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A B S T R A C T

We estimate the causal effect of shared e-scooter services on traffic accidents by exploiting
the variation in the availability of e-scooter services induced by the staggered rollout across 93
cities in six countries. Police-reported accidents involving personal injuries in the average month
increased by around 8.2% after shared e-scooters were introduced. Effects are large during
summer and insignificant during winter. Further heterogeneity analysis reveals the largest
estimated effects for cities with limited cycling infrastructure, while no effects are detectable
in cities with high bike-lane density. This difference suggests that public policy can play a
crucial role in mitigating accidents related to e-scooters and, more generally, to changes in
urban mobility.

. Introduction

New technologies reshape urban life and mobility, challenging policymakers in metropolitan areas worldwide (Hall et al.,
018; Berger et al., 2018; Barreto et al., 2021). Shared e-scooter services are one example that emerged as a prominent mode
f transportation. Globally, between 2018 and mid-2022, more than $5bn were invested in companies providing shared e-scooter
ervices (Heineke et al., 2022). Despite their increased availability, the role of shared e-scooters in future urban mobility ecosystems
emains a highly divisive discussion topic. Proponents argue that shared e-scooters can ease issues related to motorized traffic, such
s air pollution, noise pollution, and congestion (Shaheen and Cohen, 2019; Gössling, 2020; Abduljabbar et al., 2021). Opponents
aise concerns about sustainability, safety, and crowded sidewalks (Hollingsworth et al., 2019; James et al., 2019; Sanders et al.,
020).

One central point of contention is the social cost induced by shared e-scooter services through traffic accidents. In the EU alone,
ver 150,000 people are killed or seriously injured in traffic accidents every year. The OECD (2018) estimates that social costs of
raffic accidents exceed 3% of the EU’s GDP. Thus far, the public and academic discussion of the safety risks of e-scooters has mostly
ocused on the large relative change in injuries from e-scooter-related accidents over time (Choron and Sakran, 2019). However, this
ncrease is inevitable because e-scooters were virtually non-existent before 2018. Additionally, this simple inter-temporal comparison
s insufficient to inform policy because substitution between modes of traffic and other indirect effects are not accounted for by these
aw numbers, as detailed below.
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To address this scarcity of evidence, this article studies medium-run effects of the introduction of shared e-scooters on
olice-reported accidents involving personal injury in six European countries. We identify the effect on urban accidents using quasi-
xperimental variation in the availability of shared e-scooters across cities and time. In our analyses, treatment is defined as the
ity-specific launch date of the first shared e-scooter service. Once the technology and capital for dockless e-scooters became widely
vailable and national regulation allowed their use, e-scooter firms rapidly expanded into large cities across our sample countries,
ustria, Finland, Germany, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland.

Our identification strategy assumes that city-specific treatment timing is exogenous to accidents conditional on city fixed effects
nd period fixed effects since the rollout of e-scooter services is mainly determined by national regulation, business capacity
onstraints, time-invariant city characteristics, and seasonal variation. In more technical terms, Ghanem et al. (2022) show that
ufficient conditions for the parallel trends assumption underlying our identification strategy are that the treatment timing is
ndependent of city-time-varying unobservables and that accident-affecting city-time-varying unobservables have a constant mean
ver time conditional on city-level time-invariant unobservables.

Under this assumption, we can estimate treatment effects in a difference-in-differences framework, using the monthly police-
eported data on traffic accidents involving personal injuries in cities before and after the arrival of e-scooter providers. In our
referred specification, we use the estimator proposed in Borusyak et al. (2023), which also straightforwardly allows us to conduct
eterogeneity tests for subgroups and to obtain estimates with and without using never-treated cities in our control group. All our
stimates account for period- and city-specific fixed effects and heterogeneous treatment effects under staggered rollout.

Our data combine administrative traffic accident data from 2016 to mid-2021 at the city-month level with extensive data on
he timing of the rollout of e-scooter services by over 30 providers in 93 major European cities. Our estimation sample consists
f all cities with a population of at least 100,000 that are not suburbs of larger metropolitan areas, and where a shared e-scooter
ervice was introduced or announced by the end of 2021. The six countries are selected based on publishing accident data in the
equired detail and launching e-scooter services early enough to observe medium-run effects. The launch dates of shared e-scooters
re manually collected from public sources and contain data on all firms offering e-scooter services in the six countries (details in
ppendix A).

We find that accidents involving personal injury in cities with shared e-scooter services increased significantly by 8.2 ± 2.9%
(mean estimate ± std. error) relative to a counterfactual, estimated from cities where e-scooters launched later. Treatment effect
estimates are larger (11.5 ± 3.5%) for summer months when e-scooters are used and deployed more intensively, while estimates
for winter months are statistically insignificant. Our results are qualitatively robust to different specifications, including (i) using
alternative difference-in-differences estimators that allow for heterogeneous treatment effects, two-way fixed effects estimation,
and Poisson regression, (ii) aggregating the data into an annual panel to use a simple 2-by-2 difference-in-difference estimator
that sidesteps some potential problems of difference-in-difference estimation with many periods, (iii) addressing potential concerns
related to endogenous treatment timing, (iv) restricting the sample to avoid confounding effects of COVID-19 countermeasures and
seasonality, or (v) using never-treated cities as the control group.

To explore the underlying mechanisms, we study treatment effect heterogeneity between cities with different traffic and road
characteristics. Following the literature on cycling safety—a closely related mode of transportation—we analyze accidents along the
dimensions of separated micromobility-suitable infrastructure (henceforth bike lanes), registered cars per capita, and modal split.
In cities with a low density of bike lanes or relatively many registered private cars per capita, the effects are substantial (11.5±3.9%
and 10.1 ± 4.1% respectively). In contrast, we find no significant effect in cities with comparably extensive bicycle infrastructure
and smaller effects in cities with a low number of cars per capita. Thus, our heterogeneity results point towards a central role
of separated cycling infrastructure and public policy in mitigating accidents. This has important policy implications since many
cities, regions, and countries have made political commitments to increasing their micro-mobility modal share (including the use
of bicycles, e-scooters, and similar modes of transportation) in the face of climate change.1 Our findings from the changes in modal
shares induced by the staggered rollout of shared e-scooter services can inform how to safely increase micro-mobility in cities.

Our approach identifies the effect of e-scooters including direct effects (i.e., e-scooter accidents) and indirect effects. In our
analyses, we consider all police-reported accidents involving personal injury, which naturally accounts for substitution between
modes of transportation and other indirect effects. Alternatively, focusing exclusively on e-scooter accidents (which have no
comprehensive database during our study period) would be ill-suited to inform policy because this approach cannot account for
indirect effects. This is because if, e.g., e-scooters substitute for cars, then cities may see an increase in e-scooter accidents but a
reduction in accidents involving cars. The resulting overall effect could be a reduction in accidents, despite an increase in e-scooter
accidents. Therefore studying accidents involving personal injury, irrespective of the involved vehicles, is useful. The fact that we
find large and significant overall treatment effects implies that the increases in accidents caused by e-scooter are not entirely offset
by a reduction in other traffic accidents.

Another reason to focus on total accidents is that not all accidents caused by e-scooters must necessarily involve an injured
e-scooter user. For example, the analysis of two Swedish datasets of injuries associated with e-scooters (Stigson et al., 2021) showed
that 8% of such injuries were sustained by other road users. An additional 5% were pedestrians or cyclists injured by parked e-
scooters. If shared e-scooters indirectly affect accidents among other modes of transportation, studying overall accidents can reveal
those effects regardless of whether detailed classifications of all indirectly involved parties are available (which they are not for
most countries).

1 E.g., in the Pan-European Master Plan for Cycling, signed by 54 European nations, 16 nations have approved national cycling strategies stating an increased
2

ycling modal share as explicit, measurable objectives (Küster et al., 2022).
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The existing evidence on injuries caused by e-scooter accidents is of limited generalizability and not suited to inform public
olicy for two more reasons. First, previous studies are mostly descriptive and based on hospital data in single cities or countries.
hese analyses usually characterize accident risk factors and types of injuries (Badeau et al., 2019; Sikka et al., 2019; Trivedi et al.,
019b; Blomberg et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2020; Namiri et al., 2020; Stigson et al., 2021), but do not quantify the effects of e-scooter
ervices on overall accidents resulting in injuries. Second, existing literature does not study the role of different city characteristics
n mitigating accidents.

In addition, our study contributes to the literature on the effects of urban mobility innovations on road safety and urban
ife (Greenwood et al., 2017; Hall et al., 2018; Berger et al., 2018; Barrios et al., 2023; Barreto et al., 2021). Prominent examples
f such innovations are ride-hailing services such as Uber. Empirical evidence of their effects on road safety is mixed. Barreto
t al. (2021) exploit a related empirical framework and find that Uber’s introduction decreased traffic fatalities in Brazilian cities.
n contrast, Barrios et al. (2023) find an increase in traffic accidents, while Brazil and Kirk (2016) find no significant effect of
ide-hailing services in US cities. We present the first study that provides causal evidence of the effects of shared e-scooter services—
nother landscape-changing urban mobility innovation—on road safety. With our heterogeneity analyses, we further add to the
iterature on factors affecting and mitigating traffic accidents, such as traffic regulations (Peltzman, 1975; Abouk and Adams, 2013;
an Benthem, 2015; Bauernschuster and Rekers, 2022) or road characteristics (for an overview see Wang et al., 2013).

The rest of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 describes the monthly panel data of traffic accidents, city-level variables,
nd the rollout of e-scooter services. Section 3 describes the statistical model, and motivates our preferred estimation specification,
lternative specifications, and inference. Section 4 reports the estimation results for the average effects and the heterogeneity
nalyses. Section 5 discusses robustness tests and Section 6 discusses implications and limitations and concludes.

. Data

Our study focuses on cities with a population of at least 100,000 inhabitants across six countries: Austria, Finland, Germany,
orway, Sweden, and Switzerland. Our main sample comprises 93 cities, and the observation period spans from January 2016 to
une 2021.2 Our primary outcome variable of interest is accidents involving personal injury, measured at the city-month level using
ational police reports. The timing of treatment refers to the rollout date of shared e-scooter services in different cities, which we
anually collected from various public sources such as local newspapers, e-scooter provider websites, and social media. Additionally,
e gather city-level characteristics from Eurostat and OpenStreetMap to conduct heterogeneity analysis and robustness checks.

.1. Traffic accidents

We use monthly administrative data on traffic accidents involving personal injury for January 2016 to June 2021. Data from
weden is not publicly available for 2016 and 2017, so data for Swedish cities only starts in January 2018. All accident data are
isaggregated at the city-month level and refer to official accident statistics as reported by the national police to the statistical offices
f the respective countries. Austria, Germany, and Switzerland report traffic accidents by city; however, the Scandinavian countries
eport accidents by municipalities. For large cities, as in our sample, municipalities and cities are well-aligned: the population of
he average Scandinavian sample city makes up 88% of the corresponding municipality’s population (details in appendix A.1). For
tockholm, Oslo, and Helsinki, which span multiple municipalities, we use data from the homonymous municipality, covering most
f the respective city’s population, and we exclude the ‘‘suburban’’ municipalities, which differ in terms of traffic movements and
nfrastructure. The country-specific sections in appendix A.1 describe the data-collection procedure in greater detail.

The definition of a road traffic accident with personal injuries varies marginally between countries in our sample, primarily due
o different thresholds for injuries and the inclusion of railed or off-road vehicles in the data. While our model’s fixed effects absorb
hese time-invariant coding differences, three important shared minimum standards across all countries ensure the comparability of
he data across countries and, thus, the interpretability of our results. First, accidents involving e-scooters are eligible to be reported
s traffic accidents by the police to the national statistical agencies, as all countries in our sample define e-scooters in use as moving
ehicles. Second, all countries at least record accidents on public roadways, including sidewalks, bike lanes, medians, and car travel
anes. Third, the sample countries have a reporting obligation for police and traffic accident participants for accidents with severe
njuries or death, ensuring the vast majority of e-scooter accidents with serious injuries or deaths are reported.3

Accident numbers naturally vary substantially across cities and seasons. Table 1 reports summary statistics for average accidents
y city. In the median sample city, the mean number of monthly accidents per 10,000 inhabitants is 2.8. The lowest number is
eported for Tampere, Finland (0.4) and the highest for Klagenfurt, Austria (5.6). Seasonal variation is strong. The median city has
mean of 2.9 accidents per 10,000 inhabitants in non-winter months (March–October) and 2.4 accidents per 10,000 inhabitants

uring winter months (November–February).

2 The panel horizon of 6/2021 addresses a trade-off: Shorter horizons reduce the available post-treatment periods to estimate effects. Longer horizons include
eriods for which few yet-to-be-treated cities remain to estimate the period fixed effects. Using 6/2021 ensures enough yet-to-be-treated cities remain (see
ppendix figure 3) without omitting the whole summer of 2021. Estimates are comparable when using different cut-offs, e.g., 12/2020 or 9/2021.

3 One possible caveat regarding the measurements we use is that single-user cycling accidents are consistently under-reported, but under-reporting decreases
in accident severity (Shinar et al., 2018) and that this may be similar for e-scooter accidents. We do not consider this a major concern for two reasons. First,
our effect estimates are elasticities and would thus not be affected by under-reporting if under-reporting for e-scooter accidents is similar to under-reporting in
the counterfactual transport modes (predominantly walking, public transit, other micromobility and taxi/ridesharing, see Wang et al., 2023) and, if anything,
estimates would be downward biased if under-reporting is more pronounced for e-scooters than for the counterfactual modes. Second, since accidents with severe
3

injuries are less under-reported, our estimates would still capture effects on the most severe accidents, as discussed in Section 6.
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Table 1
City-level summary statistics.

N Median Min Max

population 93 206 537 100 030 3 669 491
month of first scooter introduction 93 Sep 2019 Apr 2018 Nov 2021
monthly accidents per 10k inhabitants 93 2.8 0.4 5.6
monthly accidents per 10k inhabitants (Nov–Feb) 93 2.4 0.3 4.1
monthly accidents per 10k inhabitants (Mar–Oct) 93 2.9 0.4 6.3
share of bike lanes in road network (%) 93 26.0 4.9 97.1
cycling modal split (%) 93 11.2 1.1 36.6
cars per 1k inhabitants 93 402.2 194.0 617.2

Notes: This table shows summary statistics for the 93 ever-treated cities in our main estimation sample.

.2. E-scooters service rollout

The data on the launch dates of e-scooter services in different cities have been collected from official press releases, social media
hannels, and websites of e-scooter providers, local newspapers, or cities. We corroborate our data with dates provided directly
y two large e-scooter firms. In total, we have data on rollouts for 38 different providers. We discuss the rollout data in detail in
ppendix A.2 and make the data available in the online appendix. Fig. 1 shows a map of the cities in our sample. The color of the
ircle indicates the relative launch date, while unfilled circles indicate never-treated cities. The earliest launch is April 2018 and the
atest is March 2022. Never-treated cities are clustered in the Rhine-Ruhr metropolitan region. Most of these never-treated cities,
uch as Bottrop or Offenbach, are suburbs or satellite cities of a larger treated city. Appendix figure 3 shows that launches are evenly
istributed across the observation period, with some excess mass in the summer of 2019 when Germany legalized the public use of
-scooters. As discussed in more detail later (see Section 5.3 and appendix B.2.1), e-scooter services seem to be launched earlier in
arger cities and cities with a high share of bike lanes.

.3. City-level variables for heterogeneity analyses

To investigate treatment effect heterogeneity along different city characteristics, we use three different variables which were
reviously linked to cyclist safety (Kraus and Koch, 2021): the share of separated bike lanes in the total road network for cars,
egistered cars per capita, and cycling modal share. The lengths of separated cycling infrastructure and total road network are
ollected from OpenStreetMap. Data on cars per capita and on cycling modal share by city are primarily obtained from Eurostat
2022), and supplemented with local administrative sources or academic papers. Details on the city-level data can be found in
ppendix A.3.

Table 1 reports summary statistics of our city-level variables. The median city’s share of bike lanes in road network, calculated as
the length of bike lanes as a percent of the road network for cars, is 26%, with a range from 5%, Saarbrücken in Germany, to 97%,
Helsinki in Finland. The median cycling modal split is 11%. Likewise, the range is large, with some cities having as little as 1% of
rips on bicycles while others have more than a third. Cars per 1000 inhabitants has a median of 402 and ranges from 194 to 617.

3. Empirical strategy

We are interested in the effects of the introduction of shared e-scooters on road traffic accidents. To identify the effect, we
exploit the quasi-experimental variation induced by the staggered rollout of shared e-scooter services across cities and time. We
define treatment as the city-specific first launch date of any shared e-scooter service.

Assuming that the city-specific treatment timing is exogenous to accidents conditional on city-level fixed effects and period
fixed effects (for a detailed discussion of potential endogeneity concerns, see Section 5.3), we can estimate the causal effects in a
difference-in-differences (DD) model that can be described by following the event-study (ES) equation:

log accidents𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑡 +
∑

𝑘
𝜏ES
𝑘 𝑑𝑘𝑖𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, (1)

where 𝛼𝑖 is a city-level fixed effect, 𝛽𝑡 is a month-level fixed effect, 𝑑𝑘𝑖𝑡 is a city-month-level indicator for being 𝑘 months away
rom the introduction of shared e-scooter services in a specific city and 𝜏ES

𝑘 is the treatment effect 𝑘 months after introduction.
he error term, 𝜀𝑖𝑡, captures variation in the number of reported accidents unrelated to treatment that varies over time and space,
.g., measurement error due to reporting or coding of accidents. The corresponding regression equation for estimating the average
reatment effect (𝜏ATE) across all post-treatment months is given by:

log accidents𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑡 + 𝜏ATE𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, (2)

here 𝑑𝑖𝑡 is a city-month-level indicator for treatment, indicating if any e-scooter firm has launched in city 𝑖 before month 𝑡.
herefore, 𝜏ATE is the treatment effect in the average post-treatment month.

A historically common method for the empirical analysis of staggered roll-out DD is to estimate the above equations with ordinary
4

east squares (OLS) in a multi-period DD framework accounting for time and unit fixed effects. This is commonly referred to as the
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Fig. 1. Map of sample cities by treatment status and launch date.
Notes: The map shows sample city locations that are color-coded based on launch dates. Shaded blue countries are in the sample. Country outlines are provided
by the public domain map dataset Natural Earth (Kelso and Patterson, 2010). (For interpretation of the references to color in this figure legend, the reader is
referred to the web version of this article.)

two-way fixed-effects (TWFE) estimator. However, recent work (Goodman-Bacon, 2021; De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille, 2020;
Sun and Abraham, 2021) has shown that this estimator yields an ill-defined estimand under staggered roll-out if treatment effects
vary over time (e.g., increase with exposure duration) and when the estimation uses data spanning periods in which (i) earlier-treated
units remain treated across periods while (ii) later-treated units start being treated. This problem arises because the standard TWFE
estimator is based on comparing the average change in units that switch their status from untreated to treated in a given period
to the average change in units with no change in treatment status. For multi-period staggered-rollout designs, the group with no
change in treatment status consists of two subgroups: untreated units and units treated in earlier periods. Suppose the treatment
effect on the earlier treated units changes over time. In that case, the earlier treated units do not provide a valid counterfactual
because the evolution of their outcome combines the counterfactual change/trend and the changing treatment effect.

In our setting, these conditions that give rise to the bias of the TWFE estimator fully apply. Treatment timing varies considerably,
and treatment effects are likely to vary over time for a number of reasons. For example, e-scooter fleet sizes grow over time and
vary seasonally; urban traffic can adapt to the services, e-scooter technology improves, and adoption by commuters is likely gradual.
It thus seems plausible that treatment effects increase over time. Estimation should, therefore, not be based on the assumption of
constant treatment effects, and TWFE estimates are likely downward-biased.
5



European Economic Review 160 (2023) 104593C. Cloud et al.

b
s
S
n
a
w
e
u
f

u
a
c
b
e
a

(
d
S

M

T
a

w
(

E

e
e
m
1
e
b
a

w
f
m
e
−
a
a
d

n
t
r
f

a
t

De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2020) specifically show that the TWFE estimator does not identify the ATE of interest
ut a weighted average of city-month treatment effects, with possibly unevenly distributed weights that may even be negative for
ome observations. This is not the estimand of interest; therefore, alternative estimators have been proposed (e.g., Callaway and
ant’Anna, 2021; Borusyak et al., 2023). To further substantiate the claim that this point is of concern in our setting and that we
eed to use these alternative estimators, we study the weights on city-level treatment effects that are implied by computing the
verage treatment effect using TWFE. This provides a more formal test of whether TWFE estimates are biased. We compute these
eights as suggested in De Chaisemartin and d’Haultfoeuille (2020). Based on this analysis, 12.5% of the 1704 individual city-level
stimates have a negative weight in the TWFE estimate of the ATE. These negative weights only constitute the most extreme form of
nequally distributed weights. We thus expect that, with heterogeneous treatment effects, these weights imply that TWFE estimates
or the ATE and the pre-trends may be significantly biased.

For the above reasons, we focus our analyses on multiple sets of estimators that account for this issue. Our preferred specification
ses monthly data and is based on an event-study estimator proposed by Borusyak et al. (2023). As robustness, we implement
simple 2-by-2 DD estimator based on annualized data using two groups of cities (early-treated cities and late-treated cities),

omparing differences in accidents in 2018 to differences in accidents in 2020 (see details in Section 5.2). We discuss the differences
etween estimates with TWFE and alternative robust estimators and show robustness to using alternative estimators for monthly
vent-study designs based on Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) and on Arkhangelsky et al. (2021). A detailed discussion of these
lternative estimators can be found in Section 5.1.

All specifications account for city-level and period-level fixed effects to capture confounders that are stable across time
e.g., population, city-specific traffic characteristics, coding or reporting standards) or space (e.g., seasonality in traffic, technological
evelopment, climate change). Our results are also robust to a number of other additional robustness checks that we discuss in
ection 5.

ain specification
As our preferred specification, we employ an event-study estimator using monthly panel data based on Borusyak et al. (2023).

he estimation procedure can be described as follows. Generalizing the above specification, we assume outcomes in each city-period
re described by

log accidents𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽𝑡 + 𝜏𝑖𝑡𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, (3)

here 𝜏𝑖𝑡 is the city-month-specific treatment effect. The individual city-month-specific treatment effect cannot be identified
separately from the error 𝜀𝑖𝑡). But we are interested in (conditional) expectations of these effects 𝜏𝑖𝑡, e.g., the average treatment

effect across all post-treatment months E[𝜏𝑖𝑡] = 𝜏ATE or the treatment effect in month 𝑘 relative to a city’s launch date, 𝑙𝑖,
[𝜏𝑖𝑡|𝑡 = 𝑙𝑖 + 𝑘] = 𝜏ES

𝑘 .
Following Borusyak et al. (2023), estimation then proceeds in three steps. First, only untreated observations are used to obtain

stimates �̂�𝑖 and 𝛽𝑡. Second, these estimated city fixed effects and month fixed effects are used to estimate treatment effects for
ach treated city-month, 𝜏𝑖𝑡 = log accidents𝑖𝑡 − �̂�𝑖 − 𝛽𝑡. Third, these city-month estimates are averaged. This average is weighted to
atch the respective aggregate estimand of interest, e.g., the average effect for a specific month, 𝑘, after treatment (Fig. 2, column
) applies a zero weight to all city-month estimands except those that refer to 𝑘 months after treatment. Alternatively, the average
ffect across all post periods applies an equal weight to estimands from all treated periods (Fig. 2, column 3). The average effects
y season (Fig. 2, columns 4–5) or effects on subgroups, as in our heterogeneity analysis ( Table 2), are estimated analogously by
pplying non-zero weights only to the respective estimands.

Heterogeneity tests (Section 4.2) assume that accidents can be described by the model:

log accidents𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛽h
𝑡 + 𝛽h-l

𝑡 1(𝑥𝑖>𝑥𝑖) + 𝜏𝑖𝑡𝑑𝑖𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, (4)

here 1(𝑥>𝑥𝑖) indicates if a city is above the country median of the specific heterogeneity variable, so 𝛽h-l
𝑡 allows for different month

ixed effects depending on the heterogeneity variable. Estimation proceeds as before, estimating city fixed effects and both sets of
onth fixed effects on untreated observations only. Effect estimates are again obtained as a weighted average of month-city level

stimates. Tests for equality between effects are obtained by using weights that sum up to 1 for cities above the median and to
1 for cities below the median of the variable of interest, thus estimating E[𝜏𝑖𝑡|above median] − E[𝜏𝑖𝑡|below median]. This estimate
nd the corresponding standard error can then be used to test the hypothesis that E[𝜏𝑖𝑡|above median] = E[𝜏𝑖𝑡|below median]. This
pproach is equivalent to estimating the effect according to Eq. (3) separately for two sub-samples, but provides a way to test for
ifferences in the estimated effects and is also implemented in Borusyak (2023).

We estimate all models using the natural logarithm of the number of accidents as the dependent variable.4 Effects sizes are likely
ot constant in absolute terms, but only relative to the baseline number of accidents, e.g., because the number of deployed e-scooters
ends to be roughly proportional to city size. Also, the number of accidents exhibits seasonal swings with absolute magnitudes
oughly proportional to levels. After applying the logarithm, the seasonal swings run parallel across cities, as visualized in appendix
igure 11. Having parallel seasonality across cities is essential for the parallel trends assumption. Otherwise, there would be the risk

4 As an alternative specification, we also estimate Poisson regression. Results are qualitatively robust. But Poisson regression does not allow for using the
lternative estimators that account for staggered rollout, which is why we consider this (like the TWFE-regression) to be likely downward biased and only discuss
6

hese results in the appendix (appendix table 5).
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that differential seasonal swings for large and small cities confound our treatment effect estimates. Using logarithmized dependent
variables is unproblematic in our case as observations with zero accidents are rare. Only a single city has zero accidents for only a
single month (Oulu, Finland, Feb 2019, two years before e-scooters were introduced). For the estimation, we impute one accident
for this single observation, but our estimates are qualitatively robust to dropping this observation.

The log-linear specification has the benefit of providing estimates that can be approximately interpreted as semi-elasticities,
.e., the percentage increase in accidents due to the rollout of e-scooter services. Tables show transformed estimates expressing
on-approximate semi-elasticities 100 ⋅ (exp(𝜏) − 1)%.

Standard errors allow for the clustering of the model error at the city level. Standard errors are computed from residuals based
on Eq. (3) and the estimator explained above, following the procedure detailed in Borusyak et al. (2023, 4.3). This estimation of
standard errors can be summarized as follows: To be able to obtain residuals we require a model that is parsimonious enough so that
it can separate 𝜏𝑖𝑡 from 𝜀𝑖𝑡. Hence we cannot (as in our main estimation) allow for arbitrary treatment effect heterogeneity. Instead,
the model based on which the standard errors are computed assumes that treatment effects are constant within cohorts and use the
quarter of scooter introduction to define such cohorts.5 This model is then estimated, to obtain city-month-level residuals based on
which standard errors are obtained. The assumption of constant treatment effects within cohorts bears the risk of being misspecified,
even if Eq. (3) is not. However, it was shown that this potential misspecification yields conservative inference (Borusyak et al., 2023,
4.3). Throughout the paper, unless indicated differently, standard errors are computed through a leave-out procedure, that computes
the cohort-level treatment effect to obtain the residual, under omission of the focal unit (details in Borusyak et al., 2023). For the
heterogeneity analysis in Table 2, where the samples are split, defining cohorts based on quarters is not feasible, because several
quarters contain too few cities. We thus rely on half-years to define cohorts. To have sufficiently many observations per cohort all
cities that launched until June 2019 are considered one cohort and all that launched since December 2020 are considered as one.

4. Results

4.1. Main effects

From the left, Fig. 2 shows the average treatment effects by month since the city-specific e-scooter introduction using the
estimator from Borusyak et al. (2023). We report the monthly estimates for the first 18 months after the introduction and pre-
treatment estimates for the 12 months before (column 1). Column 2 shows an estimate for the average treatment effect for
months more than 18 months after treatment (column 2). The right side of Fig. 2 reports three additional estimates in columns
3 through 5: the average treatment effect across all treated city-months, non-winter months (March–October), and winter months
(November–February). Appendix table 10 reports the numerical values of the estimates shown in Fig. 2.

Post-introduction months consistently indicate increased accidents. Accidents involving personal injuries increased on average by
8.2±2.9% (mean estimate ± std. error). The estimates can be interpreted as the average effects across all post-treatment periods.6 To
put the estimated effect into perspective: the median sample city in terms of accidents (Potsdam, Germany, population of 180,334)
reports 54 accidents in the average pre-treatment month. An increase of 8.2% thus implies an additional 4.4 monthly accidents.
Estimated pre-treatment coefficients are statistically insignificant, suggesting that there was no anticipation effect and no pre-existing
differential trends. Additional balance tests and a discussion of (the lack of) pre-treatment differences are in Section 5 and appendix
B.2.

Fig. 2, column 1, also shows that there is heterogeneity in the treatment effect over time. The fact that the effect of e-scooters
on accidents temporarily drops after five months can be explained by a majority of launches occurring in spring and summer.
Accordingly, for many cities, the fifth month coincides with the beginning of winter. Similarly, the drop around month 17 may be
related to the second winter a year later. We expect the treatment effect to be concentrated in the non-winter months since the
number of deployed e-scooters and e-scooters utilization drops considerably during winter, according to descriptive analyses and
news reports (Mathew et al., 2019; O’Brien, 2021). In line with this conjecture, treatment effect estimates are more stable over
time and larger if we exclude winter months from the month-level analysis. Columns 4 and 5 of Fig. 2 show the average treatment
effect estimates for non-winter and winter months. Appendix figure 8 shows an event-study plot of non-winter months and columns
4 and 5 of appendix table 10 report the plotted numeric values. In contrast, the average treatment effect during winter months is
statistically indistinguishable from 0.

The estimated treatment effects seem to show a slightly increasing trend. On the one hand, this trend could be explained by early-
adopting cities having larger effects. Cities are mechanically excluded in estimating average period treatment effects for post-periods
greater than the number of months they were exposed to treatment. Consequently, later post-period estimates are increasingly driven
by earlier-adopting cities. Therefore, the apparent increase over time could be an effect of changing sample composition. On the
other hand, it could be that effect sizes are increasing over time, e.g., because of adaptation or increasing numbers of scooters. While
a conclusive statement about these two alternatives is not possible, appendix table 15 shows that effect estimates for the second
twelve-month period tend to be larger than for the first twelve-month period, while first-year effect estimates for early-adopting
cities are only marginally smaller than estimates for late-adopting cities. Taken together, these results may indicate early-adopters
do not have larger treatment effects, and thus effect sizes are increasing in the medium term. But, this finding is only suggestive as
there are few cities with multiple years of exposure.

5 With two exceptions: Zurich, which is the first city that received e-scooters and the only city in Q2 of 2018, is added to the cohort of Q3 2018, and cities
hat launched scooters in Q1 2021 and Q2 2021 are considered as one cohort.

6 For the average treated city, the data span around 18 post-treatment months. Since all city-months are weighted equally, early-launch cities (spanning up
7

o a maximum of 38 treatment months) have a larger overall weight in the average estimate than late-launch cities.
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Fig. 2. Monthly treatment effects, pre-trends, and aggregate treatment effects.
Notes: The figure shows average treatment effects relative to treatment introduction. In the line plot, filled dots indicate treatment effect estimates for the first
18 months relative to the introduction of e-scooter services. Circles indicate estimates for pre-treatment months. Effects after month 18 are combined into a
single coefficient because month-level estimates for long-term effects are estimated on small subsamples (few cities had e-scooters early enough for long-term
effects to be observable). So, monthly estimates for later months cannot be estimated with comparable precision as for earlier months. In column 3, the average
treatment effect estimate and corresponding 95%-confidence interval across all available post-treatment city-months is shown (see also appendix table 10, column
1). Columns 4 and 5 show separate estimates on accidents in winter months and non-winter months. Winter months are November–February, and non-winter
the remainder. Shaded areas/bars indicate the 95%-confidence interval around the estimates, based on standard errors that allow for the clustering of the model
error at the city level, computed via the leave-out procedure (see Section 3), using half-year (columns 1–2) or quarter (columns 3–5) of scooter launch as cohorts.
All estimates account for city fixed effects and month fixed effects.

4.2. Mechanisms

To investigate mechanisms, we study treatment effect heterogeneity along different traffic and road characteristics of cities.
Because e-scooters share several characteristics with bicycles, including applicable traffic rules and travel speed, city characteristics
associated with cyclist safety are likely relevant to the effect of shared e-scooters on traffic accidents.7 There is also a ‘safety
n numbers’-theory that could extend to e-scooter users, implying that e-scooters could be safer in cities with larger numbers of
yclists (Jacobsen, 2003). We thus use three heterogeneity variables related to cyclist safety, which were previously used in related
ork (Kraus and Koch, 2021): (i) the share of bike lanes in the road network, (ii) the number of registered cars per capita, and (iii)

he cycling modal share. These three measures provide complementary evidence as they are collected from different sources and
apture constraints faced and choices made by people when choosing their mode of transportation.

For each of the three dimensions, we classify cities into two groups depending on whether they fall above or below the country-
pecific median. We use country-specific median splits to address concerns about differential reporting standards (e.g., where cars
re typically registered) and structural or cultural differences across countries (e.g., what types of cycling infrastructure are typically
uilt).

Table 2 shows separate treatment effect estimates for the groups defined by each variable’s country-specific median split. These
stimates should not be interpreted as causal effects of the heterogeneity variables themselves, but rather as estimates of the
roup-specific treatment effect of introducing e-scooters with groups defined by the heterogeneity variables. While the effect of
hared e-scooters on accidents in each subsample is identified under the same assumptions as our main effect, the differences in
ffects between subsamples are not necessarily caused by the heterogeneity variables. Other variables that are correlated with the
eterogeneity variables, such as cities’ road conditions, average vehicle speeds, speed limits, or income levels, could drive the
bserved heterogeneity in treatment effects.

Estimates in column 1 imply that e-scooters only had a small and statistically insignificant effect on total accidents in cities with
n above-median density of bike lanes. In contrast, the implied effect for cities with a below-median density of bike lanes is large
nd highly significant, 11.5 ± 3.9%. The difference between the coefficients is highly significant (𝑝-value = 0.018). These results are
n line with findings summarized in a literature survey on the impacts of infrastructure on bicycling injuries and crashes (Reynolds
t al., 2009), suggesting that purpose-built bicycle-specific infrastructure can reduce traffic accidents.

7 Regulations for e-scooters differ slightly across countries (e.g., Scandinavian countries legally treat e-scooters as bicycles, while Austria, Germany, and
witzerland consider e-scooters a separate vehicle category). However, in our sample countries the rules regulating cycle path use are the same for e-scooters
8

s for bicycles (Forum of European Road Safety Research Institutes, 2020).
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Table 2
Treatment effects of e-scooter introduction are heterogeneous.

Share of bike lanes Cars per capita Cycling modal share

(1) (2) (3)

%-increase in accidents for above-median cities 0.2 10.1*** 9.6**
(2.7) (4.1) (4.7)

%-increase in accidents for below-median cities 11.5*** 4.7* 7.3***
(3.9) (2.6) (2.6)

𝑝-value 𝐻𝑜: coefficients identical 0.018 0.256 0.658
Cities 93 93 93
Observations 5880 5880 5880

Notes: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. Table 2 shows estimated treatment effects from log-linear specifications (see Section 3).
Standard errors in parentheses. In addition to city fixed effects and month fixed effects, regressions control for interaction fixed
effects between month and the median-split indicator. Raw estimates are transformed to semi-elasticities: 100 ⋅ (exp(𝜏) − 1)%. The
table illustrates the average effect estimates for different subsamples, defined by sample splits using the country-level medians
of different city characteristics shown in the table header. Standard errors allow for clustering of the model error at the city
level and are computed using the leave-out procedure recommended in Borusyak et al. (2023), defining cohorts as the half-year
in which scooters were launched. Tests for coefficient differences are described in Section 3.

The results in column 2 indicate that cities with an above-median density of registered cars experienced a comparatively large
reatment effect of 10.1 ± 4.1%, while cities with a below-median density of registered cars experienced an estimated increase of
.7±2.6%. When splitting the sample of cities by their cycling modal share, the two groups have numerically similar and statistically
ndistinguishable (𝑝-value = 0.658) estimated effects. According to column 3, we do not find corroborating evidence for the ‘safety
n numbers’ theory from the natural experiment of introducing shared e-scooters.

. Alternative estimators, addressing endogeneity concerns, and robustness checks

This section discusses estimates obtained through alternative estimators and addresses potential endogeneity concerns in our
etting. We present various robustness checks and placebo tests to corroborate the validity of our results further.

Sections 5.1 and 5.2 present and discuss estimation results of alternative estimators, such as two-way fixed effects (TWFE), the
vent-study estimator suggested by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), a synthetic difference-in-differences estimator (Arkhangelsky
t al., 2021), and standard 2-by-2 difference-in-difference TWFE estimator applied to annualized data. In Section 5.3, we discuss
otential factors influencing the timing of e-scooter rollouts, i.e., treatment timing, and address endogeneity concerns. Section 5.4
hows and discusses estimates obtained from a sample extending the control group to cities that never received shared e-scooter
ervices.

.1. Robustness to using alternative estimators in a monthly panel

.1.1. Two-way fixed effects
There are several alternatives to estimate our treatment effects of interests in a monthly panel. Traditionally, staggered roll-out

D designs are estimated in a TWFE framework, which may lead to biased estimates as discussed above in Section 3. For reference,
e discuss estimates based on TWFE in this section. Appendix table 5 shows an ATE estimate based on estimating Eq. (2) using OLS

i.e., a TWFE estimate). The estimated ATE, 4.7 ± 2.0, is statistically significant but should be interpreted with caution, given the
iases discussed above.

One implication of the issue of TWFE estimator in staggered-rollout settings with negative weights, like ours is that ‘‘lengthening
r shortening the panel can actually change the point estimate’’ (Cunningham, 2021, section 9.6.1). This corollary of the Goodman-
acon (2021) decomposition for the TWFE estimator is an unfortunate property for an estimator, as it implies that seemingly

rrelevant changes to the underlying data can have large repercussions on conclusions.
We observe the same in our data if we vary the start of the panel observation periods in ranges that could be expected to have

o bearing on the results (more than two years before the first treatment starts).
Appendix figure 4 shows event-study TWFE-estimates. The TWFE estimates are similar to our main specification and like-wise

tatistically and economically significant if the observation period starts in April 2016, two years before the first launch (see figure
a). However, starting the panel when our data availability begins in January 2016 (as in our main specification) changes the
vent-study estimates and estimated pretrends (see figure 4b). While the same temporal pattern as in our main specification in
stimated treatment effects is observable, the point estimates of the treatment effects are smaller, and the pre-treatment estimates
re larger in figure 4a.

Contrarily, when using an estimator that is robust to the issues that give rise to the bias of the TWFE estimator, like the Borusyak
t al. (2023) estimator, this minor variation in the starting date of the panel (long before the actual treatment) does little to the
oint estimates of pre-trends or treatment effects. We take these differences in estimated effects between TWFE specifications as
9

urther support for basing our primary estimation specification on Borusyak et al. (2023).
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Given the theoretical reasoning for why TWFE is ill-suited for our empirical analyses that we discussed in Section 3, the large
hare of city-level estimates that have negative weight in the average TWFE estimate (see Section 3), and the results discussed in
his subsection, we consider the TWFE estimates not to be reliable.

Additionally, we provide results for a Poisson variant of the standard TWFE estimation in appendix table 5 to show that using a
og transformation of the dependent variable, in contrast to modeling a Poisson distribution, does not bias our results. The estimated
ffects in this specification support the same conclusions but are smaller than in our main specification, as expected (see detailed
iscussion in appendix B.1.2.

.1.2. Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) difference-in-differences estimator
Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) also propose an estimator that can account for the biases that arise with staggered rollout and

ynamic treatment effects in a DD framework.
One principal difference between the estimators proposed by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) and Borusyak et al. (2023) is the

eference periods which treatment effects are compared against.
Callaway and Sant’Anna’s treatment estimands are interpreted relative to one period before treatment, while pre-trend coeffi-

ients are interpreted relative to one period before the period under consideration. In contrast to that, Borusyak et al. (2023) use
he average of all pre-treatment periods as a reference period for treatment effect estimates. Their pre-trend coefficients reference
he average of all periods preceding the window for which pre-treatment coefficients are estimated. Consequently, the Borusyak
t al. (2023) estimator assumes parallel trends over a longer time horizon, but gains precision by comparing against the average of
ore reference periods. Roth et al. (2023) suggest preferring the estimator by Borusyak et al. (2023) when there is no concern of a

iolation of parallel trends over the earlier pre-treatment periods and when there is only modest serial correlation of error terms.
Appendix figure 5 shows the treatment effects by month using the Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) estimator. The average

reatment effect estimate based on this estimator is 5.6 ± 2.9% (𝑝 = 0.048). As expected, the confidence intervals are marginally
larger. Given the noisiness of the pre-trend coefficients, we believe the Borusyak et al. (2023) estimator provides a more accurate
estimate by averaging all pre-treatment periods to use as the reference period. Another reason to prefer the Borusyak et al. (2023)
estimator is that the parallel trends over a longer time horizon is supported by the lack of a discernible diverging trend over the
36 pre-treatment periods (as illustrated in the pre-trend coefficients of Fig. 2 and appendix figure 9). Additionally, De Chaisemartin
and d’Haultfoeuille (2022) note that similar results between the two estimators imply that the parallel trends over a longer time
horizon is not violated. In our case, the results are similar.

Serial correlation of the error term, after conditioning on fixed effects, would be the second reason to favor the Callaway and
Sant’Anna estimator. However, in our setting, serial correlation is less likely to be a concern, i.e., accidents in one month are
unlikely to determine accidents in another, or time-varying city-specific accident determinants that may cause serial correlation,
such as construction projects or safety campaigns, only influence a small number of overall accidents.

5.1.3. Synthetic difference-in-differences
As an additional alternative estimator, we estimate a synthetic DD model (Arkhangelsky et al., 2021). The previously discussed

estimators weigh all controls included in the sample equally, irrespective of whether the control cities matched the pre-trend of
treated cities. The synthetic DD method chooses from a pool of control observations and weights them with strictly positive weights
based on goodness of fit to pre-treatment outcomes. In that way, the synthetic DD relaxes the parallel trends assumption because
parallel trends need not hold for the average of the control cities in the sample but only for the weighted basket of controls that
fit pre-treatment outcomes best. Control observations that exhibit very different accident patterns are weighted little or not at all.
Details on the synthetic DD are in appendix B.1.5. Our main results are qualitatively robust. Moreover, the treatment effect estimate
from the synthetic DD and the event study estimators discussed above are remarkably close when restricting the event study to the
same sample period imposed by data requirements for the synthetic DD.8 This suggests that the stricter parallel trends assumption
of the event study estimators is not violated with our not-yet-treated sample.

5.2. Robustness to using annualized data and without staggered rollout

As additional corroboration, we use an annual DD framework comparing changes in accidents from 2018 to 2020 between cities
that introduced scooters during 2019 and cities that introduced scooters in or after July 2020. The sample of cities used in these
annual DD estimates is smaller than our main sample (because some cities were already treated before) but allows for simpler
analyses. In this framework, there are only two periods and two groups of cities (those treated in 2019 and those treated later). This
model is thus a standard 2-period DD model, which sidesteps the above-mentioned issues with heterogeneous treatment timing and
time-varying treatment effects.

We use 2018, the last year before companies started introducing e-scooter services in most cities as the pre-treatment period and
2020 as the post-treatment period. Choosing a later post-treatment year would destroy the ability to maintain a comparably large

8 The synthetic DD requires a fully balanced panel, which is why Sweden and one city from Germany are excluded from the analyses with the synthetic DD.
10

o better compare our main specification to the synthetic DD we also exclude these observations from the comparison.
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Table 3
Estimated treatment effects based on annualized data.

2018 vs 2020 difference-in-differences

(1) (2)
Incl. never-
treated cities

%-increase in accidents 9.2*** 6.0**
(2.8) (2.6)

Mean pre-treatment accidents 1292.1 1154.0
Treated observations 48 48
Total observations 150 188
Cities 75 94

Notes: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. The table shows estimated treatment
effects from log-linear specifications (see Section 3). Raw estimates are trans-
formed to semi-elasticities: 100 ⋅ (exp(𝜏) − 1)%. Standard errors are transformed
correspondingly. Column 1 relies on yet-to-be-treated observations as controls.
Column 2 additionally uses never-treated cities. Standard errors in parentheses
are clustered at the city level. All estimates account for period fixed effects and
city fixed effects.

set of control cities that are yet to be treated. Choosing an earlier post-treatment year would be disadvantageous because, in most
sample cities, scooters were only introduced in 2019. The regression equation is

log accidents𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑡 + 𝜏ATEevertreated𝑖 × post𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡,

where evertreated𝑖 measures if city 𝑖 launched shared e-scooters and post𝑡 indicates observations from 2020. Parameters 𝛼𝑖 and 𝛿𝑡
are city and year fixed effects.

Table 3 presents the estimates for the annual DD specification. Similar to the main specification, the control group in column 1
consists of all yet-to-be-treated cities that were not treated by July 2020. The estimated treatment effect of 9.2±2.8% is qualitatively
similar to the average event-study estimate, providing further support for our primary empirical findings.

Furthermore, the findings from heterogeneity analyses in the annual DD framework are similar to our main specification. The
largest effects on accidents are in cities with a low share of bike lanes and a larger number of cars per capita. We find a similarly
large but insignificant difference based on bike lanes. Additionally, the difference for cars per capita is significant in this specification
(appendix table 16).

5.3. E-scooter rollout endogeneity concerns

The rollout of e-scooter services is not random. There are a number of factors that can predict market entry. These factors can
be relatively time-invariant city characteristics, such as population and infrastructure. Our analyses reveal that e-scooter services
are more likely to be rolled out early in cities with more inhabitants or a better cycling infrastructure (see appendix table 8). In
addition, there are also time-varying factors that predict early launches, such as season and regulatory constraints. For instance,
roughly half of the launch dates are either in June, July, or August (see appendix figure 3) when the service is attractive to customers.
In addition, regulation poses a binding constraint to the timing of e-scooter launches in cities. For example, in Germany, the timing
of launches for almost half of the cities coincided with federal regulation in June 2019 that initially allowed e-scooters on public
roads (Gebhardt et al., 2021).

Time-invariant factors are accounted for through city-level fixed effects in our analyses. The month-fixed effects account for
time-varying but global factors like seasonality. Time-varying predictors, like national regulation or proximity considerations for
business expansion, are unlikely to be endogenous to city-level accident trends. In appendix B.2.1, we provide a more detailed
discussion of these arguments and of the factors predicting e-scooter launches and argue that these factors are all either accounted
for in our analyses through fixed effects or can be reasonably assumed to be unrelated to accident numbers.

Nonetheless, the remainder of this section includes robustness checks to alleviate related endogeneity concerns regarding our
empirical approach and findings. Specifically, we discuss results that additionally account for flexible time trends, placebo tests, the
sensitivity of our results to excluding the months with the most severe COVID-19 countermeasures, and an IV strategy.

5.3.1. Pre-trends, city-specific linear time trends, and controlling for potential confounders
A threat to the identification of causal effects would be if the city-level timings of launches were correlated with changing trends

in accidents or the reporting and coding of accidents. Accordingly, a key identifying assumption of our empirical strategy is the
parallel trend assumption, i.e., total traffic accidents in treatment and control cities would have followed a common trend in the
absence of e-scooter services. While this assumption cannot be directly tested, it is more plausible if trends between treated and
control cities are similar before the introduction of e-scooter-sharing services. The estimated pre-trend coefficients are insignificant
and close to zero (see Fig. 2, column 1). Additionally, placebo tests (see Section 5.3.2) further substantiate the point that seasonality
in accidents or differential trends are not driving our results.
11
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Besides these insignificant pre-trends, we consider city-specific time trends to be unproblematic as potential unobserved drivers
f accidents for two additional reasons. First, our main results are qualitatively robust to the inclusion of a city-specific linear time
rend in our statistical model (see appendix B.2.3). Second, our results are robust if we interact time-invariant city characteristics
ith year dummies as additional controls (see appendix table 13).

.3.2. Placebo tests on winter-time accidents and launch dates
We conduct two types of placebo tests to corroborate our results. First, we consider winter-time accidents as a sub-group of

ccidents that would likely show significant estimates if our estimates captured general differential trends in urban traffic policies
r behaviors unrelated to scooters. E-scooters are a considerably less attractive transportation mode in cold weather, and companies
end to reduce the number of deployed scooters (Mathew et al., 2019; O’Brien, 2021). Therefore, shared e-scooters likely cause fewer
ccidents in winter. Consequently, the winter specification in Fig. 2 and in column 5 of appendix table 10 can be interpreted as a
lacebo test. While treatment effect estimates are large and significant in summer months, they are close to zero and insignificant in
inter months. If our results were driven by differential trends in traffic risks (e.g., car-specific road infrastructure, general policy

hanges, or changes in the recording and reporting standards), the estimates would be less likely to exhibit this seasonality. In
ine with this analysis, appendix figure 8 shows that the apparent dips in treatment effects disappear if we restrict our event study
nalysis to non-winter months.

Second, we redo our estimation from Fig. 2, column 1 with placebo launch dates, shifted by 12 and 24 months to the past from
he actual city-specific launch dates. If results were driven by non-parallel trends or seasonality not fully captured by the fixed
ffects, these placebo tests could also indicate significant estimates. These results are shown in appendix figure 9 and indicate no
iscernible patterns. We view this as reaffirming evidence that the parallel trend assumption is justified and that our empirical
trategy sufficiently accounts for seasonality.

.3.3. COVID-19 pandemic
To address possible concerns that the treatment effect estimates may be driven by developments related to the COVID-19

andemic, column 6 of appendix table 10 shows the treatment effect across all months except the months with the most relevant
OVID-19 countermeasures in the sample countries (March to May 2020 and November 2020 to May 2021). The average treatment
ffect estimate for the remaining months is 5.7 ± 2.1%. While this estimate is smaller than our main estimate, it is very close to the
stimate we obtain when ending the sample in 2020, 5.8±2.3% (see column 4 appendix table 7). We thus believe that the relatively
mall difference between estimate excluding COVID-19 months and our main estimate can be explained by the fact that they both
ather capture shorter-term effects, which seem to be smaller (see our discussion at the end of Section 4.1 and the results in appendix
able 15). So, this suggests our results are not confounded by responses to COVID-19 that are correlated with treatment status.

.3.4. Instrumental variable analyses
As additional support that endogenous timing of treatment is not driving our findings, we conduct instrumental variable

nalyses. For this, we use the interactions of four time-invariant city characteristics (population and the three variables used in
he heterogeneity analyses above, see appendix table 8) and the number of e-scooter firms that were active in a given month in
ther cities of the same country as instruments. This analysis, which is carried out in a standard two-way fixed-effects framework—
nd is thus subject to the discussed caveats related to staggered rollout designs—is discussed and presented in appendix B.2. The
nstrumental variable analysis qualitatively supports our main conclusions.

.4. Increasing the size of the control group by using never-treated cities

To address any concerns related to low numbers of control observations, we extend our analysis using never-treated cities. In the
receding analyses, the set of control observations consists of all pre-treatment months for cities where, as of 2021, e-scooters services
ere announced or introduced. We view these yet-to-be-treated cities as the most comparable counterfactual. Appendix figure 6
resents estimates using an extended set of control cities that includes never-treated cities where no e-scooter firm launched before
022. Using this sample, the estimated treatment effect is an average increase in total accidents of 4.7 ± 2.3% (column 2 appendix

table 10). We also estimate the annual DD including the never-treated cities in the sample (see column 2 of Table 3). Similarly to
our preferred specification on the monthly panel data, this modification leads to a decrease in the estimated effect to 6.0 ± 2.6%. In
sum, our results are qualitatively robust but quantitatively smaller if we include never-treated cities in the control group.

Since the sample that includes the never-treated cities is larger, it may allow for a more precise estimation of the counterfactual.
However, never-treated cities may be less comparable to (eventually) treated cities. Indeed, never-treated cities as of December 2021
are regionally clustered: 15 out of the 19 never-treated cities are German—9 of which are from one state (North Rhine-Westphalia).
Thus, including these cities skews the counterfactual towards North Rhine-Westphalia. In addition, most of the never-treated cities
are part of larger metropolitan areas, straddling the line between urban and suburban areas, which are less comparable to the other
cities in the sample. We find evidence of statistically significant different pre-trends of never-treated cities (see appendix B.2.2),
which suggests that the parallel trends assumption might be less valid for the never-treated control group. We thus consider the
estimates in Fig. 2 more reliable.

An alternative way to address the low number of control cities towards the end of the panel is to rely on yet-to-be-treated
cities and shorten the time frame of the analysis by ending earlier. Re-estimating the specification from column 1 on a sample
ending in 2020 yields an estimate of 5.7 ± 2.1% (appendix table 7, column 4). Appendix figure 3 provides an overview of treatment
dates, which shows the remaining yet-to-be-treated cities in each period. In summation, the still significant results from including
never-treated cities as control observations or ending the sample earlier may reduce concerns that the main results are an apparition
12

of the remaining small number of control observations.
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6. Discussion

We provide evidence that the rollout of shared e-scooter services in large cities significantly increased traffic accidents involving
ersonal injuries. In their 2018 road safety report, the OECD (2018) reports that the estimated socio-economic costs of road traffic
ccidents exceed e500bn for EU member states alone, which is equivalent to around 3% of the EU’s GDP. In 2019, an average traffic
ccident involving personal injuries in Germany was associated with economic costs of around e61,000, including costs of e16,301

for damage to property and e44,778 for personal injuries (Bundesanstalt für Straßenwesen, 2021a,b).9 Assuming these costs per
accident apply to all six sample countries, the estimated effect in our main specification (8.2 ± 2.9%) would thus imply additional
socio-economic costs of around e466,186 per month and e5.6 m per year for the average sample city with 93.2 monthly accidents
before treatment (see appendix table 10).10

In addition, a recent study conducted at the University Hospital of Essen in Germany (Meyer et al., 2023) suggests that a large
share of hospital-treated e-scooter injuries are not reported to the police. By focusing on police-reported accidents, our data is more
likely to record accidents involving automobiles than accidents involving cyclists and includes relatively more accidents with severe
injuries and higher costs (Langley et al., 2003). Findings from retrospective studies examining medical records further show that
e-scooter-related accidents are often associated with serious injuries to the head and upper extremities with a substantial proportion
of major trauma injuries (Trivedi et al., 2019a,b; Badeau et al., 2019; Moftakhar et al., 2021; Lavoie-Gagne et al., 2021). In sum,
these findings imply that our estimated effects are associated with significant socioeconomic costs that have to be weighed against
the potential benefits of adding shared e-scooter services to the urban transportation landscape.

Our main results do not differentiate by severity of injuries. However, understanding the relative severity of injuries compared
to pre-existing urban accidents is essential for comprehending the social costs imposed by shared e-scooter services. If the increase
in accidents primarily involves cases with slight injuries, the overall social harm to society would be limited, given that accidents
resulting in severe injuries or fatalities carry the most substantial social costs (Wijnen et al., 2017). We do not suspect that e-
scooter-related accidents are considerably less severe than other urban accidents. First, police-reported accidents indirectly caused by
e-scooters are likely similar to pre-existing urban accidents. Second, the clinical studies discussed above suggest that police-reported
accidents directly involving e-scooters often involve severe injuries.

As an explorative analysis of the severity of e-scooter-related accidents, we investigate whether the average police-reported
accident in a city after introducing e-scooters is significantly more or less severe. Appendix B.3.1 reports estimates of the treatment
effects on the percentage of accidents involving only slight injury as an outcome variable.11 We find that 85% of accidents involving
personal injuries are classified as involving slight injuries and that there is no significant change after the introduction of e-
scooters (95% confidence interval: −1.8 to +0.8%-points), see appendix table 14. While possibly lacking the power to detect very
small changes in the composition of accidents, these estimates suggest that, while the total number of accidents changed with the
introduction of e-scooters, the composition of the accidents in terms of severity did not change.

From our heterogeneity analysis, estimated effects are considerably larger in cities with poor separated cycling infrastructure and
rely more on cars. This is important from an urban planning policy perspective, especially given that earlier studies suggest better
bicycle infrastructure may be associated with more frequent and longer e-scooter trips (Caspi et al., 2020; Laa and Leth, 2020). Paired
with our findings, this suggests that improving separated infrastructure may curb negative effects while simultaneously encouraging
e-scooter usage. As highlighted in the results section, the effects of infrastructure are not causally identified. Investigating what
additional measures those cities that have well-developed infrastructure are taking to prevent accidents is worth additional study.
Identifying behavioral mechanisms that cause this increase in accidents goes beyond the scope of this paper. However, related
medical studies suggest that driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs, reckless driving, and discarded e-scooters are important
drivers (Blomberg et al., 2019; Sikka et al., 2019; Stigson et al., 2021; Lavoie-Gagne et al., 2021).

Our analyses focus on the extensive margin of treatment, i.e., whether or not shared e-scooters are available in a city. This is the
most relevant dimension for two reasons. First, while there are examples of cities that restricted the maximum number of e-scooters
(e.g., Bern, Switzerland; Innsbruck, Austria), the public debate usually revolves around the extensive margin, i.e., whether to ban
shared e-scooters from a city’s transportation mix or not (CNN, 2019). Second, the extensive margin analysis allows for an easy
interpretation as a semi-elasticity and is less likely to be subject to measurement error and endogeneity issues. Even if exact data
on the number of deployed e-scooters were available, e-scooter firms may continuously adapt to accidents and changing traffic
conditions, raising concerns about reverse causality. Contrarily extensive margin estimates identify the net effect encompassing
possible endogenous scaling decisions of suppliers or variation in service take-up by consumers. In that sense, our estimates can

9 According to the German federal research institute, Bundesanstalt für Straßenwesen (2021b), 300,143 traffic accidents involving personal injuries were
ecorded in Germany in 2019. The total personal damage costs amounted to e13.44bn, which implies average personal damage costs of around e44,778 per
ccident involving personal injuries.
10 The true costs may be higher, as Germany does not account for under-reporting in cost calculations (Wijnen et al., 2017), or lower as the cost estimates
lso include non-urban traffic accidents.
11 To construct these percentages, we rely on the classifications by the local statistical agencies, as detailed in appendix A. Four countries directly report the
umber of accidents involving severe or slight personal injuries and death, and we estimate accident numbers for Austria and Norway based on the number of
13

ictims by injury severity.
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be interpreted as intent-to-treat effects of offering e-scooter services. Studying how different variants (e.g., intensity, technology) of
introducing e-scooters imply different effects is an interesting area for future study.12

Our findings should not be interpreted as long-run effects. Effects on traffic accidents may decrease in the future due to safer
ehicles, greater experience of users of e-scooters, or changes in the behavior of other traffic participants. They may also increase.
hile our analyses account for substitution effects between modes of transportation, including walking (police are required to report

edestrian-vehicle accidents), we do not observe the total number of trips within a city. If the introduction of shared e-scooters
onsiderably increases the mobility of citizens in treated cities, i.e., people travel more because e-scooters are available, the social
osts, implied by documented effects, should be discounted by the higher number of trips in a cost–benefit analysis. A recent survey
f e-scooter users in Paris, however, suggests that the vast majority did not increase their total mobility (Christoforou et al., 2021).
wo recent literature reviews further indicate that e-scooter users predominantly substitute from public transport, walking, and
ycling (Orozco-Fontalvo et al., 2022). However, the extent of substitution from other modes of transportation is contingent upon
arious factors such as the specific characteristics of the city and its regulatory framework (Wang et al., 2023). We see long-term
ffects and ways in which e-scooters may change traffic habits as an interesting area for future study.

Our analysis does not imply a comparative statement of the safety risks between different modes of transport and is agnostic
o what kind of road user is directly responsible for the increased accidents. Consequently, our results cannot be interpreted as
ecommendations against the inclusion of shared e-scooters in urban transport landscapes, in particular, compared to automobiles
hat, due to their size and speed, likely pose the relatively largest urban safety risk. For instance, past studies find that cars and
ther large motorized vehicles contribute to other road users’ deaths at rates 3–6 times higher than bicycles per mile driven (Aldred
t al., 2021; Scholes et al., 2018).
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