000 kr. 

800,000 - 1,000,000 kr. 

1,000,000+ kr. 

Don’t know 

Don’t want to say 

19 

59 

92 

119 

69 

45 

3 

53 

4.1% 

12.9% 

20% 

25.9% 

15% 

9.8% 

0.7% 

11.5% 

In what area code 

do you live? 

101 (Miðborg) 

102 (Vatnsmýri og Skerjafjörður) 

103 & 108 (Háaleitis- og Bústaðahverfi) 

104 (Laugardalur) 

105 (Hlíðar) 

107 (Vesturbær) 

109 & 111 (Breiðholt) 

110 (Árbær) 

112 (Grafarvogur) 

113 (Grafarholt og Úlfarsárdalur) 

170 (Seltjarnarnes) 

200-206 (Kópavogur) 

210 & 225 (Garðabær) 

220-221 (Hafnarfjörður) 

270-271 (Mosfellsbær) 

Other 

87 

4 

40 

2 

10 

28 

34 

62 

140 

31 

6 

7 

0 

4 

3 

1 

19% 

0.9% 

8.7% 

0.4% 

2.2% 

6.1% 

7.4% 

13.5% 

30.5% 

6.8% 

1.3% 

1.5% 

0% 

0.9% 

0.7% 

0.2% 

Do you own and/or 

use a private car in 

the capital region? 

Yes, I own and use a private car. 

No, I neither own nor use a private car. 

I do not own, but I sometimes have 

access to a private car. 

438 

7 

 

14 

95.4% 

1.5% 

 

3.1% 

How many days of 

the week do you 

use a private car? 

Daily 

5 - 6 times 

4 - 5 times 

3 - 4 times 

2 - 3 times 

1 - 2 times 

Don’t know 

245 

77 

40 

40 

26 

23 

1 

54.2% 

17% 

8.8% 

8.8% 

5.8% 

5.1% 

0.2% 

What do you 

primarily use a 

private car for? 

(multiple choice) 

Commute to and from work and/or 

school. 

Pick up children from school and/or 

recreational activities. 

Get out of town 

 

342 

 

140 

242 

 

75.7% 

 

31% 

53.5% 
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Shop 

Other 

354 

59 

78.3% 

11.8% 

What other modes 

of transport apart 

from a private car 

do you use? 

(multiple choice) 

Public transport (city bus) 

Cycling (electric or not) 

Kick scooter (electric or not) 

Walking 

I do not use other modes of transport 

Other (total): 

- Taxi 

- Carpooling 

- Vespa 

- Borrowed car 

102 

143 

54 

339 

79 

6 

1 

3 

1 

1 

22.6% 

31.6% 

11.9% 

74.8% 

17.5% 

1.2% 

0.2% 

0.6% 

0.2% 

0.2% 

I think the amount 

of different 

transport mode 

options in the 

capital region is 

good. 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat agree 

Neither nor 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

72 

128 

155 

64 

40 

15.7% 

27.9% 

33.8% 

13.9% 

8.7% 

As it stands, how 

likely do you think 

you are to make 

use of Borgarlínan 

when it becomes 

operational? 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Very unlikely 

Somewhat unlikely 

Neither nor 

Somewhat likely 

Very likely 

129 

75 

101 

64 

90 

28.1% 

16.3% 

22% 

13.9% 

19.6% 

 

Table 3: Survey results regarding influential factors on car ownership and/or use. 

Influential factors on car ownership and use Responses % 

Access* to public transport 

(city bus) influenced my 

decision to own and/or use a 

private car. *With access is 

meant, for example, distances to 

bus stops; frequency of trips. 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Neither nor 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

93 

42 

64 

85 

168 

20.6% 

9.3% 

14.2% 

18.8% 

37.2% 

The built environment* 

influenced my decision to own 

and/or use a private car. *With 

built environment is primarily 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Neither nor 

71 

48 

71 

15.7% 

10.6% 

15.7% 
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meant distances between places. 

(5-p. Likert scale)  
Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

102 

160 

22.6% 

35.4% 

Pavement infrastructure* 

influenced my decision to own 

and/or use a private car. 

*Pavement infrastructure 

includes, for example, bicycle 

paths and walking paths. 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Neither nor 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

184 

92 

107 

37 

32 

40.7% 

20.4% 

23.7% 

8.2% 

7.1% 

Weather conditions influenced 

my decision to own and/or use 

a private car. 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Neither nor 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

38 

35 

63 

99 

217 

8.4% 

7.7% 

13.9% 

21.9% 

48% 

Overall, access to parking is 

adequate in the capital region. 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Strongly disagree 

Somewhat disagree 

Neither nor 

Somewhat agree 

Strongly agree 

99 

81 

107 

83 

81 

22% 

18% 

23.7% 

18.4% 

18% 

 

Table 4: Survey results regarding opinions on MaaS. 

Opinions on MaaS Responses % 

Have you made use of shared 

mobility services such as 

electric kick scooters 

(example: WIND), shared 

bicycles (example: Donkey 

Republic), shared/rented cars 

(example: Zip Car) in the 

capital region? 

Yes 

 

No 

134 

 

325 

29.2% 

 

70.8% 

What kind of shared 

mobility service did 

you use? 

(multiple choice) 

Electric kick scooters (Example: 

WIND; Hopp; Zolo; Oss). 

Shared bicycle (Example: 

Donkey Republic; Oss). 

Shared/rented car (Example: Zip 

Car). 

Other 

 

131 

 

10 

 

11 

1 

 

97.8% 

 

7.5% 

 

8.2% 

0.7% 

How did you like using 

shared mobility 

services? 

Strongly disliked it 

Somewhat disliked it 

Neither nor 

1 

0 

12 

0.7% 

0% 

9% 
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(5-p. Likert scale) Somewhat liked it 

Strongly liked it 

42 

79 

31.3% 

59% 

If you could plan, book, 

and pay for the use of 

multiple different 

transport modes in the 

capital region through 

one unified journey 

planner/smartphone-

app, how likely do you 

think you are to make 

use of such a service? 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Very unlikely 

 

Somewhat unlikely 

 

Neither nor 

 

Somewhat likely 

 

Very likely 

70 

 

71 

 

117 

 

95 

 

106 

15.3% 

 

15.5% 

 

25.5% 

 

20.7% 

 

23.1% 

For what purpose 

would you mainly use 

shared mobility 

services? 

(multiple choice) 

To and/or from work/school 

To and/or from recreational 

activities. 

Shop 

Would not use 

Do not know 

Other 

260 

 

152 

143 

21 

4 

74 

56.6% 

 

33.1% 

31.2% 

4.6% 

0.9% 

16% 

How likely do you think 

you would be to use 

shared mobility services 

entirely instead of 

owning and/or using a 

private car? 

(5-p. Likert scale) 

Very unlikely 

Somewhat unlikely 

Neither nor 

Somewhat likely 

Very likely 

214 

112 

79 

32 

22 

46.6% 

24.4% 

17.2% 

7% 

4.8% 

 


