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Abstract

In the governance of the shared mobility market of a city or of a metropolitan area, there are
two conflicting principles: 1) the healthy competition between multiple platforms, such as be-
tween Uber and Lyft in the United States, and 2) economies of network scale, which leads to
higher chances for trips to be matched, and thus higher operation efficiency, but which also implies
monopoly. The current shared mobility markets, as observed in different cities in the world, are
either monopolistic, or largely segmented by multiple platforms, the latter with significant effi-
ciency loss. How to keep the competition between platforms, but to reduce the efficiency loss due
to segmentation with new market designs is the focus of this paper. We first propose a theoretical
framework of shared mobility market segmentation and then propose four market structure de-
signs thereupon. The framework and four designs are first discussed as an abstract model, without
losing generality, thus not constrained to any specific city. High-level perspectives and detailed
mechanisms for each proposed market structure are both examined. Then, to assess the real-world
performance of these market structure designs, we used a ride-sharing simulator with real-world
ride-hailing trip data from New York City to simulate. The proposed market designs can reduce
the total vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) by 6% while serving more customers with 8.4% fewer total
number of trips. In the meantime, customers receive better services with on-average 5.4% shorter
waiting time. At the end of the paper, the feasibility of implementation for each proposed market
structure is discussed.

Keywords: Ride-Sharing, Shared Mobility, Market Segmentation, Market Structure, Mechanism
Design.

1. Introduction

The Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), such as Uber and Lyft, are accountable for an
additional 5.7 billion vehicle miles travelled (VMT) annually in just nine US cities (1). Although
TNCs improve the convenience of travelers by allowing more travel options, their proliferation has
in the meantime resulted in a marked increase in urban vehicle travel, leading to urban congestion,
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delays, and higher carbon emissions. While acknowledging the benefits of TNCs, such as enhanced
convenience and accessibility of transportation services for urban residents, policymakers must
also actively improve the efficiency of TNC markets, i.e., moving more people with fewer vehicles.
This paper focuses on redesigning current shared mobility market structures to enhance market
efficiency. The term ”platforms” is used to refer to TNCs, as per the terminology in the platform
economy literature (2).

The “market segmentation” in the ride-hailing market indicates that various competing plat-
forms provide services to customers in the same area without coordination. This segmentation
leads to lower customer and driver concentration on each platform, increasing the distances drivers
must travel to pick up passengers. When a shared mobility platform handles more trips, it increases
the likelihood of matching those trips with nearby drivers and pooling multiple trips together, re-
sulting in more efficient use of vehicles and reduced congestion and emissions (3, 4). Recent stud-
ies have analyzed the costs of market segmentation, also known as platform non-coordination (5–
8). Kondor et al. (7) found that adding an additional ride-hailing platform could increase the
number of vehicles by up to 67% when platforms are not coordinated. The costs of market seg-
mentation can be significant and ultimately lead to increased congestion and carbon emissions in
cities.

The segmentation of the market creates a crucial tension between two fundamental economic
principles: fostering healthy market competition and achieving economies of scale. The challenge
is finding a balance between promoting competition and encouraging the consolidation necessary
to achieve these economies of scale. Instead of promoting a monopolistic market, the aim of this
paper is to enhance the efficiency of the existing competitive but segmented market by encour-
aging cooperation between platforms in a manner that decreases VMT and improves services for
travelers. Cities around the globe have begun to recognize the advantages of cooperation among
mobility service providers. For instance, the city of Zürich is investigating ways to improve col-
laboration among transport providers (9). In the freight transportation sector, cooperation between
multiple carriers is often achieved by reassigning transportation requests among them to reduce
their total transportation costs or to maximize their profit from serving that requests, with potential
savings ranging from 8% to 60% (10–12).

This paper focuses on resolving the fragmentation of shared mobility markets while maintain-
ing healthy competition by proposing four possible market structures. The major contributions of
this paper are:

• Introduce a comprehensive theoretical framework for describing the shared mobility market
structure and present four potential market structures to decrease the cost associated with
market fragmentation.

• Describe two existing and four proposed shared mobility market structures from demand and
supply information, service delivery, and payment flows perspectives.

• Design specific mechanisms for each proposed market structure.

• Evaluate the performance of each proposed market structure and its mechanism using real-
world ride-hailing simulation based on New York City (NYC). The proposed market struc-
tures can reduce market friction by serving more customer requests with 6% less total VMT,
8.4% fewer total number of trips, and 5.4% reduced customer wait times.
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It is worth noting that the fragmentation of the market in the ride-hailing industry can be par-
tially alleviated through the actions of “multi-homing” drivers and customers who use multiple
platforms. However, this passive form of collaboration only leads to marginal improvements in
efficiency. As of May 2020, nearly 9% of customers in the US were multi-homing customers (13).
Although this helps to “dissolve” some of the segmentation between platforms, it cannot funda-
mentally change the market structure.

The structure of the article is as follows. In Section 2, we conduct a review of related literature
on shared mobility markets and mechanism designs. In Section 3, we present a unified framework
to describe shared mobility markets and a brief overview of possible market structures. Detailed
market mechanisms are specified in Section 4. In Section 5, we present the results of numerical
experiments conducted to evaluate the proposed market structures and mechanisms. Lastly, in
Section 6, we conclude the paper by discussing the feasibility of each proposed market, identifying
limitations, and outlining potential directions for future research.

2. Literature Review

There is a vast body of research on shared mobility markets. This section will review the
literature in three main areas: i) models and analyses of shared mobility markets, ii) shared mobility
market structures and mechanisms, iii) and general market structures and mechanisms.

2.1. Models and Analyses in Shared Mobility Markets
Wang and Yang (14) proposed a general framework and conducted a comprehensive literature

review on shared mobility markets. There are two main perspectives of research in shared mobility
markets: i) understanding demand and supply, and ii) platform operations.

Understanding and predicting demand patterns are critical to platforms’ operations. Studies
have found that ride-hailing users are young, wealthy, and located in higher-density urban ar-
eas (15, 16). Lavieri and Bhat (17) described a comprehensive analysis of ride-hailing travel
behavior, leading to policy implications about pooling acceptance and relationships with other
modes. On the other hand, state-of-the-art deep learning frameworks are applied to predict short-
term passenger demand in the shared mobility system (18, 19).

Meanwhile, supply-side information and drivers’ behaviors need to be understood to better
operate shared mobility systems. Hall and Krueger (20) utilized the survey and administrative data
to provide a comprehensive analysis of the labor market with Uber drivers. Xu et al. (21) discussed
the supply curve of the ride-hailing system considering finite matching radius, which is built upon
the “Wild Goose Chase” effect identified by Castillo et al. (22).

With the understanding of demand and supply in the shared mobility market, platforms need
to design operation strategies to better serve customers and utilize driver supply. The operation
strategies typically include dynamic pricing (23–27), customer-driver matching (28–31), and vehi-
cle rebalancing (32–35).

2.2. Shared Mobility Market Structures and Mechanisms
Most studies have focused on the competition between two-sided platforms in the shared mo-

bility market as pointed out by Wang and Yang (14). Zha et al. (36) analyzed the shared mobility
market with an aggregated model focusing on customer-driver matching. Competition between
multiple ride-sourcing platforms is investigated and their results suggested that the regulatory
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agency should encourage the merger of competing platforms if the matching friction between
customers and drivers was sufficiently large. Cohen and Zhang (37) discussed the competition be-
tween two-sided platforms with a Multinomial Logit (MNL) behavior choice model and illustrated
the existence and uniqueness of equilibrium of the competing market. They further proved that the
“coopetition,” which is synonymic to the concept of cooperation in our paper, leads to a win-win
situation where platforms, drivers, and customers benefit from the partnerships.

While cooperation between competing platforms brings additional benefits to the shared mo-
bility system, few papers have explored competition with collaboration in shared mobility mar-
kets under different market conditions and regulations. Shaheen and Cohen (38) highlighted the
business models and partnerships as one of the core enablers for facilitating the MOD system.
However, how to redesign the shared mobility market structure to facilitate collaboration between
competing platforms, establish feasible market mechanisms to allow such collaboration, and im-
pose appropriate regulations still remains an open question.

2.3. General Market Structures and Mechanisms
Outside the shared mobility field, market structures that enable collaboration between com-

petitors have been studied. Verdonck et al. (10) conducted a survey on horizontal cooperation in
logistics, leading to improvements in companies’ productivity and level of service. Horizontal
cooperation refers to sharing customer orders (demand side) or vehicle capacities (supply side).
Multiple operation-level techniques are introduced to facilitate horizontal cooperation, including
auction-based mechanisms and bilateral swapping. In forestry transportation, Frisk et al. (39)
proposed a collaboration mechanism for cost allocation and demonstrated that the proposed mech-
anism leads to an additional 9% saving to each company while better planning strategies could only
save around 5%. Kotzab and Teller (40) focused the coopetition in the European grocery indus-
try. They showed that collaboration and competition can be performed simultaneously even under
a competition intense scenario, and the coopetition offered companies with better management
solutions and promoted economies of scale.

In this paper, our goal is to improve the efficiency of shared mobility markets by utilizing
theories and experiences from other fields to design market structures that promote collaboration
among shared mobility platforms. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, this is the first paper
to analyze the shared mobility market from a systematic perspective and offer potential market
structures to dissolve the market segmentation. In the following sections, we will present a com-
prehensive theoretical framework for understanding the shared mobility market, as well as four
potential market structures and mechanisms that take into account various levels of collaboration
between platforms.

3. Market Representation

In this section, we will present a unified framework for describing shared mobility market
structures and present market representation from information collection, service delivery, and
payment flow perspectives. A summary of proposed market structures is presented at the end of
the section as well.

3.1. Preliminary
For the operations of ride-hailing platforms, a methodology framework for operating dynamic

shared mobility platforms with high-capacity vehicles is proposed by Alonso-Mora et al. (28).
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Given a set of requests R and available vehicles V in a decision time interval of length ∆, a
pairwise shareability network, namely RV-graph, is constructed, indicating the possibility for any
two requests to share the same trip and for any vehicle to pick up any request. Using the RV-
graph as a baseline, a set of candidate trips T is enumerated and an RTV-graph is formulated.
An Integer Linear Program (ILP) is then solved based on the RTV-graph to generate the optimal
request-trip-vehicle assignment. Based on the optimal assignment, vehicle routes were generated
and the vacant vehicles are repositioned.

Let m indicate the optimal assignment between requests, trips, and vehicles. The ILP for
computing the optimal assignment is denoted as f(Σ, G), where Σ stands for the objective of
the assignment problem and G = (V,E) is the RTV-graph. Therefore, the proposed method for
solving the assignment problem can be represented as m = f(Σ, G). The objective Σ can be
generalized to any possible objectives related to vehicle-request and request-request matchings.
For instance, Alonso-Mora et al. (28) found an assignment that minimized the sum of delays over
all assigned requests and penalties for unsatisfied requests.

Additionally, we introduce the following basic definition from the graph theory to help con-
struct the unified theoretical framework (41).

Definition 1 (Subgraph). Given a graph G = (V,E) with vertex set V and edge set E, a subgraph
G′ = (V ′, E ′) of a graph G is a graph G′ whose vertex set and edge set are subsets of those of G,
i.e., V ′ ⊆ V , E ′ ⊆ E.

3.2. A Unified Framework
The essence of a shared mobility market is a set of rules to conduct an assignment between

drivers and customers. Therefore, there are three layers of abstraction in this formulation process:
1) the underlying supply and demand, 2) the actual assignment between them, or what we call
“matching” in all prior papers (42, 43), and 3) the “market structure” or “market mechanism,”
which rules how this assignment is going to be after supply and demand are realized. Typically, this
rule set is driven by an objective, e.g., profit maximization, customers’ travel time minimization,
or VMT minimization, and is constrained by a list of factors, e.g., market segmentation, and how
the segmentation could be “dissolved” to different extents.

More formally, let’s denote a bipartite set Q := R
⋃
V in a shared mobility market, where R

represents customers (who request trips from origins to destinations) and V corresponds to drivers.
Given the underlying feasibility constraints for a “matching” between customers and drivers, and
between customers1, a set of candidate trips T and the corresponding RTV-graph GQ = (EQ, VQ)
can be constructed. After specifying certain objective Σ, the optimal assignment m can be found
by solving the ILP based on the RTV-graph GQ, i.e., m = f(Σ, GQ).

In addition to the underlying supply, demand and feasibility constraints, a market structure
µ imposes extra constraints over the RTV-graph GQ. A specific market structure µ leads to a
modified RTV-graph Gµ

Q = (Eµ
Q, V

µ
Q) which is a subgraph of the RTV-graph GQ, i.e., Eµ

Q ⊆ EQ,
V µ
Q ⊆ VQ. Since the feasibility constraint for constructing the original RTV-graph is independent

of market structures, considering market structures leads to subgraphs of the RTV-graph GQ. For
example, in a segmented market, the driver set V is partitioned into several non-overlapping subsets

1The typical feasibility constraints include the maximum wait time, the maximum delay time, and vehicle capacity
constraints in the dynamic ride-hailing system.
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V = V1
⋃
· · ·
⋃
Vn, and vice versa for customers. Only trips that include customers from the same

subset Ri,∀i, remain in the candidate trip set T , hence it can be partitioned into several non-
overlapping subsets T = T1

⋃
· · ·
⋃
Tn. Edges between trips and drivers are retained only if they

share the same index (under the same platform). The segmented market leads to a modified RTV-
graph Gµ

Q described above and it can be further used to solve the optimal assignment problem, i.e.,
calculating m = f(Σ, Gµ

Q).

3.3. Basic Assumptions
In microeconomics, a market is defined as a collection of buyers and sellers that, through their

actual or potential interactions, determine the price of a product or set of products (44). A shared
mobility market can be treated as two separate markets linked by platforms: a market with drivers
being service sellers and platforms being service buyers; a market with customers being service
buyers and platforms being service sellers. LetP denote the set of platforms and |P| > 1 represents
a segmented shared mobility market. In this paper, without the loss of generality, we consider the
competing market as the two-platform scenario, i.e., Q = (R1

⋃
V1) ∪ (R2

⋃
V2). Expanding the

formulation to include multiple competing platforms in the market is a straightforward process. A
single-platform market is indicated byQ = R

⋃
V . Assume all customersR need to be served by

one platform in the platform set P . First, we make the following assumptions and definitions for
the shared mobility market studied in this paper:

1. The shared mobility market is an open market where customers could leave the market if the
price is unacceptable.

2. A homogeneous fleet of vehicles with a capacity of 4 operated by a set of drivers.
3. Each driver contracts with at most one platform and each customer requests from only one

platform (no multi-homing customers and drivers).
4. The pricing scheme for a platform i ∈ P can be represented by (pi, qi,oi). Platform i ∈ P

charges a customer with an OD-pair (s, t) the price pi(dst, τst) for a dedicated trip and
qi(dst, τst) for a shared trip, where dst and τst are the shortest path distance and travel time
(calculate with constant vehicle speed v̄) between the origin s and the destination t, respec-
tively. For the driver who serves a trip that consists of either a single customer or multiple
customers, the platform i ∈ P pays oi(d̂, τ̂) to the driver, where d̂ and τ̂ represents distance
and time for both non-occupied (pick-up) and occupied trip, respectively.

Under the assumption of pricing scheme (p, q,o) and constant vehicle speed v̄, the optimal
assignment m with minimum VMT provides each platform with the largest revenue. For all mar-
kets throughout the paper, the objective function Σ equipped with market structures µ is the VMT
minimization, and C(m) denotes the overall VMT for an optimal assignment m = f(Σ, Gµ

Q).

3.4. Status Quo Market
In this subsection, we describe two existing status quo shared mobility markets. While the

shared mobility platforms provide massive convenience to travelers, limited interventions and reg-
ulations are imposed by governmental authorities (45). There are two types of status quo markets:
single-platform market and multi-platform market. A typical single-platform market is the Chinese
ride-hailing market, where DiDi served 93% of total daily active users in 2019 (46). As for the
multi-platform market, the American market with Uber and Lyft competing for the market share
is an emblematic one. The latest data shows that Uber served 71% of the market share nationwide
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while Lyft served the remaining 29% for April 2020 (13). In certain cities and neighborhoods, the
gap may be even smaller (Detroit has a nearly 50/50 market share between Uber and Lyft).

There are three components in the shared mobility market: Driver, Customer, and Platform.
To describe the structure of each shared mobility market, we introduce four flows between these
components:

• Demand information flow: Flow of customer request information.

• Supply information flow: Flow of driver location and occupancy information.

• Payment flow: Flow of money paid by customers to use shared mobility services.

• Physical service delivery flow: Flow of physical service delivery from drivers to customers.

Physical service delivery flow is trivial to discuss since it always directly runs from drivers
to customers in any shared mobility market. Thus, in the following discussions, we only focus
on demand information, supply information and payment flow, which are denoted by red, blue,
and orange arrows, respectively, in the following figures. Figure 1 illustrates the status quo mar-
kets, which are straightforward. In both single-platform and multi-platform status quo markets,
platforms collect demand information from customers and supply information from drivers, and
allocate drivers to customers. The payment flow goes from customers to drivers via platforms.

Platform Driver 
Pool

Customer 
Pool

(a) single-platform market

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

(b) multi-platform market

Figure 1: Status quo shared mobility markets.

In the status quo single-platform market, market structure µ put no additional constraints over
Q. For the status quo multi-platform market with n platforms, market structure µ divides driver
set into V = V1

⋃
· · ·
⋃
Vn and customer set intoR = R1

⋃
· · ·
⋃
Rn.

The optimal assignment m only includes edges within subsets of Vi
⋃
Ri,∀i = 1, ..., n. As-

suming a set of demand and supply Q in a shared mobility market with a set of platforms P
offering both dedicated and ride-pooling services, each platform i ∈ P tends to maximize its profit
under a pricing scheme (pi, qi,oi). Considering all possible markets under this assumption but
with different market structures, the status quo single-platform and multi-platform markets serve
as two extreme cases regarding the system efficiency (or the overall VMT).

To gain the largest revenue in a single-platform market, the platform tries to find the optimal
driver-customer and customer-customer matchings within Q to minimize the overall VMT while
serving all customers. For any fragmented market, where the set of customers and drivers Q are
divided into multiple disjoint subsets, each platform i ∈ P solves the optimal matching problem
with its own set of customers and drivers Ri

⋃
Vi. Market fragmentation leads to VMT losses

compared to single-platform markets. Although the monopoly in a market is typically considered
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as the source of inefficiency, we analyze the market efficiency purely from the VMT perspective,
and a monopoly (single-platform) market leads to the minimum VMT among all possible shared
mobility markets.

A single-platform market induces an unfair and unhealthy market due to a lack of competi-
tion (47). Facing the situation that the status quo multi-platform market yields the worst system
efficiency, we proposed four possible markets with different market structures and mechanisms.
In each of the proposed market structures, the hard boundaries between segmented platforms are
partially “dissolved.” This dissolution of platform boundaries reduces the constraints of cross-
platform trip matching, thus enabling more sharing opportunities and further reducing the overall
VMT.

3.5. Bilateral Trading Market
The first proposed market, bilateral trading market, improves the system efficiency of the status

quo multi-platform market by allowing trading, in an encrypted way to protect the data security,
of customer or driver information between platforms. Bilateral trading market offers platforms
with choices for trading supply or demand information that they can not efficiently serve2. Supply
or demand information is traded between any two platforms if both platforms can improve their
revenues, which also reduces the overall VMT. For example, in a market with two platforms A
and B, a customer requests a ride with platform A and all available drivers from platform A are
far away from this customer. There is an available driver from platform B who is close to this
customer. By allowing bilateral trading in the market, platform A could trade the customer request
information to platform B at an appropriate price such that both platforms and the customer gain
benefits from the trading. Figure 2 illustrates the bilateral trading market with Figure 2a showing
the information flow and Figure 2b indicating the payment flow. Based on relationships in status
quo multi-platform market, all three types of flow can move between platforms in the bilateral
trading market.

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

(a) Demand & supply information flow

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

(b) Payment flow

Figure 2: Bilateral trading market illustration.

For the bilateral trading market, the market structure µ allows matchings mij between Ri and
Vj,∀i, j = 1, ..., n in the optimal assignment. In theory, bilateral trading markets can be as efficient
as single-platform markets with an infinite number of tradings. However, only a limited number
of platform pairs (i, j) will trade in practice and feasible matchings mij between Ri and Vj can be
infeasible if trading information does not bring extra benefits to both platforms even though the
system efficiency can be improved.

With three existing components, drivers, customers, and platforms, in the shared mobility mar-
ket, possibilities for deriving different market structures are tightly restricted. In the following

2Drivers or customers that give platforms low or negative revenues.
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three proposed markets, we introduce a new component, the central broker, which represents non-
profitable governmental authorities, U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) for instance, or
non-governmental organizations to facilitate the cooperation between platforms.

3.6. Central Trading Market
Central trading market is generalized from the bilateral trading market by introducing a central

broker to conduct the supply or demand information trading between multiple platforms. Instead
of trading bilaterally, multiple platforms can trade simultaneously with the help of a central broker.
Figure 3 explains the central trading market. Demand information, supply information, and pay-
ment flow are moving between platforms through the central broker. The central trading market
is the most common type of market structure in reality, the stock market for instance. The stock
exchange has a similar role as the central broker in the shared mobility market, which offers a
platform for stock trading between issuing companies and investors.

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

Central 
Broker

(a) Demand & supply information flow

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

Central 
Broker

(b) Payment flow

Figure 3: Central trading market illustration.

Similar to the bilateral trading market, the market structure µ of the central trading market
permits feasible matchings mij between Ri and Vj,∀i, j = 1, ..., n. The feasibility of matchings
depends on both spatiotemporal constraints and whether information tradings are beneficial for
platforms. In a shared mobility market with multiple platforms, the central trading market gains
extra benefits regarding the system efficiency compared to the bilateral trading market by introduc-
ing more trading opportunities.

3.7. Cooperative Market
Cooperative market is a market where multiple platforms form an alliance and contributes their

driver and customer information to a common pool. Platforms make an agreement on a common
pricing scheme and profit distribution mechanism for the alliance. A central broker assigns drivers
to customers in the common pool and distributes profit to platforms. This market can be as efficient
as the status quo single-platform market when all platforms in the market form a “grand” platform.

Figure 11 illustrates the cooperative market. Figure 11a shows that the central broker collects
information from drivers and customers via platforms. The payment flow is displayed in Figure
11b, where the central broker receives payments from customers and distributes them to platforms
and then to drivers. For the cooperative market, the market structure µ allows feasible matchings
mij between Ri and Vj,∀i, j ∈ N̄ , where N̄ indicates the set of platforms in the alliance.
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Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

Central 
Broker

(a) Demand & supply information flow

Platform ADriver 
Pool A

Customer 
Pool A

Platform BDriver 
Pool B

Customer 
Pool B

Central 
Broker

(b) Payment flow

Figure 4: Cooperative market illustration.

3.8. Shared Mobility Marketplace
The central broker could also play a more fundamental role which gathers demand or supply

information in the shared mobility market. For the next proposed market, we assume that the
central broker gathers demand information3 and platforms gather supply information.

Shared mobility marketplace is a market where the central broker acts as an auctioneer and
sells demand information to platforms based on certain mechanisms, such as the single-item VCG
(Vickrey-Clarke-Groves) mechanism. Given the location of their available drivers, platforms bid
for customer requests, and the central broker distributes requests to platforms and charges the
price of information. Platforms assign drivers to customers after getting demand information via
the auction. The detailed mechanisms will be discussed in the following section.

Figure 12 explains the shared mobility marketplace. As shown in Figure 12a, platforms col-
lect supply information from drivers and receive demand information from the central broker, who
gathers demand information from customers. Figure 12b describes the payment flow, where plat-
forms receive payments from customers and a proportion of their revenue is used to pay drivers’
salaries and another proportion to pay the price of information charged by the central broker.

Driver
Pool A

Platform A

Customer 
Pool

Platform B

Central 
Broker

Driver
Pool B

(a) Demand & supply information flow

Driver
Pool A Platform A

Customer 
Pool

Platform B

Central 
Broker

Driver
Pool B

(b) Payment flow

Figure 5: Shared mobility marketplace illustration.

For the shared mobility marketplace, the driver set is split by n platforms, i.e., V = V1
⋃
· · ·
⋃
Vn.

The market structure µ enables feasible matchings between R and Vi,∀i = 1, ..., n. When plat-
forms bid truthfully, indicating that platforms submit bids based on their true revenue for serving
customers, the optimal assignment f(·) is bona fide VMT minimization.

3The case where a central broker collects the supply information can be treated as an equivalent case.
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3.9. Summary
Table 1 summarizes key elements of the two existing and four proposed market structures and

enumerates the roles of platforms and central brokers in each market structure. There are two major
factors to distinguish between different market structures: market segmentation and mediation of
a central broker. Furthermore, the roles of platforms and central brokers are diverse across all
markets. For status quo single-platform and multi-platform markets, platforms are in charge of
contracting drivers, collecting customer requests, matching, and setting pricing. For each proposed
market, we allow a central broker to take over tasks from platforms.

Market Segmentation Central broker
I. Status quo single-platform × ×
II. Cooperative X X
III. Shared mobility marketplace X X
IV. Central trading X X
V. Bilateral trading X ×
VI. Status quo multi-platform X ×

Role of platform/central broker Platform Central broker
1. Contracts with drivers I, II, III, IV, V, VI -
2. Receives customer requests I, II, IV, V, VI III
3. Matches customers with drivers I, III, IV, V, VI II
4. Supply/Demand information buyer III, IV, V -
5. Supply/Demand information seller V III, IV
6. Pricing I, II, IV, V, VI III
7. Profit distribution - II

Table 1: Summary of different market structures.

4. Market Mechanisms

In this section, we will explore the potential for market implementation by examining the spe-
cific mechanisms that can be put in place for each proposed market. This will be done by analyzing
the underlying structure of each market and delving into the specifics of what would be required
to make it a reality.

4.1. Cooperative Market Mechanism
The cooperative market is a market in which platforms form a multilateral alliance while each

platform remains its own user base and fleet. Platforms contract with drivers and receive cus-
tomers’ request information while the central broker assigns customers to drivers. Platforms make
an agreement on the pricing structure (p∗, q∗,o∗) and a central broker is responsible for assigning
drivers to customers to maximize the overall profit of the alliance. In order to incentivize platforms
to cooperate and participate in the alliance, a fair profit allocation mechanism has to be established.
This paper introduces three profit allocation mechanisms for the cooperative market.
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4.1.1. Basic Definitions
The profit allocation problem has been studied in the cooperative game theory, where play-

ers (platforms in the shared mobility market setting) are able to form binding commitments or
coalitions.

First, we introduce the fundamental model in the cooperative game theory. Let N = {1, ..., n}
be a finite set of players, each non-empty subset of N is called a coalition and N is referred to
as the grand coalition. For each coalition S, the collected payoff value is defined as v(S), where
v : 2N −→ R is a characteristic function associated with every coalition S to a value v(S). The
pair (N, v) is called a cooperative game.

In a cooperative game (N, v), the main focus is to find acceptable allocations of payoffs in the
grand coalitionN . Let’s define an allocation to be a collection of numbers (x1, x2, ..., xn) where xi
denotes the value received by player i. An allocation (x1, x2, ..., xn) is efficient if

∑n
i=1 xi = v(N)

and is individually rational (IR) if xi ≥ v({i}),∀i ∈ N . Individual rationality implies that each
player must receive at least as much value as that player receives without interacting with other
players. Then, we introduce the key definition in the cooperative game (48):

Definition 2 (Core of cooperative games). The core of a cooperative game (N, v) is a set of payoff
allocations x = (x1, x2, ..., xn) ∈ RN satisfying:

• (Efficiency)
∑

i∈N xi = v(N),

• (Coalitional Rationality)
∑

i∈S xi ≥ v(S),∀S ⊂ N.

The coalitional rationality property indicates that no coalition can upset allocations for the
grand coalition in the core. In other words, no players can gain extra benefits by leaving the grand
coalition. If such an allocation (x1, x2, ..., xn) exists, we can get a profit allocation mechanism that
is stable and beneficial for every player in the game. However, a core does not guarantee to exist in
general cooperative games. When evaluating a profit allocation mechanism, besides stability and
being beneficial for platforms, fairness is also an important dimension to consider. A fair allocation
indicates an equitable profit distribution between platforms without favoritism. In the following
subsection, we propose three profit allocation mechanisms based on allocation existence, fairness,
and stability.

4.1.2. Three Profit Allocation Mechanisms
In the shared mobility cooperative market context, N represents the set of platforms and v

denotes the net profit function under the pricing scheme (p∗, q∗,o∗). For a coalition S with m
platforms, the allocation mechanisms generate a collection of numbers (x1, ..., xm) where xi de-
notes the profit received by platform i. A coalition is stable if it exists in the core of the cooperative
game (48). In this section, we introduce three profit allocation mechanisms: Shapely value, Equal
Profit Method (EPM), and contribution-based allocation mechanism.

The Shapley value (49) is a wide-accepted unique allocation mechanism in the cooperative
game. It ensures the existence and uniqueness of the profit allocation. However, this allocation
mechanism does not consider fairness and is not guaranteed to be stable. For each player i in a
cooperative game (N, v), the payoff based on the Shapley value is

xi(v) =
∑

S⊆N\{i}

|S|!(n− |S| − 1)!

n!
[v(S ∪ {i})− v(S)] ,
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where n is the total number of players in the game.
EMP is a “fairer” profit allocation mechanism proposed by Frisk et al. (39). The EPM mech-

anism was originally used to handle the cost allocation problem for collaborative forestry trans-
portation planning. This allocation mechanism incorporates fairness by minimizing the relative
profit gain among platforms, and it produces a stable allocation. However, the allocation does not
guarantee to exist. With EPM, the relative profit of platform i is defined as xi−v({i})

v({i}) = xi
v({i}) − 1,

indicating the ratio between profit gain after joining the alliance and foregoing profit. The differ-
ence in relative profit between any two platforms i, j is xi

v({i})−
xj

v({j}) . The detailed Linear Program
(LP) used for solving the core-guaranteed allocation is described in Appendix A.

Another important factor when considering the profit allocation between platforms is contribu-
tion. The profit distribution should consider the individual platform’s contribution to the alliance.
The contribution of each platform represents the proportion of the alliance’s total profit related
to customer and driver information provided by the platform. The contribution-based allocation
mechanism is a core-guaranteed mechanism proposed by Dai and Chen (50). This profit allo-
cation mechanism is first designed for collaborative logistics, where multiple carriers collaborate
with each other to share transportation requests and vehicle capacity. It incorporates the fairness
and stability of the allocation, but its existence is not ensured by this mechanism. Formally, the
contribution parameter for each platform i is defined as

wi =
θ1 · ci + θ2 ·Ri

θ1 ·
∑

i∈N ci + θ2 ·
∑

i∈N Ri

,

where ci and Ri are the cost and revenue for platform i in the alliance and θ1 and θ2 are two
positive weights, which specifies the importance of offering supply and demand information to
the profit creation of the alliance. For each platform i, the cost indicates salaries for drivers who
contract with platform i, and the revenue is represented by the payment of customers who request
a ride via platform i. θ1 and θ2 are two positive weights, which specify the importance of offering
supply and demand information to the profit creation of the alliance. In this paper, we use the
same definition for both parameters proposed by Dai and Chen (50). The Profit Margin on Cost
parameter, θ1, is defined as the total net revenue of all platforms divided by the total cost of all
platforms after collaboration. The Gross Profit Margin parameter, θ2, is described by the total net
revenue of all platforms divided by the total profit of all platforms. And the detailed LP to solve
the contribution-based profit allocation is displayed in Appendix A.

4.2. Shared Mobility Marketplace Mechanism
In the shared mobility marketplace, a central broker serves as an auctioneer, collects and sells

demand information to platforms according to certain mechanisms. Assuming that platforms bid
for trip information based on their valuations, which are denoted by their net profits for serving a
given trip. The central broker distributes customers to platforms to maximize the overall valuations
and charges platforms the price of information. Under this market structure, platforms contract
with drivers, set pricing scheme o∗ for drivers, buy demand information from the central broker and
match drivers with customers. The central broker collects customer requests, set pricing scheme
(p∗, q∗) for customers, and sells demand information to platforms.

In this section, we propose one auction mechanism from the single-item auction. In the single-
item auction, customer requests will be sold to platforms in sequential order. More complicated
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auction mechanisms (e.g., combinatorial auction) can be introduced in our framework in future
studies.

4.2.1. Market Mechanism Design
Consider the situation where a customer request is auctioned among n platforms through a

sealed-bid auction. In the sealed-bid auction, bidders place bids in sealed envelopes and simulta-
neously submit envelopes to the auctioneer, and the bidder with the highest price wins the item.
For a customer request, each platform i has a valuation vi based on information of their drivers,
indicating the net profit for serving it 4. We would like to design an auction mechanism such that
platforms bid truthfully (according to their valuations).

A naı̈ve mechanism for the auctioneer is to assign the trip to the platform i with the largest
valuation, i.e., i = argmaxj vj . However, if the central broker receives untruthful biddings from
platforms, implying that platforms bid prices other than their valuations, the trip will be assigned
to the platform with the highest bid rather than the highest valuation. Therefore, we need to design
an auction mechanism such that platforms bid truthfully. Meanwhile, it is necessary to charge the
platform that wins the trip with the price of information. This necessary condition is proven by
Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. If the auction mechanism assigns the trip for free to the platform with the highest
bid, platforms will not bid truthfully according to their valuations.

Proof. Since platforms do not need to pay a price when increasing their bids, the dominant strat-
egy for platforms is bidding as large as possible to win the trip if they have positive valuations.
Therefore, platforms will not bid truthfully.

We introduce the VCG mechanism into the shared mobility market context to design a single-
item auction mechanism. Under the VCG mechanism, bidders (or platforms) bid truthfully ac-
cording to their true valuations (51). The difference between the general auction and the auction
in the shared mobility marketplace is that platforms have to serve customers to earn profit instead
of owning them as assets. Considering a traditional auction situation where player i wins the item
with a valuation of 100 and payment of 98 in a general auction, it is reasonable for the winner to
buy the item since the winner pays less money to get an item with a higher valuation. However, if
the same case happens in the shared mobility marketplace auction, it is extremely unfair for plat-
forms to participate in the auction because 98% of their net profit goes to the central broker as the
price of information. To maintain a fair marketplace, we propose the following single-item auction
mechanism:

Proposition 2. In the single-item auction in the shared mobility marketplace, the central broker
sells customer requests in sequence to platforms with the highest bid, and the winning platform
pays a price of information equal to γ proportion of the second-highest bid, where γ represents the
rate for the price of information.

In the shared mobility marketplace, the central broker’s intention for collecting payments from
platforms is to maintain a truthful-bidding auction instead of obtaining its own profit. Given such

4Platform has zero valuation if the trip can not be fulfilled or the net profit is negative.
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an auction mechanism, each platform will bid truthfully and the revenue of platforms can be pro-
tected.

In the implementation of the shared mobility marketplace mechanism, platforms and the cen-
tral broker repeat the same auction procedure at the end of a given time interval ∆, where R =
{r1, ..., rm} represents a set of m customer requests and V1, ...,Vn indicate sets of available drivers
for n platforms. The central broker sells each customer request sequentially in a randomized order.
When a customer request rj is offered to sell, the valuation vi by the platform i equals the marginal
revenue of bringing rj into the platform’s request pool Ri. At the end of each time interval, plat-
form i will conduct a matching problem given the set of available drivers Vi and the request pool
Ri. When all platforms have non-positive valuations, the customer request rj will be sold again to
platforms in the next time interval until the customer leaves the system (reach the maximum wait
time).

4.3. Central Trading Market Mechanism
Platforms in the shared mobility market can not efficiently serve all customers because of the

imbalance between supply and demand. Under the central trading market mechanism, the central
broker serves as the demand (customer request) information seller while the platforms are buyers.

Given a set of customer information Ri and a set of available drivers Vi for each platform i
within a time period ∆, platform i conducts a matching step between customers and drivers and
produces a set of unsatisfied requests R̄i and a set of unmatched drivers V̄i. The central trading mar-
ket works as follows: i) the central broker collects demand information R̄i, supply information V̄i,
and pricing schemes (p∗, q∗,o∗) from each platform i; ii) the central broker distributes customer
requests to platforms by solving a driver-customer matching problem between R̄ = {R̄1, ..., R̄n}
and V̄ = {V̄1, ..., V̄n}, which maximizes the total valuation; iii) each platform pays the price of
information at rate γ to other platforms who sell customer requests through the central broker.

If the customer request has not been traded, it will remain with its original platform until it is
either served, traded, or left. When a driver from platform i serves two requests from platforms
j, k in a shared ride and makes profit p for the platform, platform i will distribute the price of
information γp to platforms j and k based on the profit of serving each request individually.

4.4. Bilateral Trading Market Mechanism
The bilateral trading market improves the system efficiency of status quo multi-platform mar-

ket without introducing any third-party organization. In the bilateral trading market, platforms
trade demand information directly with each other. Similar to the central trading market, each
platform i has a set of unsatisfied requests R̄i after conducting the matching step. However, unlike
the central trading market where only available vehicles are considered, each platform can leverage
all vehicles in the system when making a decision on whether to trade or not. Given N = |P| plat-
forms in the market, there are

(
N
2

)
different bilateral trading possibilities within the shared mobility

market. At each trading iteration, a random sequence of
(
N
2

)
trading possibilities is generated and

platforms perform bilateral trading based on the generated sequence. For any two platforms i, j
with unsatisfied requests R̄i, R̄j , another random sequence is generated {r | ∀r ∈ R̄i ∪ R̄j}, in-
dicating a series of demand information to be traded. A trade happens between the seller platform
i and the buyer platform j if the platform j can gain revenue p from this trade when adding the
request to the current request pool, indicating that there is a marginal benefit brought by serving
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an additional request from the other platform. The price of information γp is then transferred from
platform j to platform i. A traded request will not be included in future trading between platforms.

5. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we leverage a ride-sharing simulator using real-world ride-hailing data from
NYC to evaluate the performances of proposed market structures. The simulators in this paper
are models with Python 3.9.12 and solved with Gurobi 9.5.2 (52) on a 3.2 GHz Apple M1 Pro
processor with 16 GB Memory.

5.1. Simulation Overview
To evaluate the effectiveness of different market structures, we developed a simulation tool that

uses real-world ride-hailing data from the Manhattan Borough of New York City. The simulation
framework is shown in Figure 6. The simulator models the trading and matching of customer re-
quests and calculates various performance metrics, such as total vehicle miles traveled, percentage
of unsatisfied requests, average customer wait time, and the number of operating trips, for each
platform.

The simulation framework depicted in Figure 1 is a general framework that applies to all market
structures, but variations are made for specific market structures. At each decision time interval,
customer requests are collected, and the vehicle status is updated for each platform, including
availability and location. Then, a trading stage is conducted following the trading mechanism for
each proposed market structure. For the cooperative market, there is an additional module for
profit allocation. However, for the status quo market with single or multiple platforms, the trading
stage is not included. Once the trading stage is completed, customer requests are redistributed and
returned, allowing platforms to optimize their matching of requests with available vehicles. This
process is repeated at each time iteration.

PlatformPlatformPlatformPlatform

Data Input Simulation Parameters

Demand 
Generation

Update Vehicle 
Status

Platform

Trading 
Mechanism

Platform

Profit Allocation

Driver-Customer 
Matching

Request 
Distribution

Pre-Trading Stage Trading Stage Post-Trading Stage

Simulator

Figure 6: Simulation framework considering different market structures.
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In our ride-sharing simulator, we simulated different market structures by considering either 2
or 3 platforms for each proposed market structure, and 1 to 3 platforms for the status quo market
structure. The customer requests were randomly distributed among the platforms, with each plat-
form receiving an equal number of requests. The number of drivers in the simulation were varied
as 1200, 1800, 2400, and 3000. The drivers were also randomly assigned to each platform and
each platform had an equal number of drivers. The initial locations of the drivers were randomly
placed on the Manhattan road network.

5.1.1. Data
The simulator uses various data sources. The ride-hailing demand data used in the simulation is

from 7 to 10 a.m. on Wednesday, October 2, 2019 in Manhattan, obtained from a publicly available
dataset that includes the specific time and regions (taxi zones) for both pick-up and drop-off for
each customer request (53). The detailed pick-up or drop-off locations were generated randomly
from road nodes within each region. To calculate the travel distance for each trip, the road network
for Manhattan was obtained from OpenStreetMap, which includes the length and permitted driving
direction of each road segment. Additionally, travel time was estimated based on historical average
traffic speed data provided by Uber Movement.

5.1.2. Driver-Customer Matching
For the driver-customer matching component, we adapted the matching algorithm for on-

demand ride-hailing systems proposed by Alonso-Mora et al. (28). This algorithm effectively
formulates the trip-vehicle assignment as a constrained optimization problem that aims to mini-
mize unsatisfied requests and promote car-sharing. Our simulation does not include the rebalanc-
ing stage for idle vehicles. The evaluation of trading requests in the shared mobility marketplace
and bilateral trading market also uses the matching algorithm proposed by Alonso-Mora et al. (28).
When an additional request is added, the matching problem is solved with the new request, and the
marginal profit generated by the new request can be calculated.

5.1.3. Simulation Parameters
The parameters and their values used in the ride-sharing simulator are shown in Table 2. The

maximum detour factor for shared trips is 1.25, which means the shared trip is only feasible if the
trip duration does not exceed 1.25 times the original trip duration. The maximum wait time for
customers in the ride-hailing system is 300 seconds, and the maximum pickup time for customers
when matching customers to drivers is 300 seconds. The penalty for each unsatisfied request in the
matching problem is 10. The price of information rate when trading is 0.1 and the length of the
time interval is 30 seconds.

The pricing scheme is based on Uber’s pricing structure in NYC (54–56). The pricing differs
between dedicated and shared trips. The trip price is calculated based on a base price plus a
distance-based fare and a time-based fare, and a minimum fare is charged for each customer if the
trip price is below the minimum price. It’s worth noting that ride-hailing platforms use dynamic
pricing mechanisms in real-world operations, but for the purpose of simplicity, a fixed pricing
scheme is used in our simulations. Drivers get paid based on their travel distance and time. We
assume that each platform i ∈ P in the simulator has an identical pricing scheme.
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Parameter Explanation Value

Simulator Environment
χ Maximum detour factor for the shared ride 1.25
ω̄wait Maximum wait time for customers 300 (seconds)
ω̄pickup Maximum pickup time for customers 300 (seconds)
C Penalty for each unsatisfied request 10
γ Price of information rate 0.1
∆ Decision time interval length 30 (seconds)

Pricing Scheme for Platform i ∈ P
p̂i Base price for each dedicated trip 2.55 (dollars)
pi(d) Dedicated trip price incurred by distance travelled 1.75 (dollars/mile)
pi(τ) Dedicated trip price incurred by time travelled 0.35 (dollars/minute)
p
i

Minimum fare for each dedicated trip 8 (dollars)
q̂i Base price for each shared trip 1.22 (dollars)
qi(d) Shared trip price incurred by distance travelled 0.81 (dollars/mile)
qi(τ) Shared trip price incurred by time travelled 0.26 (dollars/minute)
q
i

Minimum fare for each shared trip 7.84 (dollars)
oi(d) Driver earnings incurred by distance travelled 1.429 (dollars/mile)
oi(τ) Driver earnings incurred by time travelled 0.502 (dollars/minute)

Table 2: Simulation Parameters.

5.2. Market Structure Evaluations
5.2.1. Overall Performance Comparisons

To evaluate the performances of proposed market structures, we consider 11 different shared
mobility markets with varying structures and platform numbers. These markets can be grouped
into four categories: i) current market (status quo) with 1, 2, or 3 platforms, ii) bilateral and central
trading markets with 2 or 3 platforms, iii) cooperative market with 2 or 3 platforms, and iv) shared
mobility marketplace with 2 or 3 platforms. The most efficient market is represented by a single
platform in the status quo, while multiple platforms in the status quo indicate the worst efficient
market. The other three types of markets can decrease market inefficiencies and enhance system
performance to some degree. The results for four scenarios with varying numbers of vehicles,
1200, 1800, 2400, and 3000, are presented.

The proposed market structures can reduce the VMT of the status quo competitive market up
to 6%. The first performance metric is the total VMT in the shared mobility market, as illustrated
in Figure 7. The results show that an increase in the number of vehicles leads to more total VMT
as more customer requests can be satisfied, as shown in Figure 8. Given a scenario with a fixed
fleet size, the status quo market with a single platform has the lowest total VMT, as well as the two
cooperative markets. The cooperative market with three platforms and 3000 vehicles can reduce
the VMT of the status quo competitive market by 6% while satisfying 0.36% more customers. The
cooperative market achieves a similar level of efficiency as the monopolistic market while pro-
moting healthy competition in the market. The shared mobility marketplace can also significantly
decrease the total VMT from the status quo as the central broker assigns trips to platforms with the
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Figure 7: Total VMT for the complete shared mobility market.

“best” vehicle to serve, up to 5.4%.
In contrast, the bilateral and central trading markets increase the total VMT for the shared

mobility market. Both trading markets focus on unsatisfied requests, thus trading helps more
customer requests to be served, resulting in more VMT in the system. The bilateral trading market
has more total VMT than the central trading market as the bilateral market uses all vehicles and the
central market only uses available (unmatched) vehicles. Therefore, more customers are satisfied
with the bilateral trading market compared to the central trading market. Moreover, trading markets
improve system efficiency more if the shared mobility market is more separated.
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Figure 8: Percentage of unsatisfied requests for the complete shared mobility market.

More customers can be served by the proposed market structures with few exceptions. The
second performance metric is the percentage of unsatisfied requests in the shared mobility market,
as shown in Figure 8. It is evident that having more vehicles decreases the percentage of unsat-
isfied requests. In all scenarios, cooperative and trading markets are able to serve more customer
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requests than the divided market. The shared mobility marketplace’s performance varies based on
the number of vehicles and market segmentation. When there are fewer vehicles (1200 or 1800) or
more vehicles (2400 or 3000) and a more segmented market (more than 3 platforms), the shared
mobility marketplace is more effective at reducing the percentage of unsatisfied requests. However,
when there are two platforms and enough vehicles (2400 or 3000), the shared mobility marketplace
increases the percentage of unsatisfied requests. This is because the shared mobility marketplace
prioritizes increasing platform profits and the standard matching process penalizes each unsatisfied
request. Therefore, platforms may choose not to acquire unprofitable requests, which would have
been fulfilled in the traditional market as there are no penalties for not fulfilling them.

The proposed market structures can improve the level of service for customers by reducing the
average customer wait times, up to 5.4%. The third performance metric is the average customer
wait time in the shared mobility market, as illustrated in Figure 9. The average customer wait time
directly reflects the level of service for customers by a ride-sharing platform. As more vehicles
are available in the market, the average customer wait time decreases. The cooperative market and
the shared mobility marketplace both significantly reduce the average customer wait time, by up
to 5.4% and 3.2%, respectively.

The shared mobility marketplace performs better than the monopolistic market when there
are 1200 vehicles. This is because the central broker in the shared mobility marketplace assigns
requests to platforms with the goal of maximizing profits. As a result, platforms may decline
less profitable requests. This allows for vehicles to be used more efficiently in future iterations,
resulting in shorter customer wait times. The benefits of declining unprofitable requests are even
more pronounced in a more fragmented market. On the other hand, trading markets do not have
a significant impact on the average customer wait time. The bilateral trading market has a higher
likelihood of reducing wait times as all available vehicles are considered when fulfilling a traded
request. However, the central trading market has a higher likelihood of increasing wait times, as
requests that are not fulfilled are typically those with longer pickup times.
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Figure 9: Average customer wait time for the complete shared mobility market.

Customer demand can be served more efficiently with fewer trips for the proposed market
structures, with up to 8.4% fewer trips. The fourth performance measure is the total number of
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operating trips in a shared mobility market, as shown in Figure 10. In a market that includes ride-
sharing services, the number of trips taken is a good indicator of operational efficiency. An efficient
ride-sharing system can meet more customer requests with fewer vehicles. The cooperative market
is as efficient as a monopolistic market. The shared mobility marketplace also reduces the number
of trips taken overall. In a scenario with 1800 vehicles, the number of trips taken is less than in a
monopolistic market, as the shared mobility marketplace has more unsatisfied requests when they
are less profitable. Both trading markets increase the number of trips taken, as more unsatisfied
requests are fulfilled when platforms trade with each other.
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Figure 10: Total number of operating trips for the complete shared mobility market.

Overall, the four market structures proposed can reduce market inefficiencies by better serving
customer requests and providing benefits to platforms compared to the current segmented market.
The cooperative market is the most efficient as all ride-sharing platforms work together. The shared
mobility marketplace can greatly improve system performance, but may reject some less profitable
customer requests. Trading markets require the least changes to the current shared mobility market.
They can serve more customer requests. Meanwhile, bilateral trading markets provide additional
benefits over central trading markets as platforms can leverage all available vehicles when evalu-
ating requests from other platforms.

5.2.2. More Evenly Distributed Profit
The cooperative market requires a profit distribution mechanism that is fair for all platforms in

the alliance. Figure 11 shows the detailed analysis for the cooperative market with 2400 vehicles
and 3 platforms. Profit distributions under three different distribution mechanisms are shown in
Figure 11a. Platform II receives a similar profit under all three distribution mechanisms, while Plat-
forms I and III receive different profits. Platform III receives the most profit under the contribution-
based distribution mechanism, and the least profit under the shapely value mechanism, while the
opposite is true for Platform I.

For each platform, the amount of profit received should depend on the number of vehicles
and the value of requests it contributes to the large alliance. Figure 11b shows the number of
contributing vehicles and the total value of contributing requests for each platform among all served
trips. Platform III contributes the most vehicles, but requests with the least value. Since the values

21



of contributed requests from the three platforms do not differ greatly, Platform III is allocated
the most profit, which is further increased under the contribution-based distribution mechanism.
As Platform I contributes the second highest value of requests, the EMP distribution mechanism
distributes more profit to it compared to the contribution-based mechanism. The shapely value
distribution mechanism is less equitable compared to the other two mechanisms as it lessens the
impact of vehicle contributions for Platform III.
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Figure 11: Detailed analyses for the cooperative market with 2400 vehicles and 3 platforms.

5.2.3. Best Vehicles Win Customer Requests in Auction
In the shared mobility marketplace, a central broker distributes customer requests to platforms

through an auction process. Platforms bid for requests based on their perceived value and the win-
ner pays the second-highest bid multiplied by a rate known as the price of information (γ). Figure
12 provides a detailed analysis of this marketplace structure with 2400 vehicles and 3 platforms.
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Figure 12: Detailed analyses for the shared mobility marketplace with 2400 vehicles and 3 platforms.

The shared mobility marketplace can significantly reduce the total number of trips needed
to serve all customers, and the platform with the best vehicle locations wins customer requests.
Compared to the traditional segmented market, the shared mobility marketplace can significantly
reduce the number of trips taken by each platform, as shown in Figure 12a. This is due to better
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utilization of vehicles and the rejection of less profitable requests. Figure 12b illustrates the total
winning price and total VMT for each platform. Platform I takes the most trips as it pays the
highest winning price and has the highest total VMT. It’s worth noting that the shared mobility
marketplace distributes customer requests to the platform that has the best vehicle to serve them,
which can lead to uneven allocation of requests among platforms.

5.2.4. More Tradings when Having More Demand
In the bilateral and central trading markets, unsatisfied requests are exchanged between plat-

forms after each matching step. As seen in Figure 13, the number of trades in each iteration and
the demand level, as represented by a 10-iteration rolling average, are displayed for both markets.
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Figure 13: Number of trades and demand levels (10-iteration rolling average) for central and bilateral trading markets
with 2400 vehicles and 3 platforms.

There are more trading opportunities when having more demand. Initially, fewer trades oc-
cur as platforms have an abundance of vehicles. However, as demand increases, the number of
trades increases. The bilateral trading market sees more trades between platforms than the central
market. This is because the bilateral market makes use of all available vehicles when assessing
requests from other platforms, allowing for the possibility of adding the request to an existing trip
or matching it to a vehicle that is already matched to another request. This evaluation process in
the bilateral market can greatly enhance the potential benefits of trading customer requests. On the
other hand, the central trading market can only utilize unmatched vehicles in the trading process,
leading to a waste of vehicle resources and fewer trading possibilities.

6. Summary and Discussion

This paper aims to address the segmentation in shared mobility markets with multiple plat-
forms. While a monopolistic market may have the highest system efficiency, it lacks healthy
competition among platforms. To improve the efficiency of ride-sharing platforms while preserv-
ing competition, we propose four market structures utilizing a unified framework. Each proposed
structure is analyzed and its market mechanisms are discussed. We use a ride-sharing simulator,
incorporating real-world ride-hailing data from NYC, to evaluate the performance of the proposed
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market structures. With the proposed market structure, the total VMT can be reduced by up to
6% while serving more customers. The customer wait time can be reduced by up to 5.4% and all
customers can be served by utilizing 8.4% fewer trips.

Although the proposed market structures can bring benefits to the status quo shared mobility
market, achieving them might induce some feasibility discussions.

Cooperative Market: The cooperative market exists in numerous industries, including forestry
transportation and logistics for instance (39, 50). The most critical component is a fair profit al-
location mechanism. Large platforms might hesitate to join the alliance as their market shares
could decline after the cooperation. The small-scale platforms have larger gains from the cooper-
ation compared to large platforms. Meanwhile, a unified pricing scheme is required for multiple
platforms, which could lead to a cartel that sets a higher price to gain monopolist-like benefits.
Customers’ interests can be hurt in the cooperative market. Therefore, government regulation is
necessary for cooperative markets.

Shared Mobility Marketplace: There are several transportation-related markets implement-
ing auction mechanisms. In the truckload transportation auction market, retailers, manufacturers,
distributors, and other companies which need to move freight are auctioneers, and the trucking
companies that own the transportation assets serve as bidders (57). For the bus routes market in
the Greater London area, the London Regional Transport (LRT), which is succeeded by Transport
for London (TfL), acts as an auctioneer and sells rights for carrying out bus services to private
operators (57). These instances suggest possibilities for introducing auction mechanisms in the
shared mobility market.

For the shared mobility marketplace, platforms are significantly affected due to the loss of con-
trol for demand information. Large platforms lose advantages compared to small platforms, and
they are unlikely to join the shared mobility marketplace unless receiving external interventions.
Meanwhile, the central broker in this market requires technological competencies for gathering
enormous demand information and distributing demand information rapidly to maintain a satisfy-
ing service for customers, which is required by the on-demand nature of shared mobility services.
The central broker needs to be regulated because of its power of setting the pricing scheme and
collecting all customers’ information.

Central Trading Market: The central trading market is a common type of market in the real
world, such as stock and rental markets. The key feature of a central trading market is that it
enables all participants to remain anonymous, but the only relevant factor is the price. In a stock
exchange, for example, buyers and sellers do not care about who they are buying from or selling
to, as long as the price meets their requirements. Both large and small companies benefit from this
market without worrying about a decline in their market share. For large platforms, owning more
customer or driver information enhances their earning potential by selling it to other platforms.
A central broker in this market needs technical competencies to maintain a trading platform for
exchanging demand information with platforms.

Bilateral Trading Market: In most real-world markets, there are multiple participants, which
can make bilateral trading less efficient than central trading due to the lack of information sharing.
However, the bilateral trading market requires minimal intervention in the current shared mobility
market. In this market, platforms increase their profits by trading request information. Similar to
the central trading market, large platforms do not have to worry about losing market share and can
benefit from trading information.

In this paper, market efficiency is measured using metrics such as total VMT, the number of

24



operating trips, the percentage of unsatisfied requests, and average customer wait times. It is
acknowledged that efficiency can be evaluated using a more comprehensive set of objectives such
as total travel time, total carbon emissions, total energy consumption, etc, which are worthy of
further research. Additionally, the equity of platforms, customers, and drivers in shared mobility
markets, and the redistribution of surplus from improved market efficiency, merit further discussion
in future research.

Furthermore, the impact of multi-homing drivers and customers, who form a significant portion
of the shared mobility market, has not been considered in the design of different markets. Their
role in improving the efficiency of segmented shared mobility markets should be more accurately
assessed.

Lastly, simple market mechanisms have been proposed for each market structure. More com-
plex mechanisms, such as a combinatorial auction mechanism, can also be proposed for the shared
mobility marketplace.

In conclusion, market design in the shared mobility domain can be a powerful tool to reduce
inefficiency caused by the segmentation of different platforms and to promote healthy competition
through collaboration. We hope that this paper serves as a starting point for further research to
quantify efficiency improvements and provide more detailed mechanism designs. Our work is able
to provide insights for TNC operators, transportation authorities, transportation engineers, and
urban planners.
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Appendix A. Detailed Mechanisms for Cooperative Market

Appendix A.1. Equal Profit Method
The profit allocation of EPM is solved by the following LP:

min α (A.1a)

s.t. α ≥ xi
v({i})

− xj
v({j})

∀i, j ∈ N (A.1b)∑
i∈S

xi ≥ v(S) ∀S ⊂ N (A.1c)∑
i∈N

xi = v(N) (A.1d)

xi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ N (A.1e)

The objective function (1a) minimizes the largest difference in relative profit between any two
platforms in the grand coalition N . Constraints (1c) and (1d) guarantee that the profit allocation is
at the core of the cooperative game (N, v). Constraints (1e) ensure the non-negativity of the profit
allocation for platforms.

The EPM allocation mechanism ensures the final profit allocation is in the core and it is equi-
table for platforms regarding relative profit gain after joining the alliance. However, problems (1a)
- (1e) can be infeasible since the core of the cooperative game can be empty.

Appendix A.2. Contribution-Based Allocation Mechanism
The profit allocation of the contribution-based allocation mechanism is solved by the following

LP:

min β (A.2a)

s.t. β ≥ xi − v({i})
wi

− xj − v({j})
wj

∀i, j ∈ N (A.2b)∑
i∈S

xi ≥ v(S) ∀S ⊂ N (A.2c)∑
i∈N

xi = v(N) (A.2d)

xi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ N (A.2e)

The objective function (2a) finds a profit allocation that minimizes the difference in profit-contribution
ratio between any two platforms. Constraints (2c) and (2d) assure that the profit allocation is at the
core. Constraints (2e) ensure the non-negativity property.
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The contribution-based allocation mechanism is guaranteed to be in the core of the cooperative
game (N, v), but it does not guarantee the existence of the allocation since problems (2a) - (2e)
can be infeasible.
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