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Abstract 

Shared mobility is often seen as a promising solution to urban mobility problems; however, the 

practice of using shared mobility is still considered a niche. This research examines the 

practices behind shared mobility through the lens of the three-element model of social practice 

theory, supplemented by the concept of sociotechnical imaginaries. Through a focus on the 

Amsterdam BuurtHub project, it aims to uncover in what ways users’ practices, meanings, and 

sociotechnical imaginaries change when using shared mobility technologies. The findings of 

this research indicate that shared mobility practices vary from ̒ personal’ mobility practices on 

several levels. We also see that current users are not necessarily the user group that would have 

the most significant impact on making mobility more sustainable. Furthermore, significant 

overlap in the future visions of users and other stakeholders has been noted. These insights are 

valuable as they demonstrate challenges and opportunities for shared mobility as a driving 

force in the transition towards more sustainable mobility. 

Key terms: shared mobility, mobility transitions, urban mobility, social practice theory, 

sociotechnical imaginaries, urban living lab 
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Chapter 1: Introduction - A Future for Shared Mobility? 

Contemporary urban mobility practices are both a curse and a blessing, leading to 

welfare and economic growth but also to air pollution, global warming, congestion, and 

mobility poverty. Because of this, policymakers are faced with a complex but urgent dilemma: 

how to re-join the essential role of mobility in enhancing society's welfare and well-being with 

the lack of sustainability of current mobility practices (Bertolini, 2012, p. 16) 

Shared mobility is often seen as a promising solution to urban mobility, as it has the 

potential to reduce the number of cars in cities and the number of kilometers that citizens 

drive. However, shared mobility still faces core challenges regarding user behavior, inequality, 

and fulfilling its sustainability promises. In order to investigate how shared mobility can help 

bring about a modal shift in mobility, further research into the practices of shared mobility is 

necessary. 

This research aims to understand the current embracement of shared mobility 

practices through the lens of social practice theory (SPT); in this way, the local context of 

personal and cultural values, the infrastructure of a city, the public transportation network, 

local policies in place, and the specific characteristics of a household can be taken into account 

in a more profound way (Svennevik et al., 2021). 

Additionally, the role that sociotechnical imaginaries play in shared mobility practice 

will be examined. Sociotechnical imaginaries are defined as the collectively held ideas of and 

imaginations on what a good society consists of that are reflected in the design of technologies 

( Jasanoff & Kim, 2009). In the literature, it is often argued that sustainability is not the 

decisive motive for transforming mobility practices (see, for instance, Berg et al. (2019). 

However, it is also suggested that precisely the awareness of the impact of shared mobility on 

creating a better future can help spread its use ( Jorritsma et al., 2015). Furthermore, by 

participating in shared mobility practices, users consciously or unconsciously shape the future 

of mobility. 

Condensing these two objectives, the following research question was formulated: How 

do mobility practices, including meanings and imaginaries that users, operators and planners 

attach to them, change when shared mobility is embraced?  

In order to examine shared mobility practices in a local context, a case study was 

chosen as the object of this research: the BuurtHub project of the municipality of Amsterdam. 

This project is held in an Urban Living Lab (ULL) setting, in which eighteen shared e-mobility 
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hubs with various types of e-shared mobility are placed in various neighborhoods throughout 

the city. Through this case study, an additional research question is formulated: How can a 

transition towards shared mobility be promoted?  

This research is structured in the following manner: the remainder of this first chapter 

further introduces shared mobility based on the current literature. The challenges of modern 

urban mobility will be explained, after which shared mobility as a potential solution to these 

challenges will be discussed. After this, several challenges for shared mobility, as well as gaps 

in the shared mobility literature, will be formulated. These gaps will provide a starting point 

for the research of this thesis. The second chapter lays out the theoretical framework of this 

thesis. Here, the theoretical lens of Social Practice Theory (SPT) and its advantages for 

analyzing shared mobility will be explored. After this, I will discuss how the concept of 

Sociotechnical Imaginaries can supplement SPT, and I will explain why this is a fruitful 

combination. The chapter will end with a discussion of the strengths and limitations of this 

theoretical framework. The third chapter will explain the research methods used to gather and 

process data. The BuurtHub project will be discussed, as well as the idea of conducting 

research in a living lab setting in general. As mentioned, the focus of this research lies in the 

use of qualitative data. For this, semi-structured interviews were deemed the most suitable 

method. This chapter, too, will end with a brief discussion on the strengths and limitations of 

the used methods for collecting and processing data.The fourth chapter discusses the results 

of this research. In this chapter, relevant findings comcerning the research question will be 

reported, structured by the main elements of SPT and sociotechnical imaginaries. The fifth 

chapter contains the discussion and conclusion of this research. Here, the research question 

will be answered the limitations of this thesis will be analyzed, and suggestions for further 

research will be made, after which a conclusion will follow. 

1.1 The Ambivalence of Urban Mobility 

Urban mobility is fundamental to our everyday lives, allowing us to move freely 

between housing, jobs, education, public amenities, and services. Transport in, to, and 

between cities is vital to enable economic and social cohesion (European Commission, 2021), 

and as such, mobility plays an essential role in our interconnected society. However, urban 

planners are faced with a dilemma: on the one hand, mobility helps enhance urban 

environments and citizens' welfare and well-being, but on the other hand, many urban mobility 

practices are profoundly unsustainable in their current form. For instance, consider the CO₂ 
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emissions, air- and noise pollution, and traffic accidents brought about by our dependence on 

cars (Bertolini, 2012, p. 18). These issues hold especially true for cities, where "both the 

positive role and the negative impacts of mobility are highest" (Bertollini, 2012, p. 16). 

Although the importance of urban mobility cannot be overstated, it also poses significant risks 

to society, health, and the environment, creating many challenges that the sector must tackle 

(European Commission, 2021). For example, almost a quarter of Europe's greenhouse gas 

emissions result from urban transportation, and the sector is also the leading cause of air 

pollution in cities, making many urban areas breach air pollution limits (European 

Commission, 2016). Therefore, policymakers are faced with a complex but urgent dilemma: 

how to re-join the essential role of mobility in enhancing society's welfare and well-being with 

the lack of sustainability of current mobility practices (Bertolini, 2012, p. 16)? According to 

Nikitas et al. (2017), rapid urbanization also puts stress on our transportation infrastructure. 

The increase in vehicles on the road inevitably leads to growing congestion. In the 

Netherlands, for example, road congestion increased by 20% between 2017 and 2018 

(Mobiliteitsalliantie, 2019), aggravating problems such as emission rates, pollution, and 

parking availability, while also being detrimental to the accessibility of cities, the mental state 

of drivers, fuel consumption and the efficiency of the transport infrastructure (Falcocchio & 

Levinson, 2015; Batty et al., 2015). Another challenge emerges when these vehicles leave the 

road, as they take up valuable space in the built environment. Cars are out of use for 96% of the 

time, and during this stationary time, they are often parked in the public domain. In the 

Netherlands, there are about 19 million parking places, each taking up about 12m2. This 

means that there exists a total of 225 km2 of parking spaces, which is about the size of the 

entire city of Amsterdam (Zijlstra et al., 2022). This issue is particularly pressing in the dense 

urban areas of the Netherlands, where space is scarce, and the impact of private vehicles on 

transport justice in the spatial dimension is highest (Guzman et al., 2021). A final way the 

mobility system negatively influences people is mobility poverty. This phenomenon is defined 

by Stevens (2017) as having limited mobility options, for example, due to a low income or bad 

health. Mobility is a critical aspect of social inclusion and is recognized as an vital service 

within the European Pillar of Social Rights (European Commission, 2021). 

These issues illustrate that the challenges of the urban mobility sector are manifold and 

that they, because of the dualistic nature of mobility, are tough to overcome. As Bertolini 

(2012) argues, what is needed to aptly respond to current and future challenges that urban 
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mobility poses is a deeper understanding of the intertwinement of urban mobility, spatial 

developments, and broader socio-economic and cultural processes (p. 1). This means that we 

cannot solely depend on technological innovations to resolve the issues at hand but also 

consider a broader range of perspectives and socio-cultural factors to transform urban mobility 

practices. 

1.2 Urban Mobility Policy in Europe and the Netherlands 

European cities are famous for their attractiveness as places to live and work, and 

mobility is crucial in this (European Commission, 2021). In recognition of this, Europe has 

been creating policies to tackle mobility challenges, as has been highlighted in the European 

Green Deal, the Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy (SSMS), the Fit for 55 package, the 

Zero Pollution Action Plan, and Europe's Beating Cancer Plan (European Commission, 2021). 

From these policies, we can see that low-emission mobility is Europe's answer to the 

challenges in the mobility sector, and this shift is accelerating its pace (European Commission, 

2021). Among the policies, shared mobility and multimodal hubs have a central role in dealing 

with urban mobility challenges (European Commission, 2021, p. 2), as can be seen from the 

fact that the BuurtHub project discussed later in this thesis is for a major part funded by the 

EU in order to further encourage the embracement of shared mobility in European cities 

(Interreg North-West Europe, 2021).  

Also of crucial importance to Dutch mobility policy is the Paris Agreement, which the 

Netherlands ratified in 2016. Per this agreement, the Netherlands aims to reduce its CO₂ 

emissions by 49% in 2030 and 95% in 2050, compared to CO₂ emission levels in 1990 

(Government of the Netherlands, 2019). Furthermore, a chapter in the Dutch Climate 

Agreement is dedicated to mobility policy, mobility transitions, and the future of e-mobility (p. 

45). In this chapter, the aim for a cleaner and smarter mobility future is laid out. By 2030 all 

new vehicles must be emission-free, private ownership of vehicles will be a less necessary and 

less attractive option, and urban infrastructure will be planned to facilitate multimodal 

transportation more effectively (Government of the Netherlands, 2019, pp. 47-48). 

1.3 Shared Mobility Solutions 

Shared mobility is often proposed as a measure that can contribute to resolving part of 

current and future mobility problems. This thesis will use the definition of shared mobility by 

Shaheen et al. (2015) as its point of departure: "Shared mobility is the shared use of a vehicle, 
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bicycle, or other low-speed mode that enables users to have short-term access to 

transportation modes on an 'as-needed' basis" (p. 4). Shared mobility vehicles used in the 

Netherlands include (regular, e- and carriage) bikes, mopeds, and cars. In many other 

countries, e-scooters are a popular form of shared mobility, but since they are not yet allowed 

on public roads in the Netherlands (Rijksoverheid, n.d.), they will be excluded from this study. 

Shared mobility, in the sense that it stresses use instead of the ownership of vehicles, can be 

seen as part of a sharing economy, a concept hinting at a larger shift from owning products to 

sharing them, especially for products that are only rarely in use, to promote more sustainable 

patterns of consumption (Machado et al., 2018, p. 1). Although similar at first glance, shared 

mobility differs from practices such as car-renting in the sense that it is considerably more 

flexible. Shared vehicles are often available 24/7, reservations can be made on short notice, all 

transactions are done through an app instead of in-person, and there are more pick-up and 

drop-off points that are often strategically placed so that shared mobility can be combined with 

other modes of transportation (Nikitas et al., 2017). 

The power of shared mobility as a solution to the aforementioned mobility problems 

lies in its potential to reduce the number of cars produced and owned and the number of 

kilometers that are driven (Svennevik et al., 2021). Since personal cars are not in use for the 

majority of the time, shared vehicles in the Netherlands have the potential to replace four to 

six cars (Nijland & Van Meerkerk, 2017). Shared mobility users own about 30% fewer cars after 

they started using shared mobility, which also decreases the number of manufactured cars and 

the energy and resources required to do so (Nijland & Van Meerkerk, 2017). Individuals drive 

about 20% fewer kilometers when they use shared cars than when they have their own car 

(Nijland & Van Meerkerk, 2017). The decrease in kilometers driven and the amount of 

privately owned cars, in turn, lead to less air pollution, less CO₂ emissions, and less need for 

parking spaces in the public domain ( Jorritsma et al., 2015). Furthermore, shared mobility can 

provide an effective solution to the 'first mile, last mile' problem (Shaheen & Chan, 2016; 

Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). That is, the gap from users' homes to the closest public 

transportation stop, and after traveling by public transport, from the nearest public 

transportation stop to their final destination. When the first mile, last mile distance is too 

large, individuals often opt to travel the entire distance by personal vehicle. Shared mobility 

can help bridge this gap. 
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Research on car sharing in the Netherlands shows that the 2021 goal of 700.000 car-

sharing users was reached amply, with 971.000 users in March 2021 already. It also found that 

there were about 90,000 cars available for car sharing that year, just short of the goal of 

100.000 (CROW-KpVV, 2021b). In Europe as a whole, the car-sharing market is rapidly 

growing, but it is still considered a niche. However, from 2016 until 2018, the amount of 

shared cars has almost tripled, from 132,000 cars in 2016 to 370,000 in 2018, and the number 

of individuals making use of shared cars has doubled, from 5.1 million in 2016 to 11.5 million in 

2018 (ING Economics Department, 2018, p. 6). 

Shared mobility is still a relatively new phenomenon that is not yet widely used in the 

Netherlands. When analyzing the potential of shared mobility, the Netherlands Institute for 

Transport Policy Analysis (KiM) describes six factors that can influence the success of shared 

mobility: 

1. How well local traffic policies are adjusted to shared mobility; 

2. The size and variety of shared mobility options; 

3. The ease, expense, and flexibility of shared mobility; 

4. The integration of shared mobility and public transport; 

5. Whether marketing campaigns focus on promising user groups; 

6. Whether shared mobility is introduced in a cooperative model where 

individuals can feel like co-owners of the shared vehicles; ( Jorritsma et al., 

2015) 

What becomes clear from these factors is that shared mobility is not a standalone 

solution to mobility issues but an element that needs to be integrated into the larger 

infrastructure of public policies, public transportation, and awareness campaigns. 

1.3.1 Mobility hubs 

Shared mobility vehicles can be parked in the public domain in three different manners. 

Firstly, the vehicles can be free-floating, meaning they can be parked wherever users see fit. 

Secondly, parking zones can be geo-fenced, meaning users can only park in designated areas. 

Built-in technology inhibits users from locking their vehicles in places outside of the geo-

fenced domain. Thirdly, vehicles can be parked in a designated station: a shared mobility hub 

(CROW-KpVV, 2021a, p. 19). These hubs are physical location where shared mobility vehicles 

are clustered. Hubs can either be single modality (only containing one type of vehicle) or 
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multimodal (clustering various types of shared mobility vehicles together.) Within the category 

of shared mobility hubs, we can distinguish between back-to-one and back-to-many hubs. 

Some vehicles must be returned to the hub where they were picked up (back-to-one). This 

makes it a less flexible shared mobility option but has the benefit of preventing an imbalance in 

vehicles among various hubs, meaning that shared mobility providers do not need to 

redistribute the vehicles every so often. A second option is back-to-many services, meaning 

that the shared mobility vehicles can be picked up at one hub but dropped off at any other 

shared mobility hub of the same provider. This makes it a more flexible option but does create 

the need for redistribution (CROW-KpVV, 2021a, p. 19). An additional downside is that users 

do not know in advance if there is a spot free at the hub they want to leave the vehicle at, and if 

the back-to-many hub is part of a stop along the user's way, they do not have the guarantee that 

the vehicle is still available on the way back.  

Mobility hubs are more than just a parking spot for a shared mobility vehicle. They can 

be seen as nodes in the mobility network. A hub is a physical place where different types of 

(shared) mobility come together. This allows for easy transfer options between, for instance, 

public transport and shared mobility (Mobiliteitsalliantie, 2019; Witte et al., 2021). Strategic 

placement of mobility hubs can encourage the usage of shared and public transportation 

instead of personal car usage, resolving the first mile, last-mile issue. In order to optimize the 

potential of shared mobility, hubs should become central features of city centers, business 

parks, and large apartment complexes, but also in more rural areas and on the outskirts of 

cities (Mobiliteitsalliantie, 2019). 

1.3.2 Challenges in shared mobility 

Although shared mobility is a promising solution to the above-described issues of 

modern mobility, some challenges to shared mobility should also be mentioned. One of the 

main obstacles shared mobility faces is how this new type of mobility should be embedded into 

the public domain. Local governments often struggle to revise their policies to keep up with 

and stimulate innovations while simultaneously ensuring public safety (Shaheen & Chan, 

2016; Ma et al., 2018). Shared mobility often depends on collaboration between the public and 

private sectors (Akyelken et al., 2018). The public sector facilitates shared mobility through 

policies and incentives, but the vehicles and services put in place are often offered by private 

companies. As Akyelken et al. point out, this intensive collaboration between the private and 

public sectors, in which the divide between the two is often increasingly blurred, raises 
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questions on how shared mobility practices will shape the future of cities and what the role of 

the state will be in the future of urban governance (p. 341). We can see this tension between 

the private and the public sector in questions regarding the equality of shared mobility 

services. For-profit companies offering shared mobility services often target the group that 

market research deems most likely to adopt shared mobility: higher-paid young professionals 

(Akyelken et al., 2018, p. 434). Leaving out many potential users, especially for a service highly 

encouraged in public policy, creates socially undesirable outcomes. In their research on 

whether shared mobility can reduce the first-mile, last-mile problem in New York City, Jiao 

and Wang (2021) found that although shared mobility can play an important role in resolving 

these issues, shared mobility services are usually concentrated in wealthier areas of NYC 

where the mobility network is already relatively good. Instead of serving areas where shared 

mobility can be most impactful, providers focus on the areas where shared mobility is most 

profitable. The European Commission also concludes that shared mobility services are 

currently insufficiently accessible to persons with disabilities and that the integration between 

public transport networks, shared mobility, and active mobility (walking, biking) is currently 

lacking (European Commission, 2021). 

Another risk of shared mobility is that shared mobility could actually increase the 

amount of traveling instead of decreasing it or that it could encourage adopting less sustainable 

travel practices. This could happen when mobility sharing services are used to travel more 

frequently or when they are used to replace traveling by public transport, walking, or biking. 

This would limit its sustainability-related effects (Akyelken et al., 2018, p. 434). Scholars note 

that car, moped, and scooter trips often replace more sustainable transportation methods such 

as walking, biking, and public transportation. A study on car sharing in Amsterdam shows that 

of the trips made by car-sharing, 37% would otherwise be made by public transport, 9% by bike, 

and 2% on foot. Trips by shared scooters replace public transport trips in 37% of the cases, bike 

trips in 31%, and walking trips in 7% of the cases (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2021a, p. 31). 

Furthermore, when researching car sharing in 12 cities in Europe and the United States, Sprei 

et al. found that the median rental time of the shared car was about 30 minutes, with an actual 

driving time of about 15 minutes. For 70% of these trips, it would have been faster to cycle 

(2019, p. 138). 

The most important take-away from these concerns is that shared mobility is not a 

silver bullet that is on its own able to resolve all mobility issues (Akyelken et al., 2018, p. 354). 
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When seen as a strategic policy measure in a larger 'policy package,' shared mobility can be an 

effective tool in the transition towards more sustainable mobility practices. To achieve this, 

however, critical investigations into the interplay between users, shared mobility providers, 

and public policy regarding shared mobility continue to be necessary. 

1.4 User Studies in Shared Mobility 

After this overview of shared mobility, concepts related to shared mobility, and its 

benefits and potential pitfalls, we will now zoom in on the user-side of shared mobility. After 

all, shared mobility may sound promising in theory, but what ultimately matters is if and how 

users in practice adopt it. It is essential to consider users' characteristics in studying shared 

mobility concepts. For example, Namazu et al. found that outcomes with early adopters of a 

carsharing initiative cannot be projected on later adopters, as household demographics and 

vehicle ownership statuses between these groups significantly differ (Namazu et al., 2018). 

Car sharers are often highly educated young individuals living in urban areas. Usually, 

they do not own a car and use car-sharing for incidental visits to friends and family, or they 

own a car and use car-sharing as an alternative to a second car ( Jorritsma et al., 2015; 

Burghard & Dütschke, 2019). Machado et al. (2018) found that many users of mobility 

services are environmentally concerned and familiar with technological devices. About 30% of 

Europeans with a driver's license are interested in car-sharing (ING Economics Department, 

2018). As described in the section above, ultimately, as a solution to contemporary mobility 

problems, shared mobility would need to be more widely adopted to achieve its desired impact. 

One of the main reasons users are reluctant to start using shared mobility is because of 

the comfort that personal mobility provides them (Berg et al., 2019; Sjöman et al., 2020). Berg 

et al. (2019) found that environmental reasons alone are insufficient to decrease car use. Users 

often value the comfort of their own car over the environmental benefits of shared mobility. 

Furthermore, the authors conclude that their researched users did not modify shared mobility 

to fit their personal needs. Instead, when the users concluded that the service did not fit their 

needs, they stopped using the shared mobility service altogether. Since comfort is one of the 

main reasons citizens refrain from using shared mobility and since it is challenging to get 

similar or greater comfort from shared mobility than from personal car usage, the authors 

suggest that in addition to the soft measures such as flexibility and accessibility to shared 

mobility, hard measures such as higher parking fees, banning cars in specific areas, and making 

owning and using a car more expensive are required to scale up shared mobility (Berg et al. 
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2019). Besides the comfort of their own car, users state that barriers such as the reliability of 

the service, the convenience and flexibility of pick-up and drop-off, the user-friendliness of 

shared mobility apps, the access to cars, and the attractiveness of cars inhibit them from using 

shared cars (ING Economics Department, 2018, p. 13; Fleury et al., 2017; Schaefers, 2013). 

Furthermore, users frequently perceive the costs of shared mobility as too high in comparison 

to owning a car. In part, this is because car owners tend to underestimate the total costs of 

owning a car (which includes the price of the car itself, insurance, taxes, reparations, and fuel) 

and therefore perceive car sharing as too expensive compared to car ownership (Sjöman et al., 

2020). Besides the reasons users themselves give for their reluctance to give up their car or use 

shared mobility, we must not underestimate the power of social norms and habits. It is still 

very much the norm in western societies to own a car, and the power of habits prevents people 

from exploring alternative modes of transportation ( Jorritsma et al., 2015). Transforming 

mobility practices is complicated, especially because they are such deeply ingrained, habitual 

practices. Some authors suggest to use 'windows of opportunity' to de-routinize users' 

behavior since people are more likely to adopt alternative practices when a significant change 

in their habits has occurred (Durand et al., 2018). Examples of windows of opportunity are 

changing jobs, moving to a different city or neighborhood, and changes in the infrastructure 

network of an individual's neighborhood (Durand et al., 2018; De Haas et al., 2016). It is yet 

unclear, however, whether and how such ideas are feasible in practice. 

1.5 Gaps in the Literature 

As the section above has described, a significant number of studies into users' 

motivations have been performed. However, studies on shared mobility users are often 

quantitative in nature and, in part because of this quantitative nature, focus on describing 

relatively shallow private-functional perceptions of barriers and motivations behind shared 

mobility, such as the costs, comforts, and convenience of private car use and shared mobility 

(Axsen & Sovacool, 2019). These studies fail to account for the complexity of adopting and 

transforming ingrained practices in the way that shared mobility aims to do. Scholars stress 

that the success of the transformation of mobility practices is very much a matter of local 

contexts, in which, for instance, personal and cultural values, the infrastructure of a city, the 

public transportation network, the local policies in place, and the specific characteristics of a 

household are taken into account (Svennevik et al., 2021). These elements are not taken into 

account in studies that approach the topic from the perspective of economic or social-
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psychological behavioral theories either (Spotswood et al., 2015; Dijk et al., 2019). Instead, 

research that goes beyond this paradigm of what Shove (2010) calls 'ABC' (attitude, behavior, 

choice) is needed. This entails both a broadening and a deepening of studies; by taking into 

account the broader context and infrastructure at play, focusing on collective routines instead 

of individual choices, and asking questions beyond private-functional explanations. 

Social practice theory (SPT), as will be discussed in-depth in the next chapter, is an 

especially suitable method to explore shared mobility beyond quantitative studies and 

behavioral theories. SPT has been used as a theoretical framework to study shared mobility 

before (Berg et al., 2019; Sopjani et al., 2019; Sopjani et al., 2020; Svennevik et al., 2021; 

Doody et al., 2021). However, its use as a theoretical tool for analyzing shared mobility 

remains relatively limited, especially compared to the many quantitative studies conducted on 

this subject. 

A second gap in the literature is to what extent sociotechnical imaginaries, i.e., motives 

of creating a better (more sustainable, greener, car-free) future, play a role when users adopt 

shared mobility practices. As mentioned by, for instance, Berg et al. (2019), sustainability is 

not often the decisive motive for the transformation of mobility practices. However, others 

suggest that it is precisely the awareness of the positive societal impact of shared mobility that 

can help spread its use ( Jorritsma et al., 2015). Furthermore, by participating in shared 

mobility practices, users consciously or unconsciously shape the future of mobility. Scholars 

have not yet taken up questions such as what this future of mobility would look like, whether 

users, providers, and policymakers share the same imaginaries, and how practices and 

imaginaries shape each other. The only brief mention of the realization of users that they are 

part of a larger movement shaping the future of mobility can be found in the 2021 article by 

Doody et al., who found that users had the belief they were early adopters of a practice might 

become the norm and that this would bring about a more desirable future. These users noted 

that by performing this practice, they would inspire others to start using shared mobility too. 

(p. 13) It would be interesting to see to what extent these motivations also play a role for the 

users interviewed for this research. 

To address these gaps in the literature, I formulated the following research questions: 

How do mobility practices, including meanings and imaginaries that users, operators and 

planners attach to them, change when shared mobility is embraced? And, how can a shift to 

shared mobility be promoted? I would like to turn to the 100 Social Sciences and Humanities 
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priority research questions for transport and mobility in Horizon Europe report by Ryghaug et 

al. (2020) to describe how these research questions help gain more insight into some of the key 

questions on mobility that experts in the field have identified. The report describes the 100 

most important social sciences and humanities research questions, categorized into eight 

themes. My research is mainly connected to the second theme: 'Scenarios, futures, visions and 

transition pathways,' and the sixth theme: 'Mobility practices and mobility needs.' Within these 

themes, the following questions identified in the report by Ryghaug et al. (2020) play a central 

role in answering my research question: 

What social, cultural, and political factors need consideration in the development of 

neighborhood vehicle-sharing systems? 

How can broad visions of alternative futures be created; in particular, how can such futures 

involve people willingly adjusting their mobility routines (p. 11)? 

What kinds of new practices emerge at the household- and community-level, in the course of 

transitioning to low-carbon mobility systems, and how are new mobility practices connected 

with other types of everyday practices?  

How can users’ sensory and emotional experiences with different transport technologies and 

mobility practices better inform efforts to change mobility habits (pp. 17-18)? 

What we see here is a need to broaden the scope of the factors (social, cultural, 

political,  involved in promoting and inhibiting shared mobility, as well as the need to create 

and share visions of alternative futures (sociotechnical imaginaries) which can help in the 

transition towards new mobility practices. Furthermore, research should focus on how new 

practices emerge and how they are influenced by meanings and values. With this research, I 

aim to contribute to answering these gaps in the current literature on shared mobility. 

  



13 
 

Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework 
2.1 Social Practice Theory 

When it comes to the conceptual approaches relevant to this thesis, the central 

theoretical lens I will be using is Social Practice Theory (SPT). In SPT, the object of research 

is that of practices which are, rather pragmatically, defined as “whatever actual and potential 

practitioners recognize as such” (Shove et al., 2012, p. 82). This implies a significant shift in 

focus: from that of the individual or social groups to that of social practices. In this model, 

individuals are described as the carriers or hosts of certain practices (Shove et al., 2012, p. 7). 

For SPT, practices can never be reduced to people’s individual attitudes or choices; they are 

always influenced by and embedded within the broader context of its sociotechnical relations 

(Watson, 2012). 

Although there are some variations in definitions and models of SPT, there is a growing 

consensus among scholars that the three-element model, as first put forward in Shove & 

Pantzar (2005), is the dominant model in SPT (Balke et al., 2014, p. 2). The main reason for 

this - and ironically also one of its main points of critique - is its parsimonious approach to 

what a practice is (Spotswood et al., 2015, p. 24). This model is most extensively described in 

Shove, Pantzar, and Watson’s The dynamics of social practice (2012), which will therefore be the 

main point of reference when discussing SPT throughout this thesis. According to the three-

element model, a practice consists - perhaps unsurprisingly - of three elements: materials, 

competencies, and meanings. Materials are the physical things involved in the practice, such as 

technological objects, infrastructures, and tools, for instance, a shared car and the local road 

network, charging pole, and hub location. Competencies are the practical knowledge or skills 

involved in a practice, such as knowing how to drive or navigate a car-sharing app. Meanings 

are the values, symbols, states of emotion, motives, and cultural norms related to a practice, 

such as the idea of a car as a status symbol or the value of being environmentally friendly. 

Practices come into being through the active integration of these three elements, as performed 

by individual carriers (Shove et al., 2012). 
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Figure 1. The three-element model of SPT. 

2.1.1 How do practices emerge, transform, and go extinct? 

SPT is an effective method for analyzing shared mobility because it can analyze how 

practices come into being, transform, and disappear. This can help us better understand 

mobility transitions in the case at hand in this thesis. 

As Shove et al. explain, practices are born, persist, and go extinct when links between 

their elements are either established or broken (Shove et al., 2012, p. 21). When we analyze 

these links over time, we can track the changes within and between practices. As Shove et al. 

(2012) explain: “elements circulate within and between many different practices, constituting 

a form of connective tissue that holds complex social arrangements in place and potentially 

pulls them apart” (p. 36). On the one hand, new practices are born out of new combinations of 

elements, which themselves can be either new or existing (Shove et al., 2012, p. 32). On the 

other hand, when links between elements of a practice are broken, the materials, meanings, 

and competencies of a practice either disappear entirely, remain in an inactive, dormant state, 

or become a new part of different practices (Shove et al., 2012, p. 35). 

It should be noted that the elements that constitute a practice are both interdependent 

and mutually shaping; they are reliant on and have transformative power over the other 

elements of which the practice consists (Shove et al., 2012, p. 32). Elements are not 

necessarily tied to one specific practice. The meaning of being environmentally friendly, for 
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instance, can be part of the practice of ̒ riding a bicycle’ and part of the practice of ̒ eating a 

vegan diet’ at the same time, and the same car, as a material element, can be used for an 

everyday commute and for a road trip vacation, which are distinctly different practices. 

2.1.2 Practitioners 

Although individuals in SPT solely find their way into the analysis as carriers of 

practices, as practitioners, they do play a crucial role in the emergence, spread, and 

abandonment of practices. According to Shove et al. (2012): “Our central proposition is that 

the contours of any one practice - where it is reproduced, how consistently, for how long, and 

on what scale - depend on changing populations of more and less faithful carriers or 

practitioners” (p. 63). 

This begs the question of how individuals come into contact with new practices and 

subsequently become carriers of these practices. Here, networks and communities of 

individuals play an essential role as the place where practices are spread (Shove et al., 2012, p. 

66). Humans are notoriously prone to adapt their behavior to what is considered the norm in a 

social group. Especially in tight-knit communities, new practices can circulate well. 

Subsequently, since individuals are members of different communities, they will spread 

practices over multiple communities. 

There are various reasons why practitioners abandon certain practices, which are not 

always easy to predict. Examples are when practices are insufficiently internally rewarding, not 

laden with symbolic significance, and not enmeshed in wider networks (Shove et al., 2012, p. 

75). These types of practices are often described as fads, such as spinning a fidget spinner or 

taking care of your Tamagochi. Other reasons why practices might be abandoned are the rise 

of innovations (e.g., the rise of computers made individuals abandon the practice of writing on 

a typewriter) and moral or ideological changes (e.g., over the last decades, the practice of 

smoking in front of children has become increasingly morally unacceptable). 

2.1.3 Promoting transitions in practice 

Shove et al.’s (2012) account of SPT is especially relevant to our case study because it 

explores how public policy can use practice-oriented approaches. The authors contrast SPT 

with theories of behavior, which are more commonly used in public policy. Shove (2010) 

describes the need for a shift from what she calls the ̒ ABC approach’ to SPT when dealing 

with pressing and complex societal issues such as climate change. In the ABC model, as used 
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in theories of behavior within the dominant paradigms of economics and psychology, ̒ A’ 

stands for values and attitudes, ̒ B’ for behavior, and ̒ C’ for the choice of an individual to 

adopt this behavior (Shove, 2010, p. 1274). What is problematic about this model, according to 

Shove (2010), is “the extent to which responsibility for responding to climate change is 

thought to lie with individuals whose behavioral choices will make the difference “(p. 1274). 

This focus on personal responsibility, rational behavior, and causal explanations is too narrow 

and makes policymakers blind to how these practices are performed and influenced by many 

elements (Shove, 2010; Hargreaves, 2011). 

Theories of behavior focus on an individual’s choice to adopt or reject a practice 

through causal explanations in which policy is seen as an external influence on behavior. SPT 

offers a more holistic approach to practices, where the focus is not on the individual. Practices 

are instead understood as inherently social phenomena, relying on shared conventions. 

Furthermore, SPT understands practices as emerging, instead of relying on causal 

explanations for change, in which the policy is no external influence but is deeply embedded 

into the practices that it aims to influence. Furthermore, SPT understands practices to be 

localized and influenced by historical and cultural phenomena. This limits the transferability 

of their lessons (pp. 143-147). However, SPT's value lies in providing this local, context-

dependent knowledge and thereby uncovering the often surprising links between practices, 

infrastructures, and social relations, which are typically neglected (Hargreaves, 2011, p. 95). 

When public policy takes SPT as its point of departure, it would recognize that 

practices and how they come cannot be wholly predicted or controlled. Instead, policymakers 

should see making effective policies as a trial-and-error process in which there is no one-size-

fits-all solution (Shove et al., 2012, pp. 145-146). Seen through the lens of SPT, policymakers 

do have concrete aspects of practices that they can influence: the elements of practice, the 

relations between practices, the careers and trajectories of practices and those who carry them, 

and the circuits of reproduction. Policymakers can alter or disintegrate the meaning-element of 

a practice, such as the meaning of ̒ being cool’ that used to be ascribed to smoking. However, it 

is essential to remember that there are no entirely predictable means of altering a practice. 

Social practices are always dynamic and always depend on their elements and broader context, 

in which they are actively reproduced (Shove et al., 2012, pp. 162-163). 
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2.2 Sociotechnical Imaginaries 

SPT is not the only concept that will be used in this thesis. I aim to supplement the 

above-described account of SPT with Jasanoff & Kim’s account of Sociotechnical Imaginaries 

(2009). This addition will not change the general build-up of the three-element model of SPT 

since, as I argue, sociotechnical imaginaries can be categorized under the ̒ meanings’ element 

of SPT. It is beneficial to our case to highlight the imaginaries at play in shared mobility 

practices in a way that cannot be done by merely taking into account the three-element model 

as is. The simplicity of the three-element model is both a benefit and a downside: although its 

parsimonious character makes it a straightforward method to work with, it also makes the 

three categories that it consists of rather broad. This is especially the case for the ̒ meanings’ 

element, which is an umbrella term for elements such as values, emotions, motivations, 

symbols, cultural norms, et cetera. I, therefore, take the liberty to highlight sociotechnical 

imaginaries as an element falling under this category that has not been explicitly connected to 

SPT yet, but, as I argue, is extremely important when aiming to understand the transformation 

of practices related to sustainability transitions. 

Sociotechnical imaginaries is a concept stemming from Science and Technology 

Studies (STS), introduced by Jasanoff & Kim (2009) as the collectively held ideas of 

imaginations on what a good society consists of that are reflected in the design of technologies. 

In their 2009 article, this concept was initially applied to the level of nation-states, but a 

broader application of sociotechnical imaginaries to different social groups and movements 

was adopted later on ( Jasanoff, 2015, p. 4). In arguably the most extensive work published on 

sociotechnical imaginaries, Dreamscapes of Modernity ( Jasanoff, 2015), sociotechnical 

imaginaries are defined in such a precise manner that it is worth citing as a whole: 

Sociotechnical imaginaries occupy the theoretically undeveloped space between the 

idealistic collective imaginations identified by social and political theorists and the 

hybrid but politically neutered networks or assemblages with which STS scholars often 

describe reality. Our definition pulls together the normativity of the imagination with 

the materiality of networks: sociotechnical imaginaries thus are “collectively held and 

performed visions of desirable futures” (or of resistance against the undesirable), and 

they are also “animated by shared understandings of forms of social life and social 

order attainable through, and supportive of, advances in science and technology.” 

Unlike mere ideas and fashions, sociotechnical imaginaries are collective, durable, 
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capable of being performed; yet they are also temporally situated and culturally 

particular. Moreover, as captured by the adjective ̒ sociotechnical,’ these imaginaries 

are at once products of and instruments of the coproduction of science, technology, 

and society in modernity. (p. 19) 

As explained here, sociotechnical imaginaries add a layer of expectations, hopes, 

dreams, and fears to the connection between the social and technological aspects of STS. In 

doing so, it allows us to take into account the power that future visions have on current 

realities; by imagining new sociotechnical futures, we are, in a way, bringing forth a new kind 

of world: "constructing the futures toward which we direct our presents" ( Jasanoff, 2015, p. 

321). As Jasanoff (2015) explains, we can see sociotechnical imaginaries as a reaction against 

what she calls ̒ the flatness of networks’ ( Jasanoff, 2015, p. 15). In this way, Jasanoff engages 

with the critique that many theories within STS, such as actor-network theory, risk “making 

all actions and agents seem equally empowered, or disempowered, and therefore equally 

responsible, or irresponsible, for the networks within which they function” (pp. 16-17). 

By adding the idea of sociotechnical imaginaries to STS scholarship, it gains political 

explanatory power. Furthermore, it allows us to combine structure and agency in a way similar 

to SPT: by taking into account both the subjective and performative part of imaginaries and the 

structural background that it is part of in terms of technology, policies, political systems, and 

culture ( Jasanoff, 2015, p. 24). As Jasanoff (2015) explains, sociotechnical imaginaries in their 

establishment depend on legislations, policies, and the visions of companies (p. 27). It is, 

therefore, interesting to analyze the role of these elements in shared mobility imaginaries. 

Sociotechnical imaginaries are an effective tool for policymakers, too, especially when 

making use of new policy instruments that are geared towards the future, such as ULLs. As 

Engels et al. (2019) point out, living labs “stabilize and test new sociotechnical orders on a 

local scale in an ̒ as-if’ mode of adoption and diffusion” (p. 3). This ̒ as-if’ mode prevalent in 

the transformation of practices related to future social and environmental issues implies an 

underlying sociotechnical imaginary. 

Some commonalities and overlap between sociotechnical imaginaries and social 

practices must be pointed out. Imaginaries can be seen as practices in the sense that they have 

a performative element to them ( Jasanoff, 2015, p. 19). The visions of which an imaginary 

consists need to be adopted and performed by a broader community in order to become an 

imaginary. They spread through communities and unite their members in shared aims and 
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perceptions of sociotechnical futures ( Jasanoff, p. 6). Multiple imaginaries can exist alongside 

each other, and they, like practices, can have competitive and collaborative relations ( Jasanoff, 

2015, p. 4). Jasanoff & Kim (2009, p. 123-24) also stress the dynamic character of 

sociotechnical imaginaries; they are constantly influenced by their environment. 

I place imaginaries under the ̒ meanings’ element of SPT. In my understanding, 

imaginaries are collectively held future visions that sustain, guide, and steer practices. This 

combination of social practice theory and sociotechnical imaginaries has not been made 

before1, and is especially relevant in the context of transformations towards sustainable 

practices, such as shared mobility. I hypothesize that practitioners actively engage with a 

sociotechnical imaginary when performing a practice such as using shared mobility, i.e., whose 

ultimate aims are to improve a future scenario of society, especially when this practice is part 

of an experimental setting, such as a living lab or temporary challenge. 

 

Figure 2. The three-element model of SPT with the addition of imaginaries. 

 
1 In the 2019 article “Smart energy futures and social practice imaginaries: Forecasting scenarios for pet care in Australian 
homes,” Strengers et al. did coin the term social practice imaginaries. They define this as: “possible futures imagined and 
enacted through the lens of changing social practices, of which technologies are an integral part” (p. 110). Subsequently, 
Viaene et al. (2021) further elaborated on this new concept by evaluating three everyday domestic practices. Both authors aim 
to visualize possible future scenarios by researching everyday social practices and by evaluating how these practices have 
evolved and changed. Hereby, they stress that social practices are inherently dynamic and prone to change. I will approach the 
term social practice imaginaries differently in this research. Whereas Strengers et al. (2019) and Viaene et al. (2021) focus on 
social practice imaginaries in the sense that they use imaginaries to create a speculative future scenario of social practices, I 
will focus on imaginaries as an element of social practices, arguing that imaginaries play a vital role in the formation and 
transformation of practices. 
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2.3 Reflection: Strengths and Limitations 

Combining these theoretical approaches is fruitful for this research since it focuses on 

the interaction between users and their socio-technical context in a way that allows us to 

understand how practices come into being and how they are changed. Instead of focusing on 

how individuals are influenced in their behavior, which is a more common approach to 

sustainability transitions, SPT allows us to consider the contingencies of how a practice is 

established. This is a more context-sensitive approach to bringing about mobility transitions. 

SPT as a theoretical lens also works well for the case study and research questions at hand 

since mobility is very much an everyday, routinized practice. SPT is a novel approach to 

understanding new and persistent practices, transformation, and stability, by aiming to grasp 

the dynamics of these practices. This makes it a fruitful approach when facing complex 

challenges like mobility. Some work on approaching (shared) mobility through an SPT lens has 

already been done (See, for instance, Nettleton & Green, 2014; Spotswood et al., 2015; 

Dowling et al., 2018; Svennevik et al., 2021). However, the combination of mobility practices 

and imaginaries in a living lab setting has not yet been researched. 

2.3.1 Social Practice Theory 

The strengths of SPT are its context-dependent rich analysis of how practices are 

established and transformed. SPT stresses that not only the social dimension but also the 

material dimension of a practice is essential (Shove et al., 2012, pp. 8-13). By shifting focus 

away from the individual and towards the larger context, all elements contributing to a practice 

can be investigated, placing responsibility on institutions and infrastructures too (Dowling et 

al., 2015; Spotswood et al., 2015). 

A limitation of SPT is that the condensed three-element model operates with rather 

broad and sometimes vague categories. On the one hand, the power of SPT lies in its simple 

model. However, one could also argue that the broad categories of this model leave too much 

room for interpretation.  

As Shove et al. (2012) admit, through SPT, the transferability of lessons from one 

context to the other is limited (pp. 145-146). This is because they emphasize the context-

dependence of practices: all practices are products of culturally and historically established 

trajectories, what might work in one context might not work in another context. Still, SPT 

brings about a sensitivity to the links between elements that can help policy makers gain 

valuable insights on the adoption of new practices. 
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2.3.2 Sociotechnical Imaginaries 

Two points of critique put forward by Strengers (2019) are important to discuss when 

it comes to sociotechnical imaginaries. Firstly, that imaginaries “take technology as the entry 

point for analysing changing ways of life” (p. 109). Moreover, that they focus on experts’ 

visions of imaginaries instead of taking into account the imaginaries of other social groups too 

(p. 109). Strengers (2019) argues that these limitations can be overcome by incorporating SPT 

into sociotechnical imaginaries. By emphasizing the complex nature and various elements of a 

practice, they avoid taking solely technological innovations as the driving force behind 

transitions in practices. Furthermore, a focus on everyday practices in which individuals keep a 

practice alive by performing it shows how not only expert’s visions but especially practitioners 

as performers are invaluable (Strengers et al., 2019, p. 111). 

I add sociotechnical imaginaries to my conceptual framework because analyzing to 

what extent the imaginaries of urban mobility and the city’s future might play a role in the 

ʻmeanings’ element of user’s practices in this case study can help us gain further insight into 

how mobility practices are transformed. In this sense, it adds an element of investigating not 

only current practices but also the envisioning of future practices to SPT. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
3.1 Case Study: BuurtHubs Amsterdam 

As discussed, SPT aims for a integrative approach to practices by considering the local 

context in which a practice is performed. Therefore, focusing on one particular case study is a 

way to investigate how shared mobility transforms practices and imaginaries. Zooming in by 

means of a case study helps identify how shared mobility practices function in a local context. 

In this way, we can focus on a rich analysis of one living lab experiment of shared mobility, 

taking into account the policies, infrastructure, and dynamics of one city. 

3.1.2 The Amsterdam BuurtHub project 

The case study that will be analyzed in this thesis is the Amsterdam BuurtHub project. 

In this project, shared e-mobility hubs are placed in neighborhoods throughout the city, the so-

called Buurthubs (neighborhood hubs). These hubs are on-street locations where various 

modalities of shared mobility are clustered. This allows citizens to experiment with different 

shared mobility options for their day-to-day mobility needs. With this project, the municipality 

aims to gain further insight into the city's urban mobility needs and assess if the hubs can 

stimulate the use of shared mobility and thereby contribute to air quality, lower CO₂ emissions, 

and improve the accessibility of neighborhoods (Gemeente Amsterdam, n.d.). 

The Buurthub program has been in effect since 2019 and is currently in its final 

evaluation phase. In total, eighteen Buurthubs were established, with the oldest hubs being 

almost two years old and the newest hubs being less than a month old when this research was 

conducted (Gemeente Amsterdam, n.d.). In Figure 3., an overview of the currently active 

Buurthubs is shown. 
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Figure 3. An overview of the BuurtHub locations in Amsterdam, with clusters of hubs in the 
Chassébuurt (3x), De Pijp (3x), Boelelaan (2x) and Science Park (2x). 

To tailor the hub to the neighborhood's needs, citizens could participate in the planning 

process for the placement of the hubs. In this process, neighborhood residents were 

approached by the municipality, and if there was enough interest in a shared mobility hub, a 

participation trajectory was started in which the residents of a neighborhood had a say in the 

location and the type of vehicles available at the hub. 

The Buurthubs project is part of the European eHUBS project, funded by Interreg 

North-West Europe, a European cooperation program aiming to work towards sustainable and 

accessible urban mobility solutions. (Interreg North-West Europe, n.d.). The Buurthub project 

receives funds from the Samen Bouwen aan Bereikbaarheid (working together on accessibility) 

plan by the national government of the Netherlands and the metropolitan region of 

Amsterdam (MRA). This plan is made to organize the efforts surrounding urban mobility in 

and around Amsterdam in facing the mobility challenges that come with urbanization and 

growth in the region (Rijksoverheid & Metropool regio Amsterdam, n.d.). 

3.1.3 Living lab setting 

The Amsterdam Buurthubs program takes place in an urban living lab (ULL) setting. 

Over time, the living lab concept has evolved from a user-centered technology development 
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strategy into a policy tool to facilitate service innovation in the public domain (Nesti, 2015). 

Although the concept of living labs is not clearly demarcated (Veeckman et al., 2013), Scholl 

and Kemp (2016) described the following necessary characteristics of a living lab: they are 

long-running initiatives where co-creation approaches are taken from a user-centered 

perspective to run local experiments. The co-production approach used in the living lab 

setting is considered one of the more promising approaches to dealing with complex and 

wicked challenges, and as such, governments increasingly use them to address grand social 

challenges on a manageable scale (Nesti, 2015; Nesti, 2018; Voytenko et al., 2016). 

While policy-makers have lauded the living lab concept, it is not without its challenges. 

Let us discuss some of the challenges relevant to the Buurthubs project. Firstly, the tension 

between openness and control and the diverging notion of when the outcome of a lab is 

successful make the question of who should be involved in the living lab process critical 

(Engels et al., 2019). Although participatory-driven innovation processes can be more 

democratic than top-down approaches, they can also cause new forms of exclusion, as 

participants often do not represent society as a whole (Engels et al., 2019). Secondly, the 

current set–up of living labs raises the question of whether living labs are really meant for 

generating new insights or if they are merely interest-driven processes deemed as a virtue in 

name only (Dekker et al., 2019). The lack of checkpoints and exits in the process of setting up 

and running a living lab can make the desirability of the outcome doubtful, as often, there is no 

plan for if a lab fails (Engels et al., 2019). Thirdly, the possibility of upscaling a living lab’s 

outcomes has proven to be challenging, as regulatory, political, and social differences between 

the living lab setting and the broader societal context can make the transferability of the 

outcome of a living lab experiment difficult (Engels et al., 2019; Haug & Mergel, 2021). Every 

context is unique, and the aim of the living lab is an outcome that can be generalized (Engels et 

al., 2019). Another reason that living lab pilots can be hard to scale up is the pilot paradox 

(Breman et al., 2017). This paradox describes how the criteria required for internal success in a 

living lab setting are often opposed to the requirements for structural lessons and change in a 

broader setting. Examples of this contradiction can be found in the type of people that should 

be involved (creatives v.s. persistent people), the distance regarding legislation (room for 

experimentation v.s. in accordance with legislation), or the scale (small and manageable v.s. 

society-wide) (Breman et al., 2017).  
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3.2 Data Gathering 

The key methods to answer the research question through the case of Amsterdam are 

user- and stakeholder interviews. Additionally, Living Lab sessions and policy documents were 

analyzed. 

Table 1. Overview of interviews. 

 

3.2.1. User interviews 

To better understand the practices of users of the shared mobility BuurtHubs and the 

meanings they ascribe to shared mobility, semi-structured interviews were determined to be 

the most suitable method to gather data. This way, questions about motivations, meanings, 

and experiences could be asked. Furthermore, it opened up the possibility of asking follow-up 

questions to get as complete an image of the practice of using shared mobility as possible. As 

discussed in section 1.5 of this thesis, although quantitative data about shared mobility is 

widely available, there is not nearly as much qualitative data about shared mobility. Qualitative 

data is a valuable addition, as it can provide an answer to the motivations behind the answers 

given in large-scale online surveys. For this thesis, thirteen semi-structured interviews were 

conducted with users  of the BuurtHub project. In order to find users to participate in this 

study, flyers with information and a QR code where people could leave their contact details 

were put up at all eighteen BuurtHubs. Furthermore, messages were posted in various 

neighborhood-related groups on Nextdoor and Facebook. 

The interviews ranged from approximately thirty to ninety minutes and were either 

conducted through Google Meet (Google, n.d.) or in person, depending on the participant’s 

preferences. All but one of the interviews with users were conducted in Dutch. Therefore, 

citations of these participants used in the results section of this thesis are translated into 

English. Respondents were informed about the objective of the research and data collection 

process and were allowed to withdraw their contributions at any time. All respondents signed a 
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consent form informing them about their contribution to this research and the storing and 

processing of the data gathered. The audio of the interviews that were conducted was 

recorded. This audio was removed after transcription, and all transcripts were anonymized. 

 
Figure 4. A map with all the BuurtHubs, with a count of how many interviewees used it. 

The clustered hubs are counted as one neighborhood, bringing the total to four 

neighborhoods. Four participants in de Chassébuurt, four in de Pijp, three at Buiksloterham, 

and two at de Boelelaan. The benefit of this distribution was that it allowed for comparison 

between different hubs in different neighborhoods and the users they attract. Users ranged in 

age from twenty-five until sixty-five. Of the thirteen respondents, eight identified as male and 

five as female.  

3.2.2 Stakeholder interviews 

The data on user experiences were supplemented by nine interviews with other 

stakeholders of the BuurtHub project in Amsterdam. This was done to research the broader 

context in which social practices emerge, as these stakeholders too influence how a practice is 

brought about and encouraged. Furthermore, this helps identify any future visions or 

imaginaries at play in the transition towards shared mobility, as those often rely on policies, 

companies, legislations, and social movements that actively spread a specific vision ( Jasanoff, 

2015, p. 27). The first category of stakeholders that were interviewed for this thesis were three 
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employees of the municipality of Amsterdam that were involved in the BuurtHub project. Two 

interviews were conducted with employees of Amsterdam's Chief Technology Office (CTO). 

CTO is a department within the municipality that aims to bring about innovation in the city, 

working on topics like circular economy, e-health, and smart mobility (City of Amsterdam, 

n.d.). CTO has been involved with the BuurtHub project since the beginning, but when the 

EU eHUB project ends, the physical hubs and lessons learned from the projects will be 

transferred to the ̒ Verkeer en Openbare Ruimte’ (traffic and public space) department of the 

municipality of Amsterdam. Therefore, an employee of this department was interviewed too. 

Secondly, all shared mobility providers taking part in the BuurtHubs were invited to share 

their perspectives on shared mobility and the BuurtHub project in an interview. Three of the 

seven businesses involved agreed to be interviewed: a provider of e-bikes, a provider of e-

mopeds, and a provider of the physical hub platform, including bikes, cargo bikes, and cars. 

Thirdly, three stakeholders involved in the citizen’s participation process provided their 

perspectives on the process of setting up BuurtHubs in various neighborhoods. One 

stakeholder was an employee at a participation agency hired by the municipality to help 

involve residents in the process of setting up the BuurtHubs in Elzenhagen and de 

Chassébuurt. The other two stakeholders were citizens that had an active role in involving 

their neighborhood in the process of making a BuurtHub. One was interviewed over the 

phone, the other stakeholder was asked about their perspective through email correspondence. 

All other stakeholder interviews were conducted through Google Meet, and the stakeholders, 

like the users, were informed about the purpose of this research and the processing and storage 

of their data. Two of the interviews were conducted in English. The remaining interviews were 

conducted in Dutch. 

3.2.3 Conducting interviews 

General interview guides were developed for the interviews of all four types of 

stakeholders. These guides can be found in appendices C, D, E, and F. Because of the semi-

structured nature of the interviews, the questions listed in these appendices should be seen as 

guidelines. The interview guide was designed to account for the three elements of SPT 

(meanings, materials, competencies), as well as sociotechnical imaginaries. Furthermore, 

relevant learning questions about the municipality were also included in the interview guide. 

The stakeholder interview guides included practical questions concerning the process of 

setting up a BuurtHub, questions about conducting experiments in a living lab setting, citizen 
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participation, public-private partnerships, as well as questions regarding their respective future 

visions on urban mobility and shared mobility. 

3.2.4 SUMMALab sessions 

In addition to these interviews, two sessions of the SUMMALab (Smart Urban 

Mobility MetA Lab) learning space on mobility hubs were attended; on March 11th and June 

10th, 2022. SUMMALab aims to connect and support innovative mobility experiments by 

collecting, analyzing, and sharing results of experiments and by developing tools that increase 

the effectiveness, participation, and technical and financial feasibility of mobility experiments 

and solutions (Nederlandse Organisatie voor Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek, n.d.). 

SUMMALab allows municipalities to work with knowledge institutions and industry to obtain 

and share knowledge and experience (SUMMALab, n.d.). In these sessions, the 

implementation of shared mobility hubs by means of conducting experiments was discussed by 

attendees. During SUMMALab, municipalities were asked to put in writing the questions that 

would help them in evaluating their experiments with shared mobility hubs ('leervragen'). The 

questions relevant to this research that could be answered through the lens of SPT were 

included in the design of the interview guide. These questions are: 

Why do users choose shared mobility, and how does shared mobility change mobility options? 

What type of mobility does shared mobility replace, and how does this affect private vehicle 

ownership (long term)? 

How does traveling behavior change after discovering the hub ( frequency, modes, and 

moments of use)? 

At the time of the first session of SUMMALab that I attended, my research process 

had only just begun. This session helped me identify starting points for my research and get 

more acquainted with the vision for shared mobility hubs of the municipality of Amsterdam. 

At the time of the second session, I had completed my data analysis and was able to present my 

own findings and engage in discussions on shared mobility hubs based on my own research. By 

actively participating in the sessions, feedback could be gathered and used to further improve 

this thesis. 
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3.2.5 Policy documents 

A final type of data used in this thesis that needs to be mentioned is policy documents 

on shared mobility, specifically concerning the municipality of Amsterdam and the Interreg 

eHUBS project. These documents served mainly as a background but were also important in 

identifying possible sociotechnical imaginaries. There, important was the Hubsvisie (Hub 

vision) of 2021, in which the vision of the municipality on the future of shared mobility hubs 

was laid out, as well as the Agenda Autoluw2 of 2019. 

3.3 Data Processing 

The interviews were transcribed and coded using the qualitative data analysis software 

Atlas.ti. Codes were used to label answers corresponding to topics of interest for this research. 

For an example of a section of the coded text, as well as a further elaboration on the way 

coding was applied, see Appendix A. 

As all interviews were anonymized, participants will be denoted as follows: users will 

be denoted by the letter ̒ U’ and their individual numbers, ranging from 1-13, employees of the 

municipality will be denoted by the letter ̒ M,’ and a number ranging from 1-3, the businesses 

providing shared mobility services and vehicles will be denoted by the letter ̒ B,’ and a number 

ranging from 1-3, the other stakeholders involved in the citizen participation process will be 

denoted by the letter ̒ P’ and a number ranging from 1-3. 

3.4 Reflection: Strengths and Limitations 

3.4.1. Strengths 

Strengths of the use of semi-structured interviews as the primary method for gathering 

data is its ability to gather rich data to analyze. This means that the nuances and complexities 

that come with transforming practices can be accounted for. Furthermore, it helps better 

understand the local context in which these practices emerge. All in all, this makes for a 

method well suited for the chosen theoretical lens. 

 During the SUMMALab sessions, the question of how different types of data influence 

findings played a significant role. Although quantitative data (often surveys) were often 

perceived as the main method to account for the user's/citizen's perspective on shared 

 
2 Autoluw is a Dutch urban planning concept that can be most accurately described as nearly-car-free, i.e., it is not making an 
area entirely car-free, but banning unnecessary car traffic in an area, only allowing residents, delivery trucks, emergency 
services, vehicles of disabled people. This term is notoriously difficult to translate into other languages. 
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mobility it was also pointed out that interpreting data resulting from these surveys is often very 

difficult. Two problems are at play here. Firstly, how do respondents interpret the questions 

that are posed? And secondly, how do we interpret their answers? Semi-structured interviews 

can help resolve this issue by uncovering the stories behind the numbers. 

3.4.2 Limitations 

One limitation of the user interviews as a primary data source is that these findings will 

be based on what the users themselves report about their motivations and practices. A risk of 

this is response bias. Users could feel more inclined to skew their answers in such a way as to 

provide more socially acceptable answers. In order to account for possible response biases, it 

was necessary to avoid asking suggestive questions and have the ability to ask follow-up 

questions to get a complete picture of the user's practices and motivations. Furthermore, since 

this research specifically aims to uncover the meanings that users themselves ascribe to certain 

forms of mobility, qualitative interviews were decided to be the most suitable method. An 

ethnographic study, for instance, might avoid response bias but is not helpful in finding the 

meanings that users ascribe to shared mobility. 

A second limitation is that the number of interviews with users is limited to 13. This is 

a relatively small sample size, making it difficult to provide general statements on how users 

use shared mobility. For these kinds of general remarks, it is better to combine qualitative data 

with the available quantitative data in the form of large-scale online surveys. In the case of 

Amsterdam, the Tussentijdse rapportage deelmobiliteit in Amsterdam (2021) (Interim rapport 

shared mobility in Amsterdam) is a suitable source for this. However, my aim with this 

research is something else: by using a qualitative method, I would like to uncover the 

motivations and reasoning behind the numbers found in these quantitative surveys. 

Furthermore, although the sample size was small, general lines of argumentation could be 

identified, and eventually, the point was reached where lines of argumentation started to 

repeat, and no new data was found. 

A final limitation is that since the focus of this research is a case study and since SPT 

very much takes into consideration the local context of a practice, it might be challenging to 

extrapolate general lessons about shared mobility and learning through experimentation from 

this research. Furthermore, shared mobility is still a niche topic that has been increasingly 

embraced as a means of transportation in the last few years. If this trend continues to grow and 

more people start to adopt this method of transportation, meanings and values might 
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significantly evolve over the next years. Further research on SPT and shared mobility in 

diverse contexts could help gain further insight into general lessons for successfully 

implementing shared mobility in more areas. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

In line with the SPT model, this section first discusses how mobility practices in 

Amsterdam changed when shared mobility was embraced, referring to the three elements of a 

practice: materials, competencies, and meanings. After discussing these elements, separate 

sections will be dedicated to sociotechnical imaginaries and the urban living lab setting of the 

project. 

4.1 Materialities 

4.1.1 Infrastructure Amsterdam 

In order to understand how shared mobility practices within the BuurtHub project are 

established, it is vital to understand the current status of urban mobility in Amsterdam and the 

Netherlands. This includes the physical infrastructure, as well as policies. 

Amsterdam is the largest city of the Netherlands, with a population of about 873,000 

in 2021 (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019). It is furthermore rapidly growing, with a predicted 

1.054.000 inhabitants in 2040 (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019). To accommodate for this 

growth, Amsterdam is expanding urban development into outer regions, making the 

connectedness between neighborhoods more important than ever. 

For their mobility needs, the citizens of Amsterdam rely on various transportation 

modalities. Next to road infrastructure, the city has an extensive bicycle network and public 

transport in the form of trains, trams, buses, metros, and even ferries. The density and 

interconnectedness of these mobility options make various transportation configurations 

possible. 

Various types of shared mobility are also present in the city. Until recently, mainly in 

the form of shared cars and e-mopeds, both in free-floating and station based format. The 

rapid increase of free-floating shared bikes in Amsterdam led to so many problems in the 

public domain that the municipality of Amsterdam banned these bikes altogether in 2017 

(Gemeente.nu, 2017). Since 2021, shared bikes are slowly allowed to make their comeback, in 

the form of station-based initiatives with strict maximum numbers. The BuurtHub project is 

one of the initiatives in place for a reintegration of the shared bike in Amsterdam (Gemeente 

Amsterdam, 2021b). 

The number of inhabitants who take the car as their primary mode of transportation 

within the city is relatively low, with 19% in 2017 (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019, p. 7). Next to 
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this, 24% of the citizens most often walk, while 35% of inhabitants use a bicycle as their primary 

mode of transport, and 19% use public transport to get around (p. 7). These statistics can be 

corroborated by the respondents of this study: 

Most people living in Amsterdam don’t really use their cars for trips inside of the city. 

(U5) 

I think that there are enough facilities in this city for people to get around if you don’t 

have a car. (U10) 

To accommodate for the city's future growth, however, Amsterdam is aiming to lower 

car use even more. Privately owned vehicles lead to an increasing scarcity of the space 

available in the city, as the amount of space cars take up is major compared to other modes of 

transport (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019, p. 7). One way this has been done is by raising parking 

rates to up to €7,50 an hour in the inner city. Inhabitants have to pay anywhere from €16,10 

per six months for a parking permit for their first car in Amsterdam-North to €717 per six 

months for a second car in the city center for an on-street parking permit (Gemeente 

Amsterdam, 2022). This arrangement makes privately owned vehicles less attractive in the 

inner city. 

Another way the city disentivised car use is through the Autoluw program, which 

makes certain parts of the city inaccessible for cars altogether. In 1992 the majority of 

Amsterdam’s citizens voted in favor of an ̒ Autoluw’ inner city, and this trend toward making 

parts of the city free of unnecessary car traffic is gaining momentum (Gemeente Amsterdam, 

2019, p. 16). Through the policy plan ̒ Amsterdam Autoluw’ (first edition in 2019), the city 

aims to create more space for green zones, playgrounds, public services, and alternative modes 

of mobility, to reduce air- and noise pollution and make the city safer and more inclusive 

(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019, pp. 20-21). 

Shared mobility plays a vital role in the Amsterdam Autoluw vision. By making car-

sharing more attractive to citizens, the municipality aims to lower the amount of privately 

owned cars in the city (Gemeente Amsterdam, 2019, p. 61). To achieve this, car-sharing rates 

will be lowered by charging shared mobility providers less for permits on the condition that 

this discount will be calculated through in the prices for their customers (Gemeente 

Amsterdam, 2019, p. 61). Furthermore, the car-sharing network will be expanded, paying 

special attention to those areas where shared mobility options are still limited. 
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4.1.2 Shared mobility users 

Out of the 13 participants in this study, only three owned a car. Only one of them could 

be described as a frequent car user. The other two stated that they tried to use their cars as 

little as possible. One of these infrequent car users noted that they had a company leased car 

that they only used for work-related trips. The other stated that they shared their car with a 

friend, and they were unsure if they would buy another car if their current one would break 

down. Amsterdam has the lowest number of cars per person of all Dutch municipalities, which 

can be explained by the extensive public transport network and the relatively high number of 

younger people and students in the city (Limburg, 2014). The number of cars among the 

respondents is exactly the same as the average number of cars per citizen in Amsterdam: 0.23. 

(Monitor autoluw indicatoren 2019, p. 11) This suggest that the respondents, at least in terms 

of car ownership, accurately reflect the average inhabitant of Amsterdam. Like most citizens of 

the Netherlands (BOVAG & RAI Vereniging, 2017), all participants owned at least one non-

electric bike that they used at least weekly, but most often daily. Furthermore, all participants 

used public transportation from time to time, although less frequently than they used their 

bikes. Two respondents used the train for their work commute. Public transportation within 

the city was most often used when respondents did not feel like riding their bikes, for instance, 

because of bad weather or because they were tired. 

4.1.3 Shared mobility vehicles 

Which materials are used to make a trip? Shared mobility vehicles are in many aspects 

the same as regular vehicles. The main difference is that shared vehicles are used in 

combination with an app on a smartphone. This includes in-app payments, keyless locking, 

unlocking, parking, and online maps is added to the material elements of shared mobility 

vehicles. All shared vehicles of the BuurtHub project are electric. Depending on their 

neighborhood-specific BuurtHub, citizens could use e-cars, e-bikes, e-mopeds, and e-cargo 

bikes. In this research, all vehicles were used by one or more of the respondents. The e-moped 

and e-car were both used by three respondents, the e-bike by four respondents, and five 

respondents used the e-cargo bike. Two of the respondents used multiple BuurtHub vehicles; 

in both cases, this concerned the moped and the bike. 

As part of the participation side of the BuurtHub project, residents could pick both the 

types of vehicles and their preferred shared mobility providers. This means that the types of 

mobility and the companies involved vary per hub. In neighborhoods where many free-floating 
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cars were available, such as the Chassébuurt, residents opted for hubs without cars that could 

be placed on the sidewalks, meaning that the already scarce parking spaces would not be 

further limited. With regards to the companies that were chosen, the main arguments given 

were cost and appearance-related. The Buiksloterham, Marineterrein, and Hendrikje 

Stoffelstraat hubs are part of Hely, a shared mobility provider that is responsible for the 

physical hubs as well as the vehicles (e-cars, e-bikes, and e-cargo bikes). Regarding the other 

hubs, car providers are Amber and Share Now, e-moped are from Check and Felyx, Bondi 

provides e-bikes, and the e-cargo bikes are provided by Cargoroo (Gemeente Amsterdam, 

n.d.). During the process, some of the originally listed providers withdrew themselves from 

the process, meaning that the vehicles put in place are not always from the initially selected 

companies. 

In order to see how material elements influence practices, the qualities and 

characteristics of the different shared mobility modalities, as well as what kind of practices 

these characteristics encourage, will be discussed. Firstly, there are electric mopeds, which are 

typically used as a quicker and more comfortable alternative to trips that can typically be done 

by bicycle or for slightly longer distances. In contrast with other Dutch cities, Amsterdam does 

not allow these vehicles to be used on bicycle infrastructure (Felyx, 2019); they need to drive 

on the road. The mopeds can fit two and go up to 45 km/h, and during use, a helmet is 

required, which is included with the moped. The room for cargo on e-mopeds is limited. 

Secondly, there are e-bikes. They can make full use of the bicycle infrastructure and can go up 

to 25 km/h. Because of the many traffic lights and busy streets in Amsterdam, however, they 

are not necessarily faster than regular bikes. They are primarily used for relatively short trips, 

if a personal bike is not ready at hand or, if the slightly higher speed of an e-bike is desired. 

They do not have a luggage carrier, so people rarely use them if they have to bring goods with 

them or have to bring a passenger. A small basket attached to the front of the bike can hold a 

medium-sized bag. Thirdly, there are cargo bikes. Because of their size, these are less 

maneuverable than regular e-bikes, but they can be used to move larger items or seat children. 

Fully charged, the battery of the cargo bike has a reach of about 100 kilometers. Finally, there 

are electric cars, which have a range of 200-300 km and are primarily used for trips between 

cities or to move larger objects. In the ̒ competencies’ section, more information on the 

intersection between these shared modalities and the skills necessary for using them will be 

explained. 
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4.1.4 BuurtHubs 

BuurtHubs are designated places to park shared mobility vehicles, placed either in 

former parking spots or on sidewalks. They can be recognized by the 'BuurtHub' sign and the 

yellow borders on the street. Some hubs have a raised platform upon which the vehicles can be 

parked. 

  

Figure 5. Two examples of a Buurthub. 

The main argument shared mobility providers provide for combining shared mobility 

with a hub is that this gives the user the confidence to find a shared mobility vehicle whenever 

they need it. For the municipality, most important were its ability to make the public space 

look less cluttered with free-floating shared mobility vehicles and its ability to provide reliable 

shared mobility options in areas where free-floating vehicles were less likely to be parked. 

Whereas now you still have to look on your app to see where you can find shared 

mobility. In my experience with the hubs, you should be able to rely on the availability 

of shared mobility.  And of course you should be able to check it online. (M3) 

So yeah, I, I see a hub more like a sort of regulating measure where free floating does 

not function. (M3) 
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For a hub to be successful, it is important that its location is chosen strategically and 

that it is easily recognizable. Respondents noted that the hubs did not really stand out in the 

streets and therefore were not easy to recognize. This is, of course, a balancing act: on the one 

hand, it is important to limit the number of signs and other demarcations in the public space, 

but on the other hand, it is important to make the hubs garner the attention of potential users. 

Yes, it is at the corner, so I think it is a good location, it is really at an intersection, so 

people can see it from all sides and it is pretty clear. It [the cargo bike] is also yellow, so 

it is easily noticeable. And yeah. But I have to say, there are many other bikes 

surrounding it, it is a bit of a mess. So if you're not really paying attention you wouldn't 

notice it. (U10) 

All interviewed users were positive about the idea of station-based shared mobility as 

opposed to free-floating shared mobility. They argued that station-based mobility looked less 

cluttered on the streets, that it is convenient to have all mobility options in one place, that it 

helps avoid confusion about where you are and are not allowed to park your vehicle, and that it 

helped provide a sense of reliability with regards to a vehicle always being there instead of 

having to go search for a free-floating vehicle on a map. 

Yes, nice that they are all inside of that area, that they are not scattered around 

everywhere, so I liked the concept. (U2) 

A notable exception to the station-based mobility of the BuurtHubs is the e-car at 

BuurtHub Elzenhagen. This car is a free-floating car that can also be parked at a designated 

parking spot at the BuurtHub. In practice, this means that the car is rarely at Elzenhagen. 

Although no users of this hub were interviewed, interviews with stakeholders involved in 

setting up this hub were conducted. The free-floating car at Elzenhagen also helps highlight 

the benefits that station-based mobility offers. As one resident involved in the project explains: 

I don't really have the feeling that there is a car available now that I could just pick up, 

you know. (P2) 

Yeah, so, that is the car, it does not come back. Because it is based on a free-floating 

concept and the car is only parked there when someone wants to go to that location and 
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also parks the car there. So, well, in the end it produces an empty parking spot there. 

(M1) 

 
Figure 6. The empty Buurthub at Elzenhagen 

Although the hubs are now operating in back-to-one style (with the exception of the 

'mini hubs' without cars in the Chassébuurt), the municipality aims to eventually make all hubs 

back-to-many.  For now, this is not possible due to the limited number of hubs and the 

considerable distance between the hubs. Due to the small-scale experiment and the 

importance of participation within the neighborhoods, hubs were not necessarily chosen as 

strategic nodes but based on the preferences of the residents of their respective 

neighborhoods. Users all argued that the hub concept would drastically improve when the 

vehicles could be parked interchangeably at all hubs, especially when more hubs would be 

built. The main reason for this is the cost of parking a vehicle outside of its designated hub. 

Although the vehicle is not actively in use, a reduced tariff is still charged for the time the 

vehicle is parked. 
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We should not return to the way it was before with all of those bikes left lying around. 

But it would be nice if you could in between trips park your [cargo] bike at another hub. 

If you're close to, say, another hub, that you can park it there too. With the risk that you 

don't have the vehicle for your trip back. I mean, I understand that, but still, that you 

could park it somewhere else, that it would be a sort of rotating system. That would be 

an improvement, but that is also because of the costs. It makes it cheaper, which would 

make me use it more often. But you have to understand, I would not want to be able to 

park them everywhere on the streets. (U12) 

A final aspect of the materialities of the hubs is that although one of their functions is 

to declutter the streets, they also bring about a new kind of clutter when misused. Amsterdam 

is a busy city with a high density of bikes and limited parking spaces for those bikes. This is 

why it is understandable that residents are tempted to place their own bikes in the bike racks at 

the hubs. 

  

Figure 7. Left: a Buurthub in De Pijp, occupied by kids’ bikes. Right: a hub in the Chassébuurt 
cluttered by privately owned bikes. 
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4.2 Competencies 

All but two participants of this research were already familiar with shared mobility 

before using the BuurtHubs. This familiarity lowered the threshold to start using the hubs. No 

new skills were needed for using the hub in itself (as opposed to using free-floating shared 

mobility). It should be noted, however, that new types and providers of shared mobility do 

require slightly different skills. Regarding the thirteen respondents of this research, two did 

not have a (Dutch) driver's license, which means that they could not use shared mopeds or 

cars. 

Most participants were familiar with the types of vehicles they would later use at the 

BuurtHub, with the notable exception of the cargo bike, which was a new experience for most 

of its users. All shared vehicles are electric, and this was many users’ first experience with 

electric vehicles. Using an electric vehicle, especially a car, does require some new skills. The 

most obvious one being that a car needs to be unplugged at the beginning of a trip and plugged 

in after returning it. In addition to this, the battery level needs to be watched so as not to get 

stranded somewhere, electric vehicles tend to be much quieter than their non-electric 

counterparts, meaning that other road users might not hear you, and e-(cargo) bikes are faster 

than regular bikes, which requires more attentive riding. As for the cargo bike specifically, new 

users needed to get used to the vehicle being bulkier than their regular bikes. 

Once more people are used to driving electrically, we see that it gets less difficult and it 

is… You have to have done it once, know it once, and then it becomes quite easy. Then 

you won't think twice about it, but plugging the cars into the charging poles, charging 

when you're not at the hub, so charging on the road, yeah, that can lead to some 

questions, and I think that is something that people can experience as a threshold. 

Especially people that are less tech savvy, I think they will also less likely choose one of 

those cars. (B2) 

No, it [using the cargo bike] was not difficult. In the beginning I did think: 'Oh, this is 

tough. Am I going too fast or too slow? And how should I make this turn?' Especially 

making turns was a bit 'oh oh scary scary' and you don't really have the oversight, 

especially in the beginning, because it is so long. But if you're used to riding a bike, you 

kind of get a feeling for it, you really shouldn't overthink it. (U10) 
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Regarding the 'shared' part of these types of mobility, as mentioned in section 4.1.3, the 

novel skills have to do with using an app with which you can check the availability of vehicles, 

reserve them for a specific time frame, and pay for trips. In part, this requires technological 

know-how, but another aspect of using shared mobility involves planning trips. Users need to 

think ahead, calculate how long they will need a vehicle, reserve this vehicle, and make sure to 

remain within their time limit. These competencies and how people experience learning to use 

new technologies widely vary per user. The providers and employees of the municipality 

argued that there were not too many new skills involved in using shared mobility and that they 

were quickly gained by trying it out once. However, some of the users I spoke to did 

experience this as a real barrier. Especially when it comes to the inclusivity of shared mobility, 

simple elements such as owning and using a smartphone and being able to make in-app 

payments might prevent people from using shared mobility. 

I do find it difficult to start planning a trip with it. I have to open the app and reserve 

one, and in advance, I really have to think about it and plan my trip to see if it works 

out. Purely practically, if it fits. And if the car is actually available. And then before I go, 

I have to look up how it works again, because I tend to forget that. If I would do it 

regularly, I would remember, but if it's been a while I forget about it. And, you know, it 

is an electric car, which is also slightly different. It kind of is an obstacle, yeah. (U7) 

Also, my phone is not working very well, so even just downloading all of those apps and 

using them, that kind of feels like a threshold, especially when you don't know in 

advance if you find it useful or not. (U11) 

To involve the residents of neighborhoods and help them get familiar with various 

types of shared mobility, try-out days were organized as part of the BuurtHub project. The two 

respondents that took part in this try-out day were positive about this experience; it helped 

them feel more confident in their ability to use all available vehicles and made them more 

enthusiastic about the idea of using shared mobility. 

Yes, the cargo bike is really just because they built the hub in our streets and then I saw 

them. I thought: 'Oh, that would be convenient!' And then they started marketing it in 

the street behind my house. You could drive a bit on the cargo bike and see how it was, 

because in the beginning I was a bit afraid, because like, it is a cargo bike and electric, so 
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it's really big, and, I don't know.. But then I could try it out, and to my surprise, it 

actually went really well. Yeah, I was really surprised that after half a minute, I already 

figured it out and how fast the awkward feeling goes away. So it was actually because of 

that. (U10) 

Employees of the municipality involved in the project also concluded that these try-out 

days are successful. However, they also note that the turn-out during these days is relatively 

low, especially for how labor-intensive these days are for the municipality and providers 

organizing the day.  

We are thinking about how to make them accessible in a different way, but still, it 

requires personal contact with someone that explains it. (M2) 

In addition, one of the moped providers involved in the BuurtHub project also explained that 

they organized events to get their customers more familiar with the mopeds. During these so-

called safety events, they go over how the app works, how the helmet works, where the 

helmets are, how to get on the scooter, and how to safely drive with this. The safety events are 

not necessarily meant for all users, as they have a specific target audience: 

The safety events come more as an idea that men seem more familiar with the moped 

and that way we provide these events to have female and other people that might not be 

as comfortable with mopeds. You know, there's guys on a moped, when they turn 16 or 

something like that, they become more familiar with the idea than women do. So it's 

more to bridge that gap. (B3) 

At this point, we see how meanings and competencies influence each other: because 

mopeds are often associated with younger men driving them, other persons might not feel like 

it is a suitable means of transportation for them. This can cause a lack of skills or perceived 

inability to drive them, which causes a greater barrier to start using shared mobility mopeds. 

4.3 Meanings 

4.3.1 Cars 

Let us begin by discussing the meanings associated with the vehicle shared mobility 

aims to largely replace: privately owned cars. As the vast majority of the people interviewed for 

this thesis do not own a car, I used the experts interviews to provide the general meanings 
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behind car ownership that make it difficult for many people to give up their car and start 

sharing. They argue that cars make up a large part of people's identity, they provide increased 

social status, and are associated with concepts such as comfort, luxury, freedom, and 

independence: 

People see cars as freedom. It's the abstract concepts that they really value. So their car 

is freedom, me-time, so being alone for a bit in that car, and just a part of your identity. 

Yeah, it is really difficult to take that away. (M2) 

The shared mobility users interviewed for this thesis mentioned both advantages and 

disadvantages of owning a car. For most of them, the disadvantages outweigh the advantages. 

As for the benefits of owning a car, sentiments such as independence and the ability to go away 

on a whim were mentioned. 

Look, you know, for example, when you're at a party and you want to go home in the 

evening and you have kids, it is really not an option with the train, so someone has to 

drive you home. That dependence, I really don't like it, of course. (U3) 

As for the downsides of owning a car, the reasons non-owners provided were mainly: 

sustainability, costs, the hassle of owning a car (insurances, maintenance, et cetera), and 

simply not needing one. In addition, most of the respondents expressed a (strong) dislike of 

cars and of the excessive number of cars in their city. As one user explains:  

I think for me it just is, I don't want to possess one. I don't want to... Yeah, it is more 

about.. I just think there exist too many cars. I don't like the way cars look, the way they 

smell, I just don't like cars. (U8) 

4.3.2 Shared mobility 

As mentioned, the ̒ meanings’ category of SPT is especially broad, covering emotions, 

values, cultural norms, motives, and visions related to a practice. For clarity, let us divide the 

meanings of shared mobility into meanings related to negative and positive meanings of shared 

mobility. 

The most frequently mentioned negative meanings of shared mobility are that it is not 

always reliable, i.e., sometimes there is no vehicle available, and, in relation to that, planning is 

needed beforehand. In a sense, this requires more flexibility. Sometimes vehicles are 
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unavailable, and other transportation methods need to be found, or appointments need to be 

postponed. In a different sense, this requires more rigidity; more planning, and thinking 

ahead.  

It is different than before, when I could just step into my car and drive off. Yeah, just to 

have a car standing in front of your house, and being able to impulsively go somewhere. 

You really have to prepare this. (U7) 

More positive meanings associated with shared mobility were that it provided users 

with a comfortable mobility option, which was experienced as a luxury and a means of 

unburdening. Furthermore, shared mobility opened up new options, especially for users 

without a private car. 

It really was a solution for us. Like, oh finally we can buy second-hand furniture 

because we have a way of transporting it. (U8) 

Especially a shared car feels very luxurious, it is just nice to be in a car, and those cars 

are always brand new. They are electric, they have all these nice features, so it is just 

fun to drive in them. (U2) 

What is interesting about these values is that they demonstrate that the meanings 

ascribed to mobility are very flexible. Many of the meanings used to describe shared mobility 

(comfort, freedom, luxury, unburdening) are the ones that others ascribe to cars in their 

reasoning not to adopt shared mobility (not wanting to give up on these values). 

An additional value that many users mentioned as their motivation for using shared 

mobility was the meaning of sharing itself. That is, users use shared mobility because they find 

sharing things important. Multiple users explained that there are more items they prefer to 

share instead of owning them (such as leasing washing machines and borrowing tools). In 

addition, users proclaim that they find the transition towards more of a sharing economy 

important. Reasons for sharing that were frequently mentioned were sustainability, less clutter, 

and efficiency. 

[T]he mental feeling of that it is a shared bike, I find that a very good feeling. And the 

not owning part, that is a thing for me. So that I do not own it, that is a positive feeling 

for me. (U8) 
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The luxury it brings me when I need it without having to pay the full price of 

purchasing the vehicle, the sharing with others during the moments that other people 

don't need it, yeah, I find that great. (U12) 

Furthermore, shared mobility is something that fits in the user's perceived identity and 

the values they have. All participants, albeit to varying degrees, described themselves as 

ecologically conscious. Many listed environmental reasons as the main reasons for not owning 

a car and argued that shared mobility helped them live more sustainably. In addition to this, 

some users described themselves as interested in trying out innovations and new things. We 

could see these users as the 'early adopters' of shared mobility. 

4.3.3 BuurtHubs 

Users mentioned that the shared mobility hub was a nice addition to their 

neighborhoods because it prevented clutter. Other than this, no meanings behind the hub itself 

were noted. However, in interviews with policy makers of the municipality of Amsterdam, 

some meanings did come up. They stressed that the mobility hubs needed to be open and 

inviting places to maximize usage. Furthermore, two policy makers that were interviewed 

described an older meaning that could have a negative association: that of the park and ride 

(P+R). This meaning could potentially have a negative effect when it would be associated with 

the new shared mobility hubs. 

A hub should also be nice, a pleasant place to be, things like that. And in the back of 

your mind, you should think about the old P+Rs. They are actually hubs avant la lettre, 

when you used to go with your car to the P+R and took public transport from there. 

Well, those are really unpleasant places to be at night. It is dark, and, so it is not… Well, 

when we do it again, let's at least make it a nice place to be, and make it a bit cozy. (M2) 

When thinking about a transition of an ingrained practice, such as mobility, it is 

important to be aware of these connotations with other practices, since they could greatly 

affect whether a new practice is established or not. As for the BuurtHubs, none of the users 

interviewed made the connection between hubs and P+Rs. Furthermore, none of the users 

associated strong meanings with the hubs. Mostly, they found it convenient that shared 

mobility was clustered into one place, which made the usage of shared mobility less 

complicated for them. 
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4.4 Imaginaries, Future Visions, Sustainability 

Although sociotechnical imaginaries can be placed under the 'meanings' element of 

social practices, as we have seen, imaginaries are, by definition, collective visions. That means 

they cannot be defined solely by looking at the users' responses to shared mobility. Instead, we 

should look at what visions are at play in the policies of shared mobility at the level of the 

municipality, as well as in the various shared mobility operators that were interviewed. These 

visions can then be compared to those of shared mobility users. Furthermore, we can see 

imaginaries as a bridge between the meanings of shared mobility users and living labs, as living 

labs are actively experimenting with new ways to live together in the modern urban 

environment. In this way, they are experimenting with visions of new sociotechnical futures. 

This is why a separate section of this chapter will be dedicated to sociotechnical imaginaries. 

4.4.1 Users 

In their motivations regarding the use of shared mobility, participants of the BuurtHub 

project often referred to ideas about the future of Amsterdam and urban mobility in general. 

These visions cannot be denoted as sociotechnical imaginaries, as these ideas belong to 

individuals that are in no way united over these visions. These visions, however, do have the 

potential to transform into sociotechnical imaginaries when they are shared through social 

movements, vanguards, or institutions that actively work towards achieving these envisioned 

ideas about our future. 

The main vision behind using shared mobility came from a sustainability perspective. 

One element of this is that users argued that the idea of everyone owning a car in the future 

was simply not tenable for environmental reasons. Another point often made is that 

Amsterdam keeps getting increasingly crowded and that the number of cars in the city makes 

the city increasingly unlivable. Users were very much aware of the amount of space that could 

be gained when there would be fewer cars parked in the streets. This might also be an effect of 

Amsterdam's extensive efforts to make the city autoluw. Especially in the Pijp, where users 

have seen the effects of making the Frans Halsbuurt parking-free, i.e., only allowing cars into 

the streets for loading and unloading purposes (Mobiliteitsplatform, 2018). 

It is also really a sustainability thing for me, which may be a bit of an ideological answer. 

But yeah, I think it is pretty ridiculous that everyone just owns everything. [...] I really 

think that many people don't need to own a car at all, but the car is made for you, for 
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just one household. I think that is a shame because it is not used optimally. So yeah, it 

is for sustainability reasons. (U5) 

Yeah, I just think that it is not possible for everyone to have two cars, every family to 

own two cars. I just think it's not possible anymore. And I really hope that the younger 

generation starts to see that it is less important to own things and more important to be 

able to do things. So that it enables you, you know, that you can do more if you share, 

or something like that. (U9) 

As we can also see in the statement of U9, the idea of the unsustainability of car 

ownership is often paired with the hope that a shift in the perception of mobility will occur in 

the next few generations. In addition to this, two of the three users that had children that lived 

at home during their usage of the buurthub, mentioned that their children inspired them to 

change their mobility practices: 

If I look at my children, they don't want to go by car at all. [...] Yeah, it is really in their 

DNA. And they teach me, right? We started eating vegetarian food because the kids 

asked for it. Those are all just small steps, and I think they will have an impact. (U12) 

I do think about sustainability. I do think about the environment. Especially my son, he 

is 12 years old. And he's always like talking to me about this. He wants to use 

everything electric, he doesn't want to use gas for heating. So he also likes the idea of 

sharing a car. (U13) 

Although not mentioned as the primary motivation behind using shared mobility, users 

frequently mentioned that they perceive their practices as contributing to making shared 

mobility the norm. In addition, they argue that the more people start using shared mobility, the 

better shared mobility will work because of the increased availability of vehicles and hubs. 

Yeah, I do think that the more people start doing it, the more tangible it becomes, and 

the more people will start using it eventually. (U5) 

4.4.2 Shared mobility providers 

All shared mobility providers interviewed for this thesis explained their company's 

vision. In these visions, sustainability and contributing to a greener future for urban 
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environments played an important role, in combination with the convenience element of not 

owning a car: 

So like, you just come outside from your work or outside of the house. And then there 

is like a type of shared modality there for you. So then it just makes sense that there's 

something more convenient, more fun, more sustainable out there. Because to be 

honest, like also, like with our generation, nowadays, with young people, like having a 

car, just makes less and less sense nowadays. It's expensive, it's not good for the planet, 

and all that stuff. It just makes sense, if there will be a business service that takes care 

of that part of life, right? Because, yeah, cars just stand around 95% of the time. So, you 

know, why waste paying so much money just for a car that just stands around? (B1) 

All three providers argued that shared mobility would be an important element in 

overcoming contemporary urban mobility problems, and that younger generations are 

becoming increasingly aware of the need for sustainable alternatives to privately owned 

mobility. We should, of course, be aware of the fact that these visions might also (perhaps to 

varying extents) be more related to the strategic marketing language than the actual vision of 

the future, i.e., more related to what sells well. It is good to look at these visions critically, but 

we must not disregard them as marketing talk only. Even as strategic visions, they have the 

power to inspire users and promote certain practices and ideas of the future. 

One of the shared mobility providers argued that it is crucial for businesses and users 

to unite over this vision, as this is what brings about lasting change: 

As I mentioned before, it is still a very, very new idea. It's still a very new concept. But 

the issues we're dealing with, whether it be public space, whether it be environmental 

risks of the way in which we move and the CO₂ emissions, they are not stopping. So 

they're just gonna continue to aggravate while we still try to change the mindset of 

people, which is something that we ought to do, it's obviously necessary. And that's 

why we have these safety events. That's why we promote our service on social media, 

that's why we engage with policymakers, why we stay in touch with customers, and we 

send out newsletters. Overall, to keep that mindset there and to have them also feel a 

part and be a part of the change, which is, I believe, a key factor for change to actually 

happen to feel that you are part of it. (B3) 
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This is an interesting perspective, which also demonstrates the importance of considering all 

three elements of social practice theory. Although the meaning that users attach to a practice 

cannot be wholly predicted or controlled, sharing the vision behind shared mobility might help 

more users unite over the idea of bringing about a more sustainable future. This, in turn, might 

be a motivation behind taking part in a practice and making it an integral part of one's mobility 

routines. 

4.4.2 The municipality of Amsterdam 

The municipality of Amsterdam has the most elaborate future vision behind shared 

mobility of the three mentioned groups. This makes sense, as they are responsible for the 

quality of urban mobility in the city, both now and in the future. 

 When analyzing relevant policy documents, it becomes apparent that the municipality 

of Amsterdam has high hopes for the future of shared mobility. The Hub Vision (2021) of the 

municipality lists establishing a network of hubs as a contribution to the mobility transition 

that Amsterdam aims to achieve (p. 8). With this transition, the municipality works towards 

more efficient use of space, cleaner forms of mobility, a shift from ownership to usage, and a 

shift from unimodal mobility to multimodal forms of mobility (p. 7). The policy document 

with the most concrete vision of the sociotechnical future of Amsterdam is the Autoluw 

agenda (2019). In this document, visions of the future of urban mobility in Amsterdam are 

divided into three sections: now (until 2022), soon (until 2025), and later (until 2040). These 

temporal labels function as goals towards which policy should be directed (p. 18). The 

document explains that although the vision of 'later' is an attractive perspective, the road 

towards it is uncertain. Furthermore, what the future will exactly look like remains unknown. 

In order to know whether policies are contributing to a desirable future, continuous 

monitoring is needed (p. 26). 

As we can read in this report, Amsterdam will have 1.1 million citizens as of 2040. 

Transferring to different types of modalities will become easier, and the first mile, last mile 

problems will be tackled by an increased number of e-bikes and other small-scale emission-free 

vehicles that are available at the various hubs that are strategically placed throughout the city. 

Furthermore, with 'pay per use' becoming the norm, fewer people will choose to use a car for 

their travels. Regarding time and ease, walking, biking, and public transport have become more 

attractive options than using a car. The number of private cars is drastically lower due to the 
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ample supply of various other types of mobility available. Shared mobility is always available at 

the many hubs spread throughout neighborhoods of Amsterdam (pp. 23-25). 

Policy makers of the municipality stress that these visions are not set in stone since it is 

very difficult, if not downright impossible, to predict the future of urban mobility accurately. 

However, these visions do provide a sort of guidance towards a goal. As one policy maker 

explains, it is important to set ambitious goals and inspire others to work towards a greener 

and more livable urban future: 

I always like to look far ahead and think in possibilities… Maybe for now it feels like a 

dream which is not feasible, but then you think, damn, yes, it could work like that. 

Then you start thinking, okay, so how do we get there step by step? So that is the 

approach that I encourage, also to inspire, you know, like, how could it be in the future? 

At the same time, I also need to have concrete examples tomorrow and projects where 

we take small steps to reach that end goal. (M3) 

What becomes apparent from the various policy documents and interviews with the 

municipality is that although shared mobility is still considered a niche, it plays an important 

role in the urban vision of the municipality. 

We actually are fully committed to it. Also to the growth of shared mobility, for which 

new policies will be written this year, that help us look at the future and at what 

numbers of vehicles we will allow in the years to come. (M3) 

Although continuous monitoring is stressed throughout the policy documents, one 

employee warns that shared mobility is often seen as 'the' solution to all urban mobility issues, 

while the concept has not yet been proven to be as successful as hoped. Throughout the 

interviews with users, it has become apparent that the effects of the BuurtHub project on 

private ownership of cars is very much limited. In addition, social practice theory stresses that 

how and if a practice will spread cannot be predicted. 

The risk I see more is that we forget to learn well. That you really look at, is it working? 

Does it have the desired effect? You see that with shared mobility now, that we have 

sort of decided that it is going to save us from owning cars, but if you really look at the 

numbers, it does not look so good. We just assume that this is it. So what you said, we 
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are stuck in this idea, and because of that, we don't look critically at what we are doing. 

That could be a risk of those visions. (M2) 

4.4.4 Condensing these visions: What can we learn? 

If we analyze the perceived role of shared mobility for these three groups of 

stakeholders, we see significant overlap in their visions of the future. I argue that there is a 

collectively held and institutionally stabilized future vision of shared mobility that we can 

denote as a sociotechnical imaginary. We see a relatively coherent view that goes beyond 

implementing the technology itself. The vision for shared mobility also contains ideas, beliefs, 

and visions about the future of society and urban mobility itself. Common themes throughout 

stakeholder interviews are making the city a more pleasant, spacious, and cleaner place and 

encouraging more sustainable transportation methods. Furthermore, especially when it comes 

to corporations and the municipality, the view that there is a sort of inevitability involved in 

making shared mobility part of the solution for urban mobility issues makes it feel like a true 

imaginary instead of merely a possibility. It should be noted, though, that users, although they 

share the same visions as shared mobility providers and the municipality, the majority of 

shared mobility users do not feel like these visions unite them with other users, companies, or 

institutions. More strongly anchoring these future visions could strengthen the practice of 

using shared mobility. 

The idea of shared mobility as a sociotechnical imaginary helps us better understand 

some of the processes involved in the transition towards shared mobility. This also makes us 

aware of the need for critical evaluations of the drivers and constraints of shared mobility and 

the future that it shapes. As we have seen in section 4.4.2, it is important that we keep learning 

from our experiments with future scenarios. Are these scenarios accessible to everyone? Are 

shared mobility practices established in the way we expected them to be? 

4.5 Urban Living Labs 

Let us now focus on the living lab setting of the BuurtHub project and analyze how 

new mobility practices can be established through experimentation. In short, I aim to 

investigate the strengths and weaknesses of a living lab setting when attempting to bring about 

a mobility transition. 
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4.5.1 Experimenting and evaluating 

As has also become apparent from the previous section, learning and critically 

evaluating shared mobility experiments is crucial. In section 3.1.3, the evaluation of ULLs is 

listed as one of the main hurdles of working with living labs as a policy tool. During this 

research, the final evaluation of the BuurtHub project has not been conducted yet, which 

means that its conclusions can unfortunately not be taken into account. However, the three 

employees of the municipality involved in this project and its transfer to the upscaling of the 

hub vision were able to shed some light on the process of evaluating this ULL. 

As they explain, evaluating the BuurtHub project is difficult because of the novelty of 

shared mobility. This makes it hard to predict the impact of shared mobility. As is also 

emphasized in SPT, it is difficult to predict if and how a practice will spread. These things 

might take more time than the duration of the ULL. Furthermore, as is both emphasized in the 

literature as well as by the municipality of Amsterdam, shared mobility should always be 

implemented in addition to other policies that encourage a shift in practices. Due to the rapidly 

changing social context in which shared mobility plays a role, as well as external factors such as 

the price of gas, a practice can suddenly gain traction. 

I don't expect a immediate shift. These kinds of trajectories really take a long time 

before you see some results. Moreover, the numbers of this project are very limited. So 

yeah. And the whole situation surrounding it is changing too, it is not like the world is 

at a standstill and you only add one of those eHUBS. (M3) 

In addition to this, it is difficult to interpret the results of the BuurtHub project. As we 

have seen, both in the literature and with the users interviewed for this research, the current 

user group is not necessarily the group that has the most significant impact on reducing cars in 

a city. We can interpret this in two ways. One could argue that this is simply the group of 

people who feel compelled to use shared mobility, i.e., people who do not own a car and do not 

want to own a car. On the other hand, we could argue that these are the early adopters of this 

innovation and that a larger group of individuals will eventually follow. In practice, it is difficult 

to predict to what extent this innovation will spread over other user segments. However, as we 

have seen from the SPT model, participating in a practice must be understood as a social 

activity influenced by rapidly changing norms and conventions. 
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 Looking back at the BuurtHub project, as one employee explains, the concept of shared 

mobility hubs is not necessarily what is being evaluated. Instead, what is being evaluated is 

whether a bottom-up strategy for the implementation of hubs encourages its use, as well as 

what general lessons can be drawn from this project to make the implementation of hubs a 

success: 

You can evaluate several things. You can evaluate the project, you can evaluate our 

approach, so the participation approach, and the concept of a BuurtHub. That concept 

has already been more or less deemed a success. You see that in many different cities, 

they have started and continued experiments with hubs, so we have embraced that 

concept. What we will evaluate is what went well and what could be improved. And the 

same goes for the participation approach, we will evaluate that. Those things are still 

unsure in the upscaling of the hubs. But the concept, that that is something that we 

want to continue, that we are sure of. (M2) 

Whereas good scientific experiments have clear fail/success criteria, i.e., a hypothesis 

is either confirmed or denied, living lab experiments operate differently. During the 

SUMMALab sessions, participants concluded that the goal of municipalities is not to gain 

knowledge, it is to implement successful policies. As we have seen, changing practices takes 

time, and the success of real-life experiments depends on many external factors.  This does beg 

the question of how a policy or an innovation is determined to be a success. Especially in 

combination with the idea of shared mobility as a sociotechnical imaginary, it is important to 

remain aware of discrepancies between the future vision and the currently established 

practices. 

4.5.2 Citizen participation 

One of the hypotheses of the BuurtHub project was that people would feel more 

motivated to use shared mobility hubs when encouraged to participate in the hub's 

development in their neighborhood. One of the hopes for this program was that residents of a 

neighborhood would actively get involved in this process and become the driving force 

(kartrekker) behind the BuurtHub. This is a promising approach since different individuals 

have different mobility needs, and each neighborhood has a different character. As one 

participation expert mentions: 
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Every neighborhood has its own culture and its own customs. It has a different 

composition regarding architecture, what the streets look like, and of course, its 

residents. Those are all ingredients you should consider when you want to start a 

participation trajectory. [...] If you don't include those, you will miss the mark. (P1) 

This bottom-up strategy worked differently and with different levels of success in the 

various neighborhoods. For one of the hubs, in Elzenhagen, the participation element was 

picked up very well by the residents. This can be explained by the pre-existing participation 

structure available. Elzenhagen is a housing project for 540 young adults (18 - 27) and refugees 

who just received their residence permits (Startblok Elzenhagen, 2019). The housing project 

works through self-management, meaning that a team of active residents are involved in 

organizing events and creating mutual cohesion (Startblok Elzenhagen, 2018). In this context, 

a team of active residents was able to participate in setting up the hubs. 

 In another neighborhood, the Chassébuurt, this strategy was less successful. According 

to participation experts, this is a relatively large neighborhood with less cohesion, making 

setting up a team of residents responsible for the hub more difficult: 

We tried to set it up in old-West [Chassébuurt], but it did not take off there. The 

residents that we approached were interested at first, but at a certain point, they were 

like: ̒ You know, just build it, and we will see. What more do you want to know from 

us?’ It was not really a topic that they wanted to invest their time and energy into. And 

also, looking back on it, there was not much to participate in. It really was like: 'Are you 

interested in shared mobility, yes or no? Which vehicles, which companies would you 

prefer?’ (M1) 

This raises the question of when and how much participation is needed. Is participation always 

an added value? And is everyone able to engage in these participation projects? These different 

participation needs also make one wonder to what extent the living lab outcome is scalable. 

Since neighborhoods had to vote in favor of starting the process of a hub, as well as actively 

participating in the decision-making process surrounding the hub, we might wonder what this 

process would look like in different neighborhoods. On the one hand, a bottom-up strategy can 

be successful since residents do not feel like a hub is placed in their neighborhood against their 

will. On the other hand, the municipality aims to make shared mobility as inclusive as possible, 
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and we might wonder if all citizens have the time, energy, and competencies to take part in a 

participation process. 

Another issue that became apparent by researching how hub users experienced 

participation was that by employing a relatively extensive participation program, (potential) 

users also had higher expectations of the hub project. It is essential that residents are 

sufficiently aware of what the hub project entails. Residents were, for example, surprised by 

the time it took to set up the hub. In the time between participation and building a hub, some 

residents noted that they became disengaged. 

The communication of the municipality kind of ended. We asked a few times when the 

hub would be built, but they did not know exactly when it would be there. So we kind of 

let it slide too, and then one day we saw a sign with 'Buurthub,' and another day we saw 

some e-mopeds. So this is probably it. But because of that we did not really explain it to 

the residents anymore. It is a bit like, it's there and they have to figure it out. (P2)  

It is, of course, understandable that a lot goes into building a shared mobility hub. It 

does appear, however, that not all residents were aware of this and that this caused some 

disappointment.  

 Another challenge has to do with managing expectations regarding shared mobility 

vehicles. As residents involved in the selection of vehicles note, some providers withdrew their 

support for the project. This caused their hub to not have the vehicles they planned for it. 

Furthermore, it made them feel they did not have as much of a say in the hub as they thought 

they would: 

No, the supplier of the e-bikes withdrew, and the one of the Biro [light electric mini 

car] too, I think, I'm not sure. [...] We sent out all these surveys to residents here. It just 

feels a bit silly to let them pick which vehicle and provider they would like if not all 

providers take part in it. (P2) 

A final challenge is making the experimental nature of the hubs sufficiently clear to 

users. Many users were unaware of how the BuurtHub project functions (i.e., it being a living 

lab experiment). Additionally, some users expressed frustration over the set-up of the 

experiment: 
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If the numbers show that the demand is great, then you should expand the test. When 

we are disappointed so often because the cargo bike is being used by someone else, we 

will have to look for other mobility options, and then the test cannot succeed either, 

right? (U12) 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion 

5.1 Discussion 

In this section will be discussed how the results described in chapter 4 can help us 

provide an answer the relevant learning questions and the research questions of this thesis: 

How do mobility practices, including meanings and imaginaries that users, operators and planners 

attach to them, change when shared mobility is embraced? And, how can a shift to shared mobility be 

promoted? 

5.1.1. Learning questions 

Let us again be reminded of the three relevant learning questions of the municipality of 

Amsterdam in evaluating their BuurtHub project: 

Why do users choose shared mobility, and how does shared mobility change mobility options? 

What type of mobility does shared mobility replace, and how does this affect private vehicle 

ownership? 

How does traveling behavior change after discovering the hub ( frequency, modes, and 

moments of use)? 

 Regarding the motivation behind shared mobility, the respondents of this study argue 

that they choose shared mobility because it provides them with a convenient, comfortable, and 

sustainable vehicle on an as-needed basis. This has the added benefit that users do not have to 

worry about things related to vehicle ownership, such as maintenance and insurance. Users are 

often sustainably minded and generally have a positive attitude towards the sharing economy. 

Most of the respondents (11 out of 13) were already familiar with shared mobility concepts 

before they started using the shared mobility options associated with the BuurtHub. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that only three of the respondents own a car. Respondents 

generally do not have a positive attitude towards owning a car, mainly because of the 

environmental impact and costs associated with owning a car. This means that the shared 

mobility practices established in the BuurtHub project rarely replace the car. Out of the 13 

respondents, only one argued that they would use their car more often if they did not have the 

option to use the cargo bikes of the hub in their neighborhood. Another respondent argued 

that they would consider buying either a car or an e-bike if there were no shared mobility 
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options nearby. For other users, shared mobility is either a replacement for going by bike or 

public transport. On rare occasions, some users would either borrow a car from family or ask 

someone with a car to drive them to their destination. 

This might not be the most desirable outcome for a shared mobility concept. The 

municipality of Amsterdam is explicitly aiming for neighborhoods with fewer parked cars and 

less air pollution, but we see that shared mobility options more often than not replace more 

sustainable mobility practices, such as the bicycle. Two remarks about this need to be 

considered. Firstly, although shared mobility might not directly replace private ownership of 

cars, it might allow people without cars to remain 'car-free' for longer periods of time. Even 

though users report that shared mobility is no direct replacement for having a car, they also 

report moments when they considered buying a car but ended up not doing so. It might be the 

case that shared mobility makes the downsides of owning a car outweigh the benefits in the 

long run. A second remark is that shared mobility is still a very new phenomenon. As shared 

mobility practices spread, it might be that shared mobility becomes not only something 

considered by this specific user group that does not own a car. 

When it comes to how shared mobility changes one's mobility options, shared mobility 

does open up new mobility options for its users, as we have seen in section 4.3.2. This is 

especially the case for users who do not own a private car. Still, although users argue that 

shared mobility is a 'nice to have,' they do not deem it absolutely necessary to their lifestyle. 

They would otherwise have taken public transport, a bike, or simply not have made the trip at 

all: 

For me, it replaces public transport, but some trips I would not make and would not 

have been able to make. I would, for example, if I were to buy a large closet at IKEA, I 

would just have it delivered if I didn't have a car. And some places, I just wouldn't go to. 

For example, to hike in nature reserves, because those places are very difficult to access 

by public transport. (U11) 

If we look at what types of trips are being made by shared mobility, we can distinguish 

between incidental trips and regular trips. Only two of the interviewed users have regularly 

used the shared mobility options available. Both of these respondents used the cargo bike to 

bring their children to weekly appointments. In addition, one of these two users used the cargo 

bike to bring their children to school most days, although they at times still used their own 
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regular bikes. In these frequent transportations, both respondents used the cargo bike for this 

trip because all other options were too inconvenient. As U3 notes: 

Yes, nowadays we go to music class with the cargo bike. It's nice and relaxed. I used to 

go by public transport, but that takes way too long. It is often during rush hour, because 

it starts at 5 p.m. and all the trains are full then, so we don't do that anymore. No, and 

going by bike… Yeah, that would be possible, in theory. But it is not so nice with a 

child. It is a bit too much. (U3) 

Besides these two users, all others argued that they only used the shared vehicles for 

incidental use, which occurred less than weekly. Trips that were most often mentioned were 

trips to pick up items that cannot easily be transported by bike or public transport, such as 

goods from hardware stores, garden centers, and furniture stores. In addition to this, shared 

mobility is used to visit family and places that are very inaccessible with public transport. A 

few respondents reported that they sometimes used shared mobility because they did not feel 

like riding a non-electric bike or because of poor weather conditions. 

 This also demonstrates that shared mobility is not a one-on-one replacement for 

owning a private car. Both are used in very different ways. As the participants of this research 

argue, owning a car also makes you use that car more often, whereas shared mobility is really 

an extra mobility option that is used rather incidentally. 

Yes, I think having a car would change your life. The problem is, I do not have a job 

right now, but if I had a job, then I would probably need a car for it, because I am a 

teacher. And then I would use that car to go to work, and I would make more money 

and spend more money on my car. This means that I would probably start doing 

everything with the car, and your life would look very different then. [...] But look, my 

eldest, he is nearly ten, and he can use public transport alone. I think that is pretty 

special, but it is just because he is so independent. And it is a benefit not to be so 

dependent on that car, you know? (U3) 

That the cargo bike is more frequently used for recurring trips and by people not yet 

familiar with using shared mobility might have to do with several factors. Firstly, electric cargo 

bikes are a relatively new phenomenon, meaning that owning such a bike is not as much seen 

as 'the norm' as owning a car. In addition, e-cargo bikes are perceived as relatively expensive, 
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with a high risk of being stolen. They are also too big and heavy to be parked indoors in most 

houses in Amsterdam. This makes sharing a cargo bike a good option. Two out of five cargo 

bike users reported that they would prefer to own a cargo bike over sharing one but found the 

costs and the risk of them being stolen too high. 

 Looking specifically at how the hub is used, two things stand out. Firstly, the hub being 

back to one makes users perceive it as useful only for specific trips. For instance, one user 

would like to take a shared e-bike to the station every day but cannot park and leave it in a hub 

there. Another user notes that they would like to use the cargo bike for days out, for instance, 

to go to the beach. With the back-to-one model, this is financially unfeasible for them. A third 

user notes the following: for trips within Amsterdam, they perceive it as easier to take a free-

floating car, park it, and find a new car for the way back. When taking trips to other cities, 

using a shared car from the hub works best since free-floating cars can often not be returned to 

a different city. A second noteworthy element about the hubs is the user's willingness to travel 

to the hub. Although most users live within very close (<5 mins) distance of the hub, three 

users note that they travel, either by bike or by public transport, to the nearest hub where they 

can borrow a vehicle: 

In my neighborhood, there are three cargo bikes at beautiful hubs within walking 

distance, so I am very happy with that. But, I have to be honest, I also without any 

hesitation get my bike and travel to the nearest place. I'll park my bike there, which can 

even be 1,5 kilometers away. That is because I really find the cargo bike an added value 

to my mobility options. (U12) 

5.1.2 Mobility transitions 

How can a shift to shared mobility be promoted? Arguably the main conclusion that 

can be drawn from this research regarding a mobility transition is that to transform shared 

mobility practices, more than just offering the materials, i.e., offering shared mobility vehicles, 

is needed. As we have seen from the social practice theory model, not only materialities but 

also competencies and meanings are crucial in establishing a practice. This idea is also 

reflected in the results of the 13 user interviews. As we have seen, users need to feel confident 

in their ability to use shared mobility, a skill that is not present by default. Many users argued 

that they experienced a threshold when first using a shared mobility vehicle since it required 

new skills. Try-out days or other moments of personal contact have proven to be an excellent 
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way to overcome these initial hesitations. Secondly, the values and emotions attached to using 

shared mobility are crucial to the success of the transition towards shared mobility. The users 

interviewed for this thesis perceive themselves as sustainably-minded and enthusiastic about 

the idea of sharing instead of owning. Furthermore, a considerable portion of the respondents 

did not own a car and did not feel positive about the idea of owning a car. These values make 

them more likely to start using shared mobility. 

 Employees of the municipality involved in the shared mobility policies agree that 

making shared mobility a more mainstream alternative to a private car will not be a transition 

that happens overnight. As they argue, shared mobility needs to be part of a larger set of policy 

interventions in order to become a success. This is in line with the idea of social practice 

theory, that practices are made up of separate elements and that they are always embedded in a 

larger context. When car ownership becomes less convenient or the meaning of owning a car 

changes, this might help speed things along for shared mobility practices. An example 

frequently mentioned during the interviews with users is that of the rapidly rising fuel prices. 

These prices have made the car owners reconsider their need to use their cars instead of 

shared mobility for trips, as well as affirming the belief of those not owning a car that owning a 

car is too costly and perhaps even outdated. On the other hand, we must not forget that it is 

very difficult to predict how practices will evolve and that shared mobility is still very much a 

new phenomenon. 

Well, look, I always say more hubs and more shared mobility is not the goal, it’s a 

means. It is a means to achieve other ambitions that you have as a city. So it all comes 

down to the ambition to make the city more livable and sustainalble by reducing the 

number of [parked] cars in the public space [Autoluw] By investing in pedestrians, 

bikes, public transport and also in shared mobility and hubs, we contribute to that goal. 

Hopefully, you offer some sort of alternative for the increasingly strict regulations that 

we take with regards to parking your car or visiting the city with your own car. It is 

always the stick and the carrot method that works best. Shared mobility is part of the 

carrot. (M3) 

I think a lot is needed for it and that we really underestimate all that is needed. We 

emphasize just having more assets, so just having more shared mobility in your city, 

having more supply, and we do some behavioral interventions. So persuading people to 
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start using that shared mobility. However, you see that the group you want to start 

using this is people who own a car. But they are not ready for this, and I don't think that 

will happen any time soon. Unless you come up with a lot of restrictive measures. 

(M2)  

5.1.3 Synthesis: Answering the research question 

In this final section, I will summarize my findings by answering the research question 

that lies at the root of this thesis: How do mobility practices, including meanings and 

imaginaries that users, operators and planners attach to them, change when shared mobility is 

embraced? These findings are also shown in Figure 8 and 9, in which the most important 

mechanisms through which the practice of using shared mobility are schematized. 

 As has become apparent throughout this chapter, using shared mobility is an entirely 

different practice than using personal mobility. It is not simply a shared version of the latter. 

Shared mobility requires a new way of thinking about mobility. It makes for less spontaneous 

trips since the time and duration of a trip need to be taken into account when booking a 

vehicle. Furthermore, it requires competencies that, although they can definitely be taught, 

can be experienced as a threshold for new users. In addition, the meanings that users ascribe to 

shared mobility are also different from those they ascribe to personal mobility. Sentiments 

such as sustainability, comfort, and the importance of sharing were often mentioned. 

 Users of shared mobility often do not own a car, nor would they like to own one. This 

means that currently, shared mobility is rarely a replacement for personal mobility. Shared 

mobility most frequently replaces public transport or the usage of one's own bike. 

Furthermore, the most frequently mentioned trips made by shared mobility are to pick up 

large items, visit friends or family, or reach destinations that take too long by bike or public 

transport. 

It is important to note that these practices may change over time when more people 

start to adopt the practice. Furthermore, if policy measures make owning a car less appealing, 

or when the meaning of owning a car changes over time, the practice of sharing mobility might 

further gain traction. 

 When it comes to sociotechnical imaginaries, many overlapping elements of the visions 

of stakeholders were identified: making the city greener and more spacious and bringing about 

more sustainable methods of mobility. These imaginaries have the potential to unite 

stakeholders and users over a common cause, but we must remain vigilant that achieving these 
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futures does not become an end in itself. Although shared mobility has the potential to 

improve significantly urban mobility, critical analysis of the development of shared mobility 

practices is needed. 

 

Figure 8. Schematic overview of influences on shared mobility practices in the BuurtHub project, in 
which green lines indicate successful links between elements, red lines indicate unsuccessful links, and 
black lines are neutral. 
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Figure 9. Schematic overview of the interaction between shared mobility practices and sociotechnical 
imaginaries, including external influences. 

5.1.4 Policy recommendations 

For policy makers involved in the implementation of shared mobility in their local 

context, I would like to emphasize the following conclusions of my research: 

• Shared mobility in itself is not a one-size-fits-all solution but has the potential to 

improve the quality of the public domain when included in a larger set of policies 

aimed at reducing car ownership; 
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• More shared mobility does not necessarily mean that more people automatically 

adopt this practice, recurring practices are challenging to change and depend on 

more elements than the materialities; Yet, responses do suggest that more hubs (in 

tandem with the back-to-many principle) will greatly enhance the attractiveness of 

shared mobility. 

• The competencies necessary for using shared mobility must be actively addressed, 

even though they are often acquired rapidly, some initial personal support and 

encouragement goes a long way. 

• Related to competencies, shared mobility is not inclusive by design, and the 

inclusivity for this method of transportation needs to be actively addressed in 

order for shared mobility to become a genuine alternative to car ownership. 

5.1.5 Limitations 

The main limitations of this thesis have to do with the small number of respondents 

and the difficulty of transferring all the lessons learned by applying the SPT model to this case 

study. For a more in-depth discussion of this thesis's limitations, please see sections 2.3 and 

3.4. 

 The number of interviewed shared mobility users was limited to 13. It would be 

interesting to see if the results found in this study are reproduced when a larger number of 

users was interviewed. I hypothesize that this is the case, firstly because in the later interviews, 

no significant new data was found, meaning that this amount of interviews has been sufficient 

for finding relevant results for this study, and secondly, because the conclusions surrounding 

how shared mobility is used are in line with earlier quantitative research on shared mobility in 

Amsterdam. In the Tussentijdse rapportage deelmobiliteit in Amsterdam (2021), we see that 

the shared cars (in this case, both free-floating and station-based) are most frequently used to 

visit friends and family (24%), pick up or bring larger goods (17%), and for day trips (17%) (p. 

30). Furthermore, this study asked how shared car users would have made their last trip if 

shared mobility was not an option. They found that 23% of the respondents would have gone 

by bus, tram, or metro, 21% would not have made the trip at all, and 14% would otherwise have 

taken a train. Only 9% of the respondents would have taken their own car instead (p. 31). 

Although these conclusions are in line, due to the semi-structured interviews, it was possible 
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to ask follow-up questions and gain further insight into what motivates shared mobility users in 

the establishment of their practices. 

 A second limitation is that due to the local context of this research, it is difficult to 

decide which lessons can be transferred to different contexts. This is a known downside of 

using the SPT model. However, SPT's holistic account of the establishment of a practice does 

make for a more rich and realistic analysis. Some of the general findings have been listed in the 

section on policy recommendations. 

5.1.6 Suggestions for further research 

This research analyzes shared mobility practices in a specific temporal and spatial 

context. It would be interesting to see how this develops over time and in other contexts, i.e., 

other shared mobility living lab experiments. Furthermore, as the city of Amsterdam aims for a 

more elaborate hub network in the near future on a back-to-many basis, further research on the 

use of these hubs would be helpful. This could help confirm or deny users' hypothesis that 

they would be more likely to use shared mobility when more hubs were available, and vehicles 

could be parked interchangeably at the various hubs. As a final suggestion, further research on 

how sociotechnical imaginaries shape shared mobility practices would be helpful. This thesis 

argued that sociotechnical imaginaries have the potential to bring the actors in the co-

production process closer together. It would be interesting to see in what direction this 

imaginary of a shared, sustainable future will go. 

5.2 Conclusion 

This thesis aimed to gain further insights into the practices and possible sociotechnical 

imaginaries behind shared mobility in the case of the Amsterdam BuurtHub project. By using 

social practice theory as the theoretical lens of this research, the three elements that make up a 

practice (materials, competencies, and meanings) could be deconstructed and analyzed in 

further detail. Additionally, the local context in which this practice sprouted (the 

infrastructure, policies, and current mobility habits in the city of Amsterdam) could be taken 

into account. By adding the theoretical concept of sociotechnical imaginaries to the research 

aims of this thesis, a bridge could be made between the three most important stakeholders 

involved in the BuurtHub project: the municipality, shared mobility enterprises, and the 

citizens using the hub. In this way, this thesis was designed to provide a holistic understanding 

of the complexities involved in bringing about a sustainability transition. 
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 In order to provide an answer to the research question, the three elements of shared 

mobility, as well as the sociotechnical imaginaries involved in shared mobility practices, were 

analyzed. After this, the living lab setting of the case study was analyzed, and further attention 

was given to how the inclusion of shared mobility practices altered the overall mobility 

practices of users. 

 Regarding the material dimension of shared mobility, we can conclude that different 

vehicles encourage different types of use. For instance, a cargo bike can be a convenient option 

to transport large items during rush hour, and a shared car comes in handy when visiting 

family in a different city. The shared mobility hub was an excellent way to prevent the clutter 

of shared mobility vehicles and made finding a vehicle easier for users. The main material 

difference between using private and shared mobility has to do with using an app to lock and 

unlock a vehicle and reserve and pay for a trip. 

 This digital dimension also brings about the largest number of new competencies 

necessary for using shared mobility. Users who describe themselves as not so tech-savvy 

report experiencing the technological side of shared mobility as a threshold. Furthermore, 

shared mobility requires a new way of thinking about traveling: trips are less spontaneous and 

need to be planned in order to pick up and return the shared mobility vehicle in time. 

 As for the meanings ascribed to shared mobility, we see that users deem shared 

mobility fitting to their lifestyle, as it is in accordance with their values and ideals. 

Respondents describe finding sustainability important, as well as participating in the shared 

economy movement. 

These ideals overlap with the sociotechnical imaginaries identified in municipality and 

company visions. However, this overlap is not yet used to its full potential: uniting these 

visions can help strengthen the relations between the elements of SPT, as well as encourage 

other individuals that share the same ideals to start incorporating shared mobility into their set 

of mobility practices. However, how shared mobility functions as a sociotechnical imaginary 

also reveals a possible pitfall. Policymakers must be cautious of shared mobility not becoming 

an end in itself, as opposed to a means to bring about a more sustainable mode of 

transportation. As we have seen, the current effects of shared mobility on car ownership 

remain limited. Shared mobility does have the potential to make mobility more sustainable, but 

for this, more and, most importantly, different user groups need to adopt the practice. 



68 
 

This research has implications for the study of mobility transitions. Most importantly, 

the use of the SPT model in combination with sociotechnical imaginaries has proven to be a 

productive approach to analyzing how practices are established and transformed over time, as 

well as what visions lie behind the adoption of certain practices, since we see a significant 

overlap between visions of users and other stakeholders. Making this vision more explicit 

could potentially make connections between the elements of a practice stronger, as well as bind 

more users with similar values to the practice of shared mobility. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

This is an example of a Dutch interview coded using the Atlas.ti software. 
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Appendix B 

List of codes used in Atlas.ti. 

The interviews were coded using the qualitative data analysis software Atlas.ti. Codes were 

used to label answers corresponding to topics of interest for this research. Social practice 

theory, sociotechnical imaginaries, and living labs were the main theoretical concepts upon 

which the coding is based. Coding was done in several rounds, after which similar codes were 

merged in order to improve the clarity and comprehensibility of the codes. Merging is denoted 

by the yellow symbol at codes such as 'Hubs - introduction to'. 
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Appendix C 

Interview Guide Municipality (Dutch). 

Kan je wat meer vertellen over jouw werk bij de gemeente amsterdam?  
 
Hoe verwacht de gemeente de transitie van eigen vervoer naar deelvervoer te maken? Wat is 
daarvoor nodig?  
(Evt doorvragen: Is daar meer voor nodig dan de infrastructuur (hubs, voertuigen, ect.)? 
Bijvoorbeeld vaardigheden/apps?) 
 
Hoe gaat de gemeente om met onwenselijke mobiliteitstransities? Dus bijvoorbeeld dat de 
deelscooter het pakken van de fiets of lopen vervangt?  
(Evt doorvragen: Wordt dat gezien als een groot probleem? Is dat iets wat zichzelf naar 
verloop van tijd oplost als de innovatie door meer mensen wordt gebruikt?) 
 
Wat voor beleidsinstrumenten worden gebruikt voor de transitie naar deelvervoer? Wat voor 
harde/zachte maatregelingen komen daarbij kijken?  
 
Hoe zit het met de toekomst? Is Amsterdam uiteindelijk helemaal autovrij? Zijn er duidelijke 
doelstellingen? 
 
Hoe staat het met dit project? Hoeveel hubs zijn er gerealiseerd?  
Het hubsproject maakt gebruik van bottom-up strategieën/participatie. Hoe gaat dit in zijn 
werk? Wat is het doel?  
Hoe vinden bewoners dit? Hoe reageren ze op dit initiatief? 
→ is dat deel van een bredere strategie?  
 
Amsterdam als pilot city → waarom is amsterdam geschikt? Hoe past dit binnen de bredere 
context van de stad? Is er veel draagvlak voor dit soort projecten? 
Tijdelijk experiment? Living Lab setting?  
Hoe wordt het succes geëvalueerd?  
Wat zijn de voor en nadelen van zo’n experiment?  
Hoe ervaren buurtbewoners dit experiment?  
 
Waarom de keuze voor deelvervoer in combinatie met een hub? Klopt het dat er vaak al wel 
free floating deelvervoer was?  
 
Weten jullie hoeveel mensen er gebruik maken van deze hubs? En wat voor soort mensen 
dat zijn? Dus wat voor reizen ze maken bijvoorbeeld?  
 
Perspectieven/ambities voor later 
In het programma autoluw staan perspectieven op nu, straks, later (>2040), ambities voor 
later.  
Hoe worden deze voorspellingen gedaan? Wie besluit hierover?  
Wat is het doel van zulke toekomstbeelden?  
Weten jullie of dit soort toekomstbeelden bij gebruikers ook meespelen? Wat zijn de 
belangrijkste motivaties voor het gebruik van deelvervoer? 
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Appendix D 

Interview Guide Participation Experts (Dutch). 

Kun je mij wat meer vertellen over [participatiebureau]?  
 
En meer specifiek over jullie betrokkenheid bij de buurthubs? Hoe gaat zoiets in zijn werk?  
 
Waarom is bewonersparticipatie belangrijk bij dit project? 
(Evt doorvragen: wat zijn potentiële valkuilen zonder participatie? Wanneer voegt 
participatie iets toe? Altijd? Is er zoiets als teveel participatie?)  
 
In welke wijken?  
En waarom in die wijken? Hoe verschillen de wijken van elkaar?  
Zijn deze wijken representatief voor Amsterdam? 
 
Hoe reageerden mensen op het idee van de hubs?  
Zagen veel mensen het voordeel ervan in?  
Waren er ook nadelen?  
Hoe vonden mensen het als er parkeerplekken moesten worden opgeheven voor 
deelvervoer? Was dat moeilijk? Hoe ga je daarmee om?  
 
Hebben jullie met de bewoners ook de verschillende voertuigen bekeken?  
Weet je hoe er wordt gereageerd op verschillende vervoersmiddelen?  
Welke zijn favoriet? Welke factoren hebben daar invloed op? Verschilt dat per wijk? 
 
Hebben jullie zicht op hoe het er nu voorstaat met deze hubs? Zijn mensen blij ermee? Is het 
wat ze ervan hoopten?  
 
Wat is ervoor nodig om een duurzame verandering in vervoer teweeg te brengen?  
 
Kan deelvervoer een volwaardige vervanging van eigen vervoer zijn? Wat is daarvoor nodig? 
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Appendix E 

Interview Guide Shared Mobility Operators (English). 

Can you tell me something about [....]? Very generally what kind of company [....] is and 
what its aims are.  
 
I'm very interested in the future vision of [....] (both as an individual company and on the 
broader topic of the mobility transition) → check website too and ask specific questions 
What do you think the future of mobility will look like? 
 
What is necessary to encourage more people to use shared mobility?  
How does one bring about a mobility transition?  
Do we need more than just the physical technology?  
 
The skills users need to use shared mobility.  
How do you use the [… vehicle]? 
Is there an app? Is the app difficult to use?  
Are there any other skills involved? 
Can anyone use [...]? Or there a target group of users? → how is this reflected in the 
demographics of your users? Do you have data on that?  
 
Does using shared mobility change the way people travel? Is it the same as using your own 
vehicle? 
 
I am interested in the buurthub project, in contrast to the free floating shared mobility 
options.  
What does [...] think of these different options?  
What are the benefits/downsides of a hub?  
Why the decision to take part in the Amsterdam Buurthub project?  
 
Is collaboration between the public and private sector difficult? Do the two have different 
interests? Does this collaboration make the implementation of shared mobility more 
successful?  
Do you know how this worked with the Amsterdam BuurtHub project specifically?  
 
How are locations to operate in chosen? 
(Specifically: hubs? Cities? Neighborhoods?) 
 
How to ensure that the ̒ right’ transition is being made? I.e., how do we make sure shared 
mobility contributes to sustainability instead of replacing more sustainable trips with driving 
e-scooters? 
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Appendix F 

Interview Guide Users (English). 

Intro 
Researching daily habits and routines and the factors that have an influence on habits. 
Anonymous, only as general information, some quotes maybe 
 
Current situation 
 
In an average week, what kind of traveling do you do? E.g. groceries, school, work  
Let’s make a list, and then discuss them one by one:  
Type of mobility (vehicle)  
Purpose? 
Distance? 
When? 
How often?  
How do you feel during this movement? Is it relaxing/stressful, ect.?  
 
→ Are there other means of transportation that you use?  
So far we’ve discussed [...bike, car, ect.] what are advantages and disadvantages of each 
method? What is your favorite and your least favorite?  
 
→ Do you have your own car? 
If yes: 
- How important is owning a car for you?  
- What are the advantages and disadvantages of owning a car?  
 
If no?  
- Would you like to own a car? 
- Why (not)?  
- Would owning a car change your travel behavior? Are there things you would(n’t) do with a 
car? 
 
Shared mobility 
Could you tell me something about your experiences with shared mobility? 
 
And about the Buurthub? How do you experience the hub? Do you like the way it works? 
Is it far away? 
Can you describe it? What does it look like? Is it easily recognizable? 
How did you know about the hub? 
 
What types of shared mobility have you tried? Since when?  
What did you think of them? Do you have a favorite? Why?  
Do you regularly use shared mobility now? Why (not)? 
 
How did you start using shared mobility? How did you get acquaintanced with it?   
 



82 
 

For which types of trips do you use shared mobility? 
 
Can you describe an example trip you took with shared mobility? From the beginning until 
the end? 
Purpose? 
Distance? 
When? 
How often? 
How did you feel? Why? 
 
What are the advantages of shared mobility? Are there also disadvantages? 
 
Is it difficult to use shared mobility? Are there specific new skills that you needed to learn? 
Could everybody use it? 
 
Is it expensive compared to having your own transportation vehicles? How does the pricing 
work? Are the costs of shared mobility an important factor in determining how you travel? 
 
If you wouldn’t use shared mobility, how would you make these trips without it? What is 
shared mobility a replacement for?  
Is Amsterdam a good city to use shared mobility in? Why? 
 
ST Imaginaries 
What do you hope the future of traffic and mobility would look like in Amsterdam? Is there a 
role for shared mobility in this future?   
(Follow up: Do you find it important that there will be less cars in Amsterdam in the future? Why?) 
 
Do you think it will become more mainstream in the next few years?  
(Follow up: Do you see yourself as a sort of early adopter of this technology? Are you the 
type of person that likes to try out new technologies?) 
 
Do you think your use of shared mobility helps create this shift in how people travel? 
 
Do you hope that more people will use shared mobility in the future? 
 
Is sustainability an important factor in your travel considerations? In what ways? Why? 
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