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ABSTRACT

Basedonanewgovernancetheoryasregulatorygovernance,thisarticleanalyzeshowaneweconomy
createsnewtransactioncostsatthelocallevelduetothelackoflegalcoordinationbasedondiversity
andcompetition.Theliteraturefocusesonhownewplatformtechnologieshavedecreasedexisting
transactioncosts(i.e.,onlineplatforms).Surroundedbyuncertaintiesintoday’sdiverse,complex,
competitive,andafastmarketenvironment,thelackoflegalcoordinationhascreatednewtransaction
costs fordigitalplatformcompanies.There is limitedresearchonnewdigitalplatformcompany
experienceswithhightransactioncosts.Thereisalsolimitedinformationonhowtoovercomethese
costs,especiallyduetothelackoflegalcoordination.Thisarticledocumentswaystounderstandhow
transactioncostsarerevealedthroughnewtechnologies.Itcomparesdiverseregulatoryimpactsof
theneweconomyondifferentlocalities,includingSanFranciscoandIstanbul.AnalyzingUberasthe
casecompany,aswellasitsrelationshipwithotherstakeholders,thisarticleadoptsthegovernance
modelofregulationtoidentifytheconstitutivedynamicsoftheregulatorychallenges.Itrevealsthat
localandglobale-hailfirmsinthesamecountryacquireddifferentacceptanceandresponsesinthe
localmarket.Thus,theleveloftransactioncostsvaried.Localcommunicationbasedondiversity
andcompetitionwasderivedfromthevestedinterestsoflobbyingpowers,whichledtotherising
transactioncosts.Comparingthelocalgovernanceintwocitiesrevealstheextenttowhichtransaction
costsaffecttheraisond’etreofcompaniestoperformactivities.
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INTRoDUCTIoN

Byanalyzingtheneweconomy,whichhasnotyetbeenintegratedintolocallaws(Barnes&Mattsson,
2016),thisarticleexaminestransactioncostsderivedfromcompetitionanddiverseimpactsindifferent
localities.ThisarticlepointstothedilemmabetweenregulatinginnovationandpreservingUber’s
contributiontosociety(Posen,2015;Ranchordás,2015).Inaddition,itstudiesthelegalcoordination
betweengovernmentsandorganizationsintwolocalities.Howdotransactioncostsvaryinrelation
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todiversityandcompetition,aswellastolegalcoordinationindifferentlocalities?Towhatextent
canthelocalgovernanceofneweconomybeidentifiedascollaborative?

Nurvala (2015) identifiednewdigital technologies (i.e., internet sites and smart phones) as
platformstoreducetransactioncosts(forexample,information,bargaining,andenforcementcosts).
However,basedontheassumptionthatthelackoflegalcoordinationcreatestransactioncosts,this
articledocumentswaystounderstandthetransactioncostsrevealedbynewtechnologyandanew
economy.Byadopting thenewgovernancemodelof regulationdescribedbyLobel (2012), this
articleidentifiestheconstitutivedynamicsoftheregulatorychallengesoftheneweconomy.Using
thismodel,thefollowingfactorsareidentified(Lobel,2012):

1. Increasedparticipationofnon-stateactors
2. Publicandprivatecollaboration
3. Diversityandcompetitionwithinthemarket
4. Decentralization
5. Negotiationandrevision
6. Softlaw(flexiblelegalrequirements)
7. Adaptabilityandconstantlearning
8. Legalcoordination

Thisarticleanalyzestwofactors.Thefirstisdiversityandcompetitionwithinthemarket.
Lobel(2012,p.5)stated,“…diversityandcompetitionreferstothenotionthatasustainablelegal
regimemustencompassamultitudeofvalues,accountforconflictandcompromise,acknowledge
thediversityandchanginginterestsofmanyparticipants,andrecognizethelegitimacyofprivate
economicinterestswhileappealingtopublicvalues.”Thesecond,legalcoordination,aims“to
providemeaningtoallotherdimensionsofnewgovernancebyfacilitatingthecommunication
of local knowledge and the structured interactions of separate groups. A well-orchestrated
governmentcanpromoteandstandardizeinnovationsthatbeganlocallyandprivately”(Lobel,
2012,p.6).Usingthisframework,theauthorexaminesproblemsfacedbyUberinordertodepict
waystofacilitatecommunicationoflocalknowledgeandinteractionsamonglocalgovernance
actors.ExaminingUber’sregulatoryandmarketfailuresenabledtheauthortounderstandthe
extent to which transaction costs are related to the lack of legal coordination and effective
communicationoflocalknowledge.

ThearticlecomparestheadoptionofUberinthecitiesofSanFranciscoandIstanbul.Uber’s
operationsweremorematureinSanFrancisco.Therefore,Uberhasdifferentoperationsandlevels
ofcommunicationontheground.Thediversespectrumbetweenthecitiesallowedtheauthor
toevaluatevariousregulatoryresponsesbygovernments.Analyzingthecities’Uberoperations
fromacomparativeapproachdepicteddiverselocalsettingsinrelationtocommunicationand
theconfigurationoflocalgovernance.InSanFrancisco,forinstance,Ubermustfollowtherules
of localbureaucracyandadopt theregulationsof theCaliforniaPublicUtilitiesCommission
(CPUC).1Followingthisobligation,despiteongoingdiscussionsattheinstitutionallevel,Uber
confirmedthatthecompanywasresponsibleforfollowingappropriatelocalrequirements(Lien,
2016;Pierson,2016).InIstanbul,Uberfacedstrongregulatoryobstaclesonthegroundwhen
workinginthosepartsofthecountrywhoselocalgovernanceactorsdisagreedwiththecompany’s
communicationandnewbusinessmodel.Fromacomparativeperspective,thesecitiesrepresent
differentproductcyclestages.Forexample,UberhassevenproductsinSanFranciscoandtwo
productsinIstanbul.2

This article, as a reference to system thinking initiated by Vargo, Koskela-Huotari, Baron,
Edvardsson,Reynoso,andColurcio(2017),aimstoidentifyrelationshipsandprocessestobetter
understandcomplexsystems.Consideringlocalinsight,itidentifiesandcompares:



International Journal of Public Administration in the Digital Age
Volume 6 • Issue 2 • April-June 2019

51

1. ChangesinlocallawsandregulationstowardUber;
2. Localresponsetowardthecompany’soperations,aswellasconflictsandcompromiseson

theground;
3. Uber’sresponseandstrategytoovercomethesechallenges.

Utilizingacasestudyapproach,thisarticleisbasedonqualitativeresearch-employeddocument
analysis,in-depthinterviews,andparticipantobservation.Fieldworkwasconductedinthreespheres
(seeAppendixB).ThefirstwasadocumentanalysisbasedonCPUCsites,whichpublishedUber’s
decisions, discussions, communication, and comments on rulemaking. The second was in-depth
interviewsfromIstanbul,including10Uberdrivers,10BiTaksidrivers(alocale-hailcompany),
fivetraditionaltaxidrivers(whodonotusesmartphonedriverapplications),twotop-levelUber
representatives, two top-level representatives from Istanbul Taxi Drivers Association (ITDA),
one top-level representativeofIstanbulMetropolitanMunicipality’sTransportationCoordination
Administration(IMTCA),thepresidentoftheIstanbulTaxOffice,andtworepresentativesofthe
FoundationofTransportationandLogistics.Inthethirdsphere,theauthorconductedparticipant
observationsonUberridesinIstanbultoobservetheprocessofUberoperations,aswellaschanges
withinthelastsixmonths.Asoftware-supportedcontentanalysiswithNVivoorganized,classified,
mapped,andcategorizedthedata.

THe CASe oF UBeR

Uberwaschosenasthecasecompanythroughacasestudyapproach.Thecompanywasclassifiedas
ane-commercehighmarketcapitalizationcompanyorunicorn.Thistypeofcompanyisdefinedas
“informationtechnology(IT)-based(softwaremostlybuthardwareaswell)start-upsthatbridgepent-
updemandandsupplythroughinnovativeservicesandproductsmostlyrootedinthemobileinternet
waveandtheopportunitiesitbringsalong”(Simon,2016,p.12).Watanabe,Naveed,andNeittaanmäki
(2016)analyzedUberas theactorofaparadigmchange in theadvancementof informationand
communicationstechnology(ICT)throughonlineplatforms.Today,Uberprovidese-hailingservices
in586citiesand79countriesaroundtheworld.ItsmarketvalueismorethanUS$50billion.

Ubercreatesemployment,generatesentrepreneurialopportunities,decreasescitytraffic,creates
securetransportationbyatransparentsystemregisteringeveryaction,3andusesfull-daycustomer
support4technologytoovercometheoverchargingoftourists.Moreover,Uberenablesventurecapital
tobemoreproductivelyusedbybringingtogethermultiplebuyersandsellers(Koopmanetal.,2015):

• Competitiveandspecializedsupplyanddemand;
• Tradeexpansionbycuttingtransactioncosts;
• Optimalaggregationofconsumerreviews;
• Diminishedproblemofasymmetricinformationbetweenproducersandconsumers;
• Increasedcustomervalueafterfacinganinefficientandunresponsivetaxiindustry.

TheUberbusinessmodelisidentifiedasanon-demandservice,atransportnetworkcompany
(TNC),ridesourcing(Rayleetal.,2014),ane-hailcompany(Rauch&Schleicher,2015),abroker,and
a“price-regulatorandfinancialtransactionclearinghouse”(Motala,2016,p.506)operatingthrough
smartphoneapps(Horpedahl,2015).Likeotherdigitalplatforms,Uberbenefitsfrommarketplace
commission(Richardson,2015).Despitehighreturns,thecompanygenerateslowermarginsdueto
theglobalscaleofthetaxiindustry(Motala,2016).

Smith (2016, p. 383), who identified the company’s business model as an “Uber-all
economyofthefuture,”statedthatUberentailsabottom-upchangewithtrustandcommunity
consensus.Similarly,Belinfanti(2014,p.792)focusedon“bottom-upgrassrootsolutions”by
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emphasizinga“corporategovernancebenefit.”Therefore,Uber’smarketprocessisnotdistinct
fromtheaspectsofinnovation,regulation,competition,andvestedinterests(Schneider,2017).
Uber’sbusinessmodelwasalsoarguedwithin the literatureofsharingeconomy(Cohen&
Kietzmann,2014;Pisano,Pironti,&Rieple,2015)andcollaborativeconsumption(Botsman&
Rogers,2010).Richardson(2015,p.121)definedthesharingeconomyas“formsofexchange
facilitatedthroughonlineplatforms”thatenableconsumerstoshareaccesstoassets,resources,
time,andskills(Wosskow,2014).Belk(2014,p.1595)identifiedthenewformofownership
asthe“useoftemporaryaccessnon-ownership.”5

Challenges and Controversies in the Public Administration
CriticismagainstUbervariesbasedon its businessphilosophy fordiscrimination, safety issues,
privacyissues,andcompliancewithlaborstandards(Watanabeetal.,2016).Onlineplatformscreate
controversiesbygoingbeyondtraditionalassumptions(Cusumano,2015)proposedbylocalregulation.
Inaddition,theyuseintensiveresourcesandregulatenonprofessionalservicesandnoncommercial
goods(Rauch&Schleicher,2015).EconomistPaulKrugmanidentifiedUberasanimportantpolitical
issuewithinthesmartphonerevolution(Krugman,2015).Governmentsdidnothaveastrongregulatory
frameworktoregulatetheserevolutionarytechnologies(Posen,2015).Horpedahl(2015)notedthat
transportnetworkcompanies,includingUber,violatedlocallawsandregulations.

Compared to the new competition of technology platforms, traditional taxi operators
carriedtheimplicationsofmonopoly.Theseincludehigherprices,lowerservicequality,and
decreasingopportunitiestogaininsalesandinnovation(Mitchell,2012).Uberridersfound
conveniencesintheirlowerpricesandreliableservices(Ross,2015)incomparisontotraditional
alternativecompetitionconcerns(Guo&Bouwman,2016).Schneider(2017)summarizedthe
regulatorychallengesfacedbyUberas:(1)thelackofregulators’understandingindifferences
betweentaxisandaplatform;(2)difficultiesinlaunchingaservicebasedonvehicleswhen
the number of authorized vehicles is strictly capped, with a secondary market for license
tradingat inflatedprices; (3) the extraordinarily fragmented taxi industrywith strict rules
underauthorities’control;and(4)thepressureofthetaxiindustryonregulatoryauthorities.
Regulatorychallengesposedbythesecompanieswerealsoidentifiedinrelationtotheproblem
offairnessintermsofthedifferencesofregulatoryapplicationfromtraditionaltaxioperators
(Rayle,Shaheen,Chan,Dai,&Cervero,2014).

Platformcompaniesremaininalegalgreyzoneintermsoftax,labor,competition,andanti-
discriminationlaws.Thisisduetovaguelawsorthelackoflawsallowingthesecompaniestotransport
passengersifthedriversarenotlicensedtaxidrivers(McKee,2017).WithintheU.S.,regulators
reacttoUberinavarietyofways.InAustin,Texas,thecityregulatesthemarketasifitprovides
thetransportation.IntheCityofNewYork,thecityplanstointroducelegislationtoregulateUber.
InPittsburgh,Pennsylvania,Uberwasofficiallyinvitedtooperateinthecity(i.e.,self-drivingcars)
(Schneider,2017).

SinceUberdoesnotmeetregulationsimposedontraditionalcompanies,someauthorscriticize
thecompany’sperformancetobe“contingent”andhowthesecompanies“leavevitalbutunanswered
questionsconcerningtheconditionsof,accesstoandprofitsfromlabors”(Uber’sdriversworking
without benefiting regulations imposed on conventional employers) (Richardson, 2015, p: 127).
CohenandKietzmann(2014,p.280),indiscussingtheconceptofsharedmobility,pointedoutthat
thelackofharmonyamongmultipleagentsofsharedmobility“reducesthepositivesustainability
impactoftheirindividualandcollectiveinitiatives.”Theysuggestedthatthelong-termviabilityof
sharedmobilityserviceproviderswoulddependoncollaborationwithlocalstakeholders,includingthe
adoptionofregulatoryrequirementsandtheactivesupportofthecommunity(Cohen&Kietzmann,
2014).McKee(2017)askedthequestionsofwhoshouldregulateandtowhatextent.Thisarticle
focusesonproblematicareas(i.e.,transactioncostandinterestgroups)tomapUber’sregulatory
challengescreatedbyvestedinterestsinthelocalmarket.
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TRANSACTIoN CoSTS AND INTeReST GRoUPS

Coase(1973)explainedhowdigitalplatformsdecreasetransactioncostsbetweenbuyersandsellers.
Uber-likeplatformsdecreased transaction costs related to searching, contacting, and contracting
(Benkler,2004;Henten&Windekilde,2016).Indiscussingtransactioncosts,Williamson(1981)
emphasizedthatallcostsandtroublesincurredinmakinganeconomictransactionwerebasedon
transactionfrequency,specificity,uncertainty,limitedrationality,opportunisticbehavior,andtime.
ItreferencesNorth’s(1994)analysis,aswellasreviewshowopportunisticbehaviorscreatecosts
andbenefits.Opportunisticbehaviorisnotseparatedtheoreticallyfromopportunitism;opportunistic
behaviorispositivelyinfluencedbythebenefitsfromsuchbehavior(Williamson,1981,adopted
fromGroshal&Moran,1996,p.19).Thisarticleanalyzeshowopportunisticbehaviormaycreate
costs(i.e.,sanctions)andtheextenttowhichthesecostsaffecttheraisond’etreofcompanies(i.e.,
banning,forbidding).

Whenconsideringe-hailingcompanies,literaturefocusedonhowdigitaltechnologiesreduce
transactioncosts(Martin,2016).Thisargumentisbasedonseveralfactors:(1)thelackofinformation
assymetrybetweenthecompany,drivers,andriders;(2)loweredrisks;(3)increasedmutualtrust;and
(4)processtransparency(Belk,2014;Frenken&Schor,2017;Fuentes-Bracamontes,2016;Guttentag,
2015;Huber,2017;Molz,2013;Schor&Fitzmaurice,2015).Similarly,studiesoncollaborative
consumptioncombinedeconomicandtechnologicalfactorsbyanalyzingcheapertransactioncosts
throughinformationtechnology(Barnes&Mattsson,2016)andhowtheInternetofthings(IoT)
reducestransactioncosts(Gerpott&May,2016).Yet,theseplatformtechnologiesdonotreduce
transactioncoststozero(suchas,requestingtimeandwaitingtime,McKee,2017).

Althoughdigitalplatformswerediscussedinrelationtodecreasingsearchandtransactionscosts
(Nadler,2014),thisarticlefocusesonhowthemarketentryofe-hailingcompanieshasincreased
transactioncostsforglobalplayersandgivenrisetorent-seekingbehaviorsofinterestgroups.There
islittleresearchonnewdigitalplatformcompanies’experiencesinhightransactioncosts,especially
duetothelackoflegalcoordinationandwaystoovercomethesecosts.Therefore,thisarticlefocuses
onhowtheneweconomyhascreatednewtransactioncostsforthecompanies.AccordingtoSchneider
(2017,p.55,p.75),“...sincecompetitionregulationattemptstoregulatefuturemarketsbyusing
thepastasananchor,itsignificantlydistortsthemarkets.Itcreatesmarket-entrybarriers,itfavors
incumbents,anditincreasestransactioncosts.Infact,competitionregulationcreatescollusionsand
instigatesarbitrage.”

Thisarticlebenefitsfromtheinterestgrouptheory.Motala(2016,p.503)summarizedthistheory,
statingthatit“providessomeinsightintowhythecurrentregulatoryregimeisinplace,andthenature
ofpoliticalresistancetoaformalchangeintheregulatoryregime”whereregulationis“theproductof
specialinterestinfluenceandcapture.”E-hailingcompaniesareviewedasnewentrants,innovators,
andchallengerstothetraditionaltaxiindustry.Inturn,interestgroups(i.e.,unions,lobbyist)focuson
influencingtheregulatoryprocess.Theexistingtaxiindustrypursuesspecificintereststomaintain
theirmarketpresenceinthelicensingandpricecompetitionmonopoly(Motala,2016).

InthecaseofUber,interestgroupactivitiesresultedinregulatorycapture.Thiswasdefinedasa
process“bywhichregulatoryagencieseventuallycometobedominatedbytheveryindustriesthey
werechargedwithregulating”(Schneider,2017,p.65).Sincetheregulatorhasvestedandcapital
interestbasedontheirpowerposition(Djankov,LaPorta,Lopez-de-Silanes,&Shleifer,2002),the
regulatoryagencyactsinfavoroftheinterestsoftheindustryto“keeptheinterestgroupsquiet”
(Koopman,Mitchell,&Thierer,2015,p.536).Thispowerpositioncanbeidentifiedas“thereputation
of the regulator” (Koopmanet al., 2015,p.536).Since regulation favors somebusinessmodels
andagents,Ubertriesto“de-regulateprivatelyortodevelopbusinessmodelsthattakeadvantage
ofloopholesinregulations”(Schneider,2017,p.66).Linkinginterestgrouptheorytotransaction
costscameasderegulationandovercomingregulationscreatedtransactioncosts.Forexample,when
Ubercarswerestoppedbythepoliceandremovedfromtraffic,Uberpaidthejudiciaryexpensesby
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compensatingthedetentionexpenseandthedriver’sdailylossduringthejudiciaryperiod(nearly
twomonths).

ReGULAToRy eXPeRIeNCe: ISTANBUL AND SAN FRANCISCo

IdentifyingUber’smainmarketactorsdepictsthepoliticalarenaandconflictsbetweenpartnersand
mainactorsofthelocalmarket.Thisalsodepictsthetype,level,andextentoflocalcommunication.
Figure1showsthelocalmarket’smainactorsthathavedirectorindirectrelationshipswithUber.
Threemainrolescanbeidentified:(1)partners;(2)directcompetitors;and(3)publicauthorities
andregulators(i.e.,regulatingtaxisupply).First,partnersutilizeUber’sonlineplatform.Thiscanbe
identifiedasaplatformpartnershipwithpassengersandairporttransportcompanies,travelcompanies,
andtraditionaltaxidrivers(thosewhoarenottheownersofthelicense/plate/medallion).Second,
direct competitors have economic interest conflictswithUber.These include carproducers, bid
contractortravelcompanies,localTNCs,taxilicenseowners,andbrokers.Third,publicauthorities
andregulatorshaveadministrativecontactwithUberthroughconflictorcompromise.Theseinclude
municipalities,municipal taxiparking lots (i.e., ISPARKin Istanbul), the taxoffice,andunions
representingtraditionaltaxisandotherpublicauthorities(i.e.,CPUC).

San Francisco
TheSanFranciscoMunicipalTransportationAgency (SFMTA)regulates registered taxis inSan
Francisco.AfterSFMTAincreasedthenumberofmedallionsfrom1,500to2,100,itaddeddriversto
controlsupplyanddemandproblemsinthetaximarket(Vanian,2016;SFMTA,2013).Thestrategy’s
pushfactors,similartoTurkey,provedthecurrentproblemsofthetaxisystem:(1)taxishortages;

Figure 1. The main actors of the local market
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(2)risingfeesforplates/licenses/medallions;(3)highcoststosecureataxibusiness,includingtaxes
andadditionalcosts;(4)lowservicequality;and(5)problemsbalancingdriverincomesandplate/
license/medallionvalues(SFMTA,2013).Theuseofonlineplatformsisanothertrendreportedin
relationtodecreasingrevenueoftraditionaltaxis(Vanian,2016).Forinstance,aSanFranciscotaxi
driverearned$1,500byworking50hoursperweekasanUberXLdriver.Thesamedriverearned
$1,250perweekbyworking40hours.Thepassengers’demandtousemobileplatformsisanother
pressingreasonforthisshift.

Diversity and Competition: Vested Interest
SFMTA,inpartnershipwithHaraAssociates,studiedbestpracticesoftaxiregulationrelatedtotaxi
supply.HaraAssociates,acompanythatservespolicymakersandregulatorsintheU.S.andCanada,
providespolicyadvice,programevaluation,andeconomicimpactassessments.Problematicareas
betweenUberandregulators inSanFranciscorelate to farecalculation, thedriver’sbackground
check,airportregulation,andanUberdriver’semploymentrights.TheprimaryactorsincludeCPUC
asrulemakingauthority,districtattorneys,TaxicabServiceAssociation,lawfirms,6traditionaltaxi
drivers,Uber’sdrivers,andstatebureaucracy(HaraAssociates,2013).

Throughoutthelegaldocuments,thecorediscussionfocusedonhowtodefineUber.CPUC,
whichregulatesthetransportnetworkcompanies,haspassedseveralregulationssince2013.The
CPUC defined TNC as a “transportation network company, an organization, including, but not
limitedto,acorporation,limitedliabilitycompany,partnership,soleproprietor,oranyotherentity,
operatinginCaliforniathatprovidesprearrangedtransportationservicesforcompensationusingan
online-enabledapplicationorplatformtoconnectpassengerswithdriversusingapersonalvehicle”
(CaliforniaLegislativeInformation,2014,p.1).

AccordingtoalawfirmthatrepresentstheTaxicabServiceAssociationintheU.S.,“They
arenodifferentthananyothercarservicecompanythatdispatchesdriverstopickupapassenger.
Insteadofadispatcherusingatwo-wayradiotheyuseasmartphone…Theyareacarservice
companyandshouldcomplywithallrules,regulations,andlocallawsjustlikeeveryoneelse
does”(Goodale,2014,p.1).

Onthecontrary,Uberpresenteditselfasa“companythatopenstechnologytocitiesbyproviding
efficiency,environmentalsustainabilitywithasystemwhereeverythingisregistered.”7Inresponseto
theCPUC’sdecisionsandregulations,Ubercommunicateditspositiontothecompany’sattorneys.
Uber’smainargumentswerebasedoninnovationandconsumerdemandbyinsistingthattherewas
nolinkbetweenpublicsafetyconcernsandsmartphoneapplications.Thecompany’sjustification
relatedtothefollowingexplanation:“Uber’ssmartphoneapplicationsimplyconnectspersonsneeding
transportation to transport charter party (TCP)8holders that already fulfill theCPUC’s training,
substanceabusetesting,vehiclemaintenance,andinsurancerequirements”byconstantlyemphasizing
that“UberisasoftwaretechnologycompanywithheadquartersinSanFrancisco,California.Uber
isnotatransportationcompany”(CPUC,2012,p.138).Accordingtothecompany,anyregulation
extendedtowardUberwouldviolatethepoliciespromotinginnovationandinformationtechnologies
(i.e.,UnitedStatesfederalpoliciesandEuropeanUniondigitalpolicies).

OnSeptember9,2013,theCPUCidentifiedTNCascharterpartypassengercarrierandcreated
thecategoryofTNCtoaccompanytheexistingcategoryofTCPbyemphasizingthat“currentTNCs
…actuallyareprovidingtransportationservicesforcompensation”(O’Neill&Prabhakaran,2013,
p.7).ItwasnotedthatUber“receivecompensationfortransportationandthatthetransportationis
prearranged;”theCPUCidentifiedUberasTCPsubjecttoCPUC’sjurisdiction(CPUC,2014,p.1).

Legal Coordination
InSanFrancisco,basedontheCPUC’sregulationonairportoperationsofTNCs,anewnonexclusive
licenseagreementforTNCstoandfromLosAngelesInternationalAirportwasapprovedbythe
L.A.BoardofAirportCommissionersinJuly2015.WiththisTNCpermit,severalTNCapplication
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instructionsandchecklistswerepublishedonthewebsiteoftheLosAngelesWorldAirports,including
license agreement forms, business tax registration certificates, and insurance forms. Within this
license,LyftandUberwereapprovedtoprovidepick-upservicesfromLosAngelesInternational
Airport(LAWA,2016).

ThefollowingregulatoryrequirementswereadoptedinSanFrancisco:

1. Requiredpermit/certificateforTNC(notdrivers);
2. AppandWebsitedisclosurewhenthedriverusesapersonalcar;
3. Prohibitedstreethails;
4. Registereddriversandtimelynoticeregardingdrivers’records;
5. Securitymeasures;
6. Displayandtradedressrequirements;
7. Proofofpre-arrangedride;
8. PublicAuthority’sscrutinyuponpassengercomplaints;
9. Airportoperationsauthorizedbytheairportauthority;
10.Collectionofone-thirdof1%oftotalrevenuesbythepublicauthority(orfaceafine);
11.Commercialinsurancerequirements.

Moreover,UberdriversstartedtounionizeintheU.S.to“strengthentheirdemandsforbetter
workingconditionsandpay”(Goodale,2014,Dec10,p.1).DiscussionsbetweenCPUCandUber
weredocumentedontheCPUCwebsite,includingdiscussionpapersanddocuments.InNovember
2016,atthetimeofwritingthisarticle,theUbersite(www.ubermovement.com)published“CPUC
RulesandRegulations”toexplaintheregulationviaatrainingvideo.Theseincludedtherequirements
oftradedress,self-reportingofdriversforvehiclemileage,anddisclosureofdriverinformationwith
theCPUC.UberwasinlinewiththeCPUCregulationintermsofthenotificationoftheregulatory
requirementstothedrivers(CPUC,2016).However,theywerenotallfulfilledbythecompany.For
instance,inJanuary2016,theCPUCfinedUberUS$7.6millionforfailingtomeetdatareporting
requirementsin2014.Uberagreedtopaythefinetoavoida30-daysuspensionoflicenseintheU.S.
(LA Times,2016;Pierson,2016).Finepaymentsconstitutedthecompany’smaintransactioncosts.

Istanbul
UberoperatesexclusivelyinthecityofIstanbul,Turkey.Table1summarizesthecomparativeposition
ofUberinIstanbul’staximarkettoillustratedifferencescomparedtothetraditionaltaximarket.The
lackofsimilaritiesbetweenUber’soperationsandthecurrenttaximarketwasacommonfeaturein
eachcity.ThesedifferencesputUberinacontestedpositionamongtheactorsofthetaximarket.

Table 1. Comparison of Istanbul’s taxi market and Uber

Istanbul Uber XL Uber Taxi

TaxiVehicleLicenses Capped(a) Uncapped Capped

Marketpriceforlicenses US$474,0009 $0 $0

Taxidriver’saptitude Controlledbytest10 Criminalrecordcheck Criminalrecordcheck

Taxifares Regulated(b) Nonregulated Nonregulated

Taxivehiclelicense 17,59511 - -

Taxivehicle/1,000
population 1-3(c) - -

(a) ITEO (2012); (b) ITEO (2016); (c) Abbas (2016), Mangalindan (2014)
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InIstanbul,taxidrivershesitatedtojointhesystemduetothefollowingreasons:(1)Uberisa
foreigncompany;(2)BiTaksiisintegratedintothelocalsystem(i.e.,taxes);(3)ITDA’sreluctant
positionstomotivatedriverstouseTNCplatforms;(4)policecontrolqualifiesUberXLasillegal;12
(5)BiTaksiworksexclusivelywithcappedtaxisandtraditionaldrivers;(6)theBiTaksisystemisnot
sostrictthatdriversdonothesitatetojoin;(7)BiTaksicreatesacommunitythroughdriverloyalty
programs;(8)BiTaksi,anationalcompany,usesnationallycreatedsoftware;(9)BiTaksipromotes
thetaxiprofession;and(10)regulatorsandinterestgroupshavenationalistictendencies.

Ubercarswerealsopurchasedbyindividualentrepreneurs/Uberdriversandcompanies.They
paidaspecialconsumptiontaxwhenpurchasingtheircars,aswellaspossessedacarlicense13.A
problemoccurredwithindividualentrepreneursintermsoftaxes.Infact,Ubertookcommission
fromUberXLdriversratherthanUberTaxidrivers.Therefore,theUbersystemwasfreetoUberTaxi
driversandbroughtmorebusinesstotraditionaltaxidrivers(non-ownership14).Taxidriverswho
usedbothUberTaxi(orotherTNCplatforms)andstreethailingearnedmorethanwhenexclusively
usingstreethailing.UberXLdrivers,evenwhenpayinga20%commissiontoUber,couldearnmore
withonlineplatforms,especiallyduringTurkey’ssummerseason.

Diversity and Competition: Vested Interest
ITDA, the lobbying power of the traditional taxi industry, represents approximately 17,395 taxi
drivers.ItdoesnotsupportUber’soperationsbecause:

1. TaxidriversshouldpayonetotwoTLtomunicipalityparkinglots(ISPARK);
2. Whileservingpassengers,Ubertakes20%commissionfromdrivers;
3. Uberusersincreaseinfavorofpassengers;
4. Theincreaseinbasefaredeterminedbythemunicipalityisverylimited(5%twoyearsago);
5. “Taxidriverspayhightaxes…thereisatoolcalledUberandyoudonotpaytax...moreprofitable

…everytaxidriverwouldmovetothis[Uber]system;”
6. “Ataxidriver/ownerpaysthespecialconsumptiontaxwhilepurchasingtheircars…theyapply

basefaredeterminedbythemunicipality…theyhaveacarlicenseanddonotusearegularcar.”15

AccordingtoITDA,thelicensingofUberXLdriversis“problematicbecauseofthereasonthat
UberXLdriversD2LicenseDocumentonlyallowsdriverstocarrypassengersspecifiedwiththeir
namesfromonespecificplacetoanother…Someonewithajournalistlicensecannotoperateasa
butcher,UberisdoingthiswithaD2document.Infact,theyhavetogetalicensefromtheMunicipality
andMinistryofTransportation.”16However, according to theOfficial Gazette,No:27255,aD2
LicenseDocumentisgivenfornonscheduledtransportationwithabus.Therefore,ITDAproposed
thatwithD2LicenseDocument,onlythepreregisteredpassengerswhobookedbeforethetripshould
becarried.AccordingtotheLawNo:2918–addeditem2,driverswithvehiclesthatareusedoutside
theirpermit/licenseswillbefinedby14.400.000YTLandthevehiclewillbesuspendedfromtraffic
for15days(TurkHukukSitesi,2015).

ITDAdoesnotwant traditional taxidrivers touseUberorBitaksibecause theyearndriver
commission.AninconsistencyoccurredinUberTaxibecauseitisnotrequiredtopaycommissionto
Uber.Moreover,ITDAremainedsilentagainstUberduetothefactthat“iftheyorganizeprotests,every
taxidriverwilllearnaboutUberandstartusingit.”17Anotherdilemmahighlightedthefragmented
taxilobby,includingtraditionaltaxidrivers,taxilicenseplateowners,taxicompanies,andformal
institutions.OnemayaskwhetherITDArepresentsindividualtaxidrivers,taxilicenseplateowners,
orthepoweroftheassociation.

ITDA considered Uber as its competitor although they do not let their taxi drivers use
mobileplatforms. ITDAmentioned that “Uber is a system runningquietlybutnotverypopular
inTurkeybecausewe[ITDA]didnotreacttothem.Hereistheonlyassociationfordrivers.We
areinstitutionalizedandtakeroleinsocialaffairs.Weconductedformalcommunicationwiththe
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MinistryofScience,IndustryandTechnologyinordertoinformthemthatUber’ssystemandmodel
isproblematic…Asaresponse,theMinistryrepliedthattheycannotdoanythingagainstinformatics
crimeasthereisnothingasanillegalaction.”18Therefore,ITDAwasintouchwiththeMinistry
ofFinanceandMinistryofInterior.AccordingtoITDA,“Uberisillegalwhentheycarryontaxi
servicewithblackVitocars,thereshouldbeadifferencebetweentaxidriversandVito(UberXL
Mercedescars)drivers.”19

ITDAwantedtodevelopasystemlikeUberorBiTaksiwiththesupportofthemunicipality.If
not,theyrequestedrulesandsanctionsonnewtechnologies.Theyalsoproposedthatthemunicipality
createpricesegmentationandpromoteluxurycars.Forinstance,ayellowtaxiwouldhaveabasefare
of3.40TL,anuppersegment(i.e.,Mercedescars)with25%mark-up,andaBlackVitowithhigher
fares.Theytriedtodiscover“howtofightwithUber.”TheywantedUbertopaytaxes,statingthat“if
Uberbecomessubjecttotax,nobodywillchooseit.”ITDAtreatedUberasanillegaltaxioperation
andsuggestedfiningpassengerswhouseUberwiththesimilarstrategythatITDAovercamethe
illegalcappedtaxioperationsinIstanbul.

ITDAcontactedthetaxofficetoaskforascrutinyofUberintermsoftaxing.Sincetheprevious
month,theofficehadbeenworkingonUber’soperations(justafterITDA’scommunicationwith
them).Atthetimeoftheinterview,theywereclosetounderstandingtheUber’ssystemintricacies.
Oncetheyuncoveredthesystem,theyaimedtoscrutinizeitscommercialactivities.Thepresident
oftheIstanbultaxofficenotedthat“ifprivatetransportationbusesandtraditionaltaxilicensesare
subjecttotax,Ubershouldhavebeenaswell.However,theyoperateoutsideofthesestandardsinan
areathathasnotbeentaxed,likeTwitter.”Headded,“…eventhoseamongusattemptedtouseitbut
thesystemdoesnotgenerateaninvoicethatisqualifiedtobeusedinastandardinvoicingsystemin
Turkey…basedonourrecentknowledgeaboutUber,thewholepaymentdirectlygoestotheUber
system,thismeanstheprincipalcapitalgoestoUberandthecompanyseemstomakemoneyoutof
theTurkishmarket…alsothedrivers[ofmostlyUberXL)constantlydotransportation,theybecome
assesse…wearenotagainsttechnologycompaniesbutiftheyconductcommercialactivities,they
becomesubjectedtopaytaxandthuswemustfollowthem.”HeaddedthatthereisnoUberofficein
TurkeyalthoughUberhasanofficeinIstanbul.Therefore,thetaxofficewasnotadequatelyontop
ofUber’soperationsiftheyhadnotbeenconductedbytheITDA’slobbyingactivities.

Legal Coordination
InIstanbul,thecontrolanddecision-makingauthorityonUber’soperationsisIMTCA,whichisthe
largestnetworkofmetropolitanmunicipalitypartneringandcoordinatingtransportationactivitieswith
otherinstitutions(i.e.,policeforces).Duringthein-depthinterview,therepresentativechallengedand
initiatedtheconversationbyaskingtheauthor“DoyoufindUbersecure?”Therepresentativeadded
that“theUberoperationsareagainstthelawandbasedontheLawNo:5216ontaxitransportation,this
istheareaofmyauthorizationandIhavedifferentmethodstoapplyitsuchaspublicbid,partnering,
oraskingauthorizeddocuments.”Hementionedthatifacompanyplanstoenterintoanewmarket,
it isnecessary to“apply the local institutions for requiredpermits…the institutionseithergive
youpermitornot…therighttogiveornottogivepermitisuptome…Ikeepalltheserights.”
Forinstance,sinceBiTaksicommunicatedwithIMTCA,thelocalcompanywastreatedasa“good
boy.”Accordingtotherepresentative,Uberhadnolegalstatusandnoplaceinhisauthorizedarea.
AlthoughUberTurkeyrequestedanappointment,IMTCArejectedtheirrequest.Thissignifiedthat
eitherUberwaslatetorequesttheappointmentorIMTCAdidnotwanttocommunicatewithUber
duetotheirplantodevelopamobilesystemwithhighclasscars.IMTCA’sIstanbulrepresentative
mentionedthatUber“createdillegaltaxidemand…infacttheydonothavetheauthoritytoincrease
thenumberoftaxis.”20

SinceSeptember2016,thepoliceinIstanbulhavebeenstoppinganddetainingUberXLvehicles
toaskpassengershowtheyrentedtheVitovehicle.21Severaldriverstoldtheauthorthatifthepolice
stopped the vehicle during participant observations, the author should not respond that the car
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wasobtainedviaUber.Instead,theresponseshouldbethatitwasobtainedviatheABCTourism
Company.22AnUberdrivernotedthatapassengerescapedthepolicebysayingthat“thevehicle
belongstome.”AnotherUberdrivermentionedthat“thisvehiclewaswithheldbythepolicemany
timesandremovedfromtrafficfor36days.Thereasonforthefirstwithholdingwasterrorism.”23
Uberundertookthewithheldcostandpaidthedriver100TLuntilthevehiclewasreturnedupon
finalizationofthecourtcase.

On December 12, 2016, the police department in Istanbul released a decision to fine Uber
driverswhooperatedvehiclesthattheydidnotownorqualifiedasUberoperations.Likeillegal
taxioperations, thefinesappliedas2,533YTLforthefirststopbythepoliceand4,022YTLfor
thesecondstop.Nofinewouldbechargedifthedriverownedthevehicle.However,thevehicle
wouldbedetainedbythepolicefor60days.Passengerswouldbefined281YTL.Accordingtothe
FoundationofTransportationandLogistics(theinstitutionhadbeenhandlingthejudicialprocess
ofUberdriverswhohadbeendetainedbythepolice),morethan90%ofthecourtdecisionswerein
favorofthedrivers.Therefore,theUberoperationsdidnotviolatethelocallaw.

Thesewerethecompany’smajortransactioncosts,includingthecosttowithdrawfromtraffic,
courtcases,anddailypaymentstodriversduringthewithdrawalperiod.Differentfrompreviouscases
inSanFrancisco,thepolicycontrolsaddressedthepassengersinIstanbul.Thepoliceforcedboth
driversandpassengerstorevealthenameofthecompany.Consideringtheseexamples,transaction
costscanbeviewedastoolstoovercomelocalmarketchallengestoachievethecompany’slongevity.
Uber’scompanyvaluereachedmorethanUS$60billionwithfinancialinvestors,includingGoldman
Sachs(Bautzer,2016).Uber’sgrowthstrategyasasmarttechnologycompanyenteringanenvironment
thatlackedsmartregulationwastoagreetopaytransactionscosts.Otherwise,Uberwouldnotbe
abletoperformtheirservicesandsurviveindifferentlocalities.

New AND CoLLABoRATIVe GoVeRNANCe?

InlightofthecomparisonontheUber’soperationsinSanFranciscoandTurkey,thecommunication
between Uber and local community was more intense and developed in terms of diversity and
competitionascomparedtoIstanbul.Moreover,Uber’soperationscanbeclassifiedasfollows:(1)
SanFrancisco,asrelativelyadvancedcommunication(comprisingbothconflictandcompromise);
(2) Istanbul, as weak/no communication (the lack of institutional communication between local
authoritiesandUber,i.e.,theonlycontactwiththepolicecontrolofUberXLvehicles).Therefore,
thepolicyandrule-makingprocessedincludethediversityofparticipants.Thedocumentanalysis
conductedonCPUCwebsiteindicatedtheadvancedleveloflocaldevelopmentthroughTNCbased
regulationsinSanFranciscoasopposedtothelackofsuchregulationsinIstanbul.Accordingto
Lobel(2012,p.5),“multipartyinvolvementisadvocatedasawaytocreateinternalnorms,cultivate
acultureoflearningandmanagenewmarketrealitiesbycombining‘hardlaw’withmoreflexible,
‘softer’requirements.”ThisiswhatAnsell(2012)discussedas“collaborativegovernance”andthus
whatisneededistocreatecollaborativegovernance.

On the contrary, there are no regulatory communication and basis for Uber in Istanbul.
Regulators do not communicate with Uber and apply police control against Uber cars. ITDA
wasactedagainstUberquietlywithoutdisclosinganydataregardingtheirtaxidrivermembers
whohaveregisteredtoUbersystem.Onthecontrary,theSanFranciscoCabDriversAssociation
(SFCDA),anassociationforregisteredtaxidrivers,operatingsimilartoitsequivalentinstitution
inTurkeynamedafterITDA,bypromotingfairworkingconditionsandbusinesspractice,reported
thatone-thirdofthetaxidriversinSanFranciscohaveregisteredtoTNCsinthelast12monthsin
2014(Vanian,2016).InIstanbul,Uberencounteredseverallocalplayersandpowerfulactors.In
Istanbul,theresistanceagainstUberespeciallyfromtaxiplateownerswasrelatedtothefactthat
Uberdriversdonotpaytaxilicensefeesandtaxes.
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Incomparison,asareferencetotheclustersofnewgovernancedefinedbyLobel(2012),none
ofthelocalgovernancecasesinrelationtoUbercanbeidentifiedascollaborativewhilstthelevels
oflocalcommunication,thelevelofparticipationofnon-stateactorsandcitizens,thelackofpublic/
privatecollaboration,thelackofdecentralization,thelackoforlimitednegotiationandrevision,the
lackoflimitedadaptabilityandconstantlearning.Thisarticlerevealshowthislackofcollaborative
governancecreatetransactioncoststhataffecttheraison d’etreofcompaniestoperformactivities.

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATIoN AND UBeR

CannonandSummers(2014)studiedonhowdigitalplatformcompaniescanpositionthemselves
withregulators.Thesesuggestedthemtofindthebestregulationsthatfittheirpositionandshare
themwiththegovernment;makeawell-researchedcaseforthevalueprovidedbythecompany;share
theirdata;beresponsivetoregulators’legitimateconcerns;andbeoffensive(ratherthandefensive)
withregulators.Similarly,RauchandSchleicher(2015)proposedthreepredictionsonhowlocal
governmentswillapproachtodigitalplatformcompaniesinthenearfuture.Assuch,citieswill(1)
subsidizesharingfirmstogetthemtoenterorexpandcertainservices;(2)harnesssharingfirmsfor
economicredistribution;and(3)hiresharingfirmsascontractorstoprovidecityservices.

ThesolutiontothesediscussionswasnottoforceUbertocomplywithexistingregulationsbut
tocreatenew“experimental”and“flexible” regulation thatwouldensuresafetyandconsumer’s
freedomofchoice(Posen,2015,p.426,429).Therefore,itwassuggestedthatthebestwayto“protect
consumersistoallowUbertocontinueitsoperations,subjecttoexperimentalregulationsdirectedat
ensuringpassengersafety”(Posen,2015,p.408).Insimilarvein,MorganandKuch(2015,p.565)
proposedtheterm“radicaltransactionalism”thatwasdefinedasthe“creativeredeploymentoflegal
techniques”toweavesocialandecologicalvaluesintotheeconomicexchange.

CoNCLUSIoN

ThisarticleanalyzedUberoperationswithacomparativeapproachinSanFranciscoandIstanbulwith
aparticularfocusoncontestedandcontradictorylocalconfigurationsoftheUber’smarketprocessthat
bothcreatesandintervenesintoapoliticalarenawherediverseinterestsofdifferentactorsconflict
toeachother.Inbothcities,themainregulatorybodiesandinterestgroupsaimtocontrolsupply
anddemandasapowermechanismaswellaswiththefocusonmaintaintheirpowerintheindustry.
Despitethesimilaritiesofthetaximarketineachcountry,analyzingthelocalcommunicationof
Uberineachcityrevealeddiverselocalconfigurationsandresponses.Thesenewconfigurationsof
localpowerrelationsarerelatedtotheinteractionbetweenthepublicandprivatespheres,thepolitics
ofsupplyanddemandbalance,thetransactioncostsofnewtechnologycompaniestostayalive,and
harshreactionandlobbyingactivitiestowardsthesecompanies.

Althoughtheneweconomyreducesthetransactioncostsbetweenthemarketactorswithdigital
platforms,thecompaniesofneweconomyfacetransactioncoststhatpreventthemtooperateandto
achieveacceptanceinthelocalmarket.AlthoughthelocallawdoesnotprohibitUber’soperations,
theregulatorsfinetheUberdriversandriders.Thearticlerevealedthreemainconclusions.First,
localandglobale-hailfirmsinthesamecountryacquireddifferentacceptanceandresponseinthe
localmarketandthustheleveloftransactioncostsvaried.UberasaglobalcompanywithisUber
TaxiproductwasleastacceptedbythelocalmarketandBitaksiasalocale-hailcompanyhaslower
transactioncosts.Second,thelackofproperlocalcommunicationbasedondiversityandcompetition
wasderivedfromthevestedinterestsoflobbyingpowersthatledtorisingtransactioncosts.Third,
asinthecaseofIstanbul,thislackofcollaborativegovernancecreatetransactioncoststhataffect
theraison d’etreofcompaniestoperformactivities.

Basedontheseresults,thisarticlesuggestedtheneedforactivecollaborativegovernanceforeach
actorofnewmarketbycreatingcreativeandinnovativesolutions,ratherthanintegratingnewactors
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oftechnologyintotheexistingsystem.Theregulatorsneedtodevelopanintensecommunication
withUberbyincludingotherstakeholdersthatwillalsoleadtothecreationofsocialvalue.New
technologiesurgeUbertoalignincentiveswithkeystakeholdersinordertoachievegrowth.

Moreover,thereisaneedtoovercomediverseproblemswithdiversesolutionstowardregulating
innovation.For instance,one rhetoricof interestgroupsand thus regulators that are affectedby
them,isbasedonworldwideUber’sbannedcasesratherthanitsinnovativeexamples.WhenUber
wasqualifiedasillegalinIstanbul,thejustificationwasbasedonthebanofUberPOOLproductin
Paris.However,UberPOOLandUberXLandUberTaxiaredifferentproductsofUber.EachUber
operation,productandservicecreatedifferentpoliticalarenaandthuseachUberoperationhasbeen
treatedwithdiverselocalresponsesuchasUberPOPinParisandUberXLinIstanbul.Forinstance,
UberTaxidoesnotchargeanycommissiontodriversandwouldbearealpartnertotraditionaltaxi
drivers;however,UberXLmightbeacompetitor(despitecharge20%commission)withacompetitive
pricing.Similarly,differentcountrycasesshouldnotbegeneralizedbyrulemakers,forinstance,if
UberPOPoperatedinParis,itisnotnecessarilytosaythatUberTaxiandUberXLcreatethesame
impactsonthelocalmarketinIstanbul.

Thisarticlewouldbethereferencepointinordertounderstandthepositions,needs,andproblems
ofeachactor.Asthepoliticalarenaishighlycontestedanditishardtobringeachactorinoneplace
tocreateacommonground,thisarticlewouldpresentastartingpointforthebackgroundofhowto
worktowardachievingdifferentformsofcollaborativegovernance.Thecollaborativegovernance
wouldeliminatetransactionscostsnotonlyforTNCs(i.e.,courtexpensescoveredanddailycash
paymentsmadebyUbertodriverswithdrawnbythepoliceandbutalsoforthepublic(i.e.,police
controls).AsBarnesandMattsson(2016,pp.207-208)revealed,“thepressurefromthepublicwill
changelawsandotherregulatoryissues.”AsUberservicesarepromotedandused,theincremental
supportandacceptancemaybeachieved.ThenextquestionwouldbehowUbercancompetewith
locale-hailcompaniesandwithotherlocale-hailingserviceinitiativesinthepublicsector.
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misrepresentationtoitsdrivers,aswellasitsunfairbusinesspracticesinCalifornia,thatUbershould
sharetheresponsibilityfortherisksthatitsdriversfaceontheroadifthecompanytrulyidentifiesas
sharing.Consideringthepersonalsafetyandrisksofpersonaldataprotection,Yetim(2015)identifiedthe
legalproblemsthatUberfacedthroughouttheworldbyspecificallyfocusingontheproblemofUber’s
protectingofpersonaldata.

6 Forinstance,ArthurGoldstein,partneratDavidoffHutcher&Citron,alawfirmrepresentingtheTaxicab
ServiceAssociationintheU.S.

7 Basedonin-depthinterviewswithUberrepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
8 Morethan3,300companiesand10,000TCPvehiclesareauthorizedtooperateatLAX.AllTCPcarriers

thatconductbusinessatLAX(i.e.,pick-uppassengers)arerequiredtohaveacurrentexecutedlicense
agreementwiththeDepartmentofAirports,displayavalidvehicledecal,andhaveafunctioningautomatic
vehicleidentificationtransponderaffixedtoeachvehicle(LAWA,2016).

9 1,600,000inTurkishLiraconvertedtoUSDbytheauthoronNovember18,2016.
10 AccordingtothenewregulationenactedinJanuary2017,taxidriversshouldholdthepublictransportation

usagecertificatetoincreasethequalityandqualificationofdrivers.
11 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithIMTCA.
12 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithtraditionaltaxidriversandBiTaksidrivers(conductedbytheauthor

inOctober2016).
13 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithUberrepresentativesandUberdrivers(conductedbytheauthorin

October2016).
14 Taxidriverswhoareemployedbytaxiplate/licenseowners.Inthiscase,twotothreedriversusethe

vehicleandarepaidmonthly.Thisisbasedonin-depthinterviewswithtraditionaltaxidrivers.
15 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithITDArepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
16 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithITDArepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
17 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithITDArepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
18 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithITDArepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
19 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithITDArepresentatives(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
20 Basedonthein-depthinterview(conductedbytheauthorinNovember2016).
21 Basedonthein-depthinterviewwithUberdrivers(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
22 BasedonparticipantobservationswithUberdrivers(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
23 ThestateofemergencyconditionsinIstanbulhavegivenpolicetheforcetovalidatethedetentionof

Ubervehiclesbasedonanyreason(evenifareasondoesnotexist).Thisincludesterrorism.Basedon
thein-depthinterviewwithUberdrivers(conductedbytheauthorinOctober2016).
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APPeNDIX A: UBeR FAReS

Table 2. Uber fares

Base 
Fare

Booking 
Fee

Minimum 
Fare

Per 
Minute

Per 
Mile

Per 
KM

Cancellation 
Fee

SanFrancisco(USD)

UberBLACK(withhigh-endcars,
professionalservice) 8.00 15.00 0.35 3.55 10.00

UberSUV(withhigh-endSUVs,
professionalservice) 15.00 25.00 0.40 4.30 10.00

UberX(affordablerides) 0.00 1.95 5.95 0.15 1.10 5.00

UberXL(foraffordableridesfor
groupsuptosix) 2.00 1.95 6.95 0.20 1.75 5.00

SELECT(withpremiumcars,
affordablefares) 4.00 1.95 8.95 0.30 2.35 10.00

POOL(sharetheride,sharethecost) 0.00 1.95 6.20 0.13 1.00 5.00

Turkey(TRY)

UberXL(roomforeveryone) 4.00 13.00 0.20 2.20 13.00

Taxicredit(classictaxi,more
reliable,metered) 3.45 8.75 0.34 2.10 5.00

TaximeterIstanbul(TRY) 3.45 8.70 0.4 2.10

TaximeterSanFrancisco(USD) 3.50 0.55

Source: www.uber.com (Fare https://www.uber.com/en-TR/fare-estimate/
http://ibb.gov.tr/sites/TopluUlasimHizmetleri/Documents/TopluUlasimDocs/ucrettarife/Taksi%20Ta%C5%9F%C4%B1mac%C4%B1l%C4%B1%C4%9F%

C4%B1%20Taksimetre%20%C3%9Ccret%20Tarifeleri.pdf
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APPeNDIX B: ReSPoNDeNTS

Table 3. Respondents

Respondents Profile of Respondents Number of 
Respondents

Interview Duration 
(per Interview)

In-Depth Interviews

Uberdrivers UberXLdrivers 10 30min.

BiTaksidrivers UsersofBiTaksionline
platform 10 30min.

Traditionaltaxidrivers Thosewhodonotusean
onlineplatform 5 30min.

UberrepresentativesinTurkey GeneralmanagerandPR
coordinator 2 1hour

IstanbulTaxiDriversAssociation Presidentandmedia
coordinator 2 1hour

IstanbulMetropolitanTransportation
CoordinationAdministration Deputydirector 1 1hour

IstanbulTaxOffice President 1 1hour

Participant Observations

UberXLdriver 25 30-40min.


