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By Marco te Brömmelstroet, Luca Bertolini & Meredith Glaser



In the 1950s, the car was taking over the streets of Amsterdam. In the 1960s, the promises of the car were taking over the hearts and minds of policymakers and professionals alike. The automobile would bring the archaic city to a prosperous future. This thinking was deeply connected to the mainstream planning paradigm of the Modern City: jobs and services in the metropolitan centre and housing in the metropolitan periphery, with fast mobility enabled by motorways and a metro system connecting the two. Plans did not just stay on paper, but large swaths of housing – entire communities – were demolished in the old city and new central offices, peripheral housing estates and connecting transport infrastructures were frantically built.

Large and fierce protests against these plans and community destruction erupted. The unrest was connected to the global turmoil of the late 60s and early 70s – the oil crisis, larger international counterculture, to social movements advocating for affordable housing, and to the notion of limits to growth. These protests called for a human centred approach to urban development. They called into question government priorities around land use and transport planning. They demonstrated the tensions between top-down authority and bottom-up resistance. They demanded lower speeds and a more diverse and inclusive urban fabric.

All of these radical new ideas and societal pressure ushered in a period of experimentation: how to do things differently? The new narrative had to be told and unfold at the same time (Holden et al., 2019). Activists and artists developed new narratives, such as Constant’s New Babylon (Nikolaeva & Nello-Deakin, 2020). Professionals and policy makers had to quickly learn how to put new narratives in practice. Since then, Amsterdam’s planning focused more on preserving a fine-grained urban fabric and functional mix, constraining car use and facilitating bikes and trams.


Just as in the 1960s, we know today that planning must radically change, we don’t know exactly how, we do have some ideas, and we want to debate and experiment with you!



This is the foundational thinking for the course Rethinking Urban Transport Planning (RUTP) of the Urban and Regional Planning master at the University of Amsterdam​[1]. Once upon a time, this course was titled Metropolitan Transport Planning and centred around introducing and discussing the linear steps and “expert” tools of mainstream transportation planning. With the pressure from social movements mounting and escalating impacts of global crises increasing, our critique on this status quo could no longer fit that format. The skills needed for the next generation of urban planners and decision makers are no longer business as usual, but rather emergent, experimental, communicative, and collaborative (Bertolini et al. 2024; Ferreira et al, 2013).

We want the course to be more creative, yet constructive. We want to experiment with better ways of teaching and learning. Our vision was an entirely different course, where our students lead the way to change, and we would help them. Because learning within the context of sustainable mobility requires a whole different approach, one that invokes the imagination and to act ‘as if’.

RUTP aims to foster and curate a dialogue between the students focused on critical and constructive reflection, guided by the key building blocks of an emergent UTP planning process. Four building blocks (see below) form an iterative cycle and bring together strands of seeing, thinking and doing that can move us beyond business as usual. And through them, the students endeavour on their personal journey towards rethinking mobility and new ways of doing transportation planning. The chapters in this book showcase the results of their efforts.

Understanding Systemic Connections


The language and information systems of an organization are not an objective means of describing an outside reality—they fundamentally structure the perceptions and actions of its members.

— Fred Kofman, quoted in Meadows (2008, p. 174)



To govern complex systems, we need to simplify the world. We need to identify key parameters on which we can intervene, and we need to define indicators that help us to understand our impacts (Scott, 2008). In this unavoidable process of simplification, we make arbitrary choices. These choices are often seen as offering an objective mirror on reality (‘people just want to go quickly from A to B, right’), but they profoundly shape what problems we see and which types of solutions we develop (Te Brömmelstroet. 2020). Since this is so fundamental, we need to understand what choices underlie our current understanding of the wider mobility system (Mattioli et al., 2020) and how they steer and limit our views (Keblowski & Bassens, 2018). Systems thinking offers a potent toolbox to explore this (Meadows, 2008).

Identifying Alternative Mobility Narratives


if a factory is torn down but the rationality which produced it is left standing, then that rationality will simply produce another factory.

— Robert Pirsig (1974)



Knowing that our overview of the complex mobility system will always be limited: what happens if we challenge the worldviews and assumptions that underlie our thinking about mobility? To become more cognitive-lenient, it helps to actively look for different narrative seeds and nurture them into full-fledge alternative mobility narratives (Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022). This deep dive into the underlying foundations is not something that comes naturally and shouldn’t be expected to come from mobility experts, as Holden et al. (2019) suggests. We as teachers could point towards some interesting lines of thinking, but encourage the students to build on the disciplinary, geographical and experiential diversity that they bring in.

Enabling Transitions (Through Experiments)


It is, at best, questionable whether these fundamental societal changes can be planned or managed ... We often do not know what these (underlying) problems are – let alone how to solve them ... Where do we begin?

— Chris Roorda et al. (2014, p. 9)



How to overcome barriers and realize opportunities for transformative change in the urban mobility system? How to enact alternative mobility narratives? The field of sustainability transitions offer useful concepts, such as the Multi Level Perspective (Geels, 2012) and practices, such as transition management (Nevens et al., 2013; Kenis et al., 2016; Hebinck et al.;2022). The Multi Level Perspective helps us conceptualize a strategy for transformative change as the identification and nurturing of niches/novelties that can build on landscape opportunities and can challenge regime barriers. Transition management helps us understand how that might in the first place entail devising and implementing transition experiments, that is “short-term actions through which alternative structures, cultures, and practices are explored” (Roorda et al., 2004, p. 32; Bertolini, 2020).

Learning for Change (from Experiments)


Examining the implications of system changes requires careful attention to intangible outcomes, such as shifts in perceptions of ownership and the meaningfulness of participation.

— Josephine M Chambers et al. (2022, p. 12)



Learning is seen as a, if not the key mechanism, by which transition experiments can impact transformative change (Nevens et al., 2013). But how to learn from experiments to enable change? Learning for change should be an open, inclusive, continuous, and reflective process, also questioning the value of the goals, not just assessing the degree of their achievement (Edelenbos & van Buuren, 2005). It should draw lessons about the experiment (first order), but also about the system and narrative (second order) and about the process (third order) (Luederitz et al., 2017). And learning for change should at the same time question dominant agendas, navigate conflicting agendas, explore diverse agendas, and elevate marginalized agendas (Chambers et al., 2022).

The Essay

The climax of the course is the individual essays in which we ask students to bring it all, but freely together. In this final assignment we ask them to “write an academic essay in which you develop a literature-based argument about a chosen mobility innovation or policy intervention, its systemic connections, the potential of alternative narratives, a transition experiment and monitoring/evaluation framework” The book gives you a taste of what might come about from this. Enjoy, and be inspired by the reading!
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Shared Car, Shared Goals
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By Nova Bernards



Imagine calling a taxi. What requirements would you have for this taxi? Sure, you would want it to bring you to your destination as fast as possible. However, you would also want to be able to sit comfortably in the taxi. Furthermore, you would not want to pay too much money. To summarize it, you want a choice. You want to be in control over which car drives you to your destination, how fast it will go and how much it will cost.

This is exactly our main issue in mobility thinking and this withholds us from moving towards a real transition in mobility. By seeing mobility as a way to bring you from A to B, you would want mobility to be as fast as possible. This view limits us from thinking differently about mobility. Because what if we give mobility another meaning? What if we decide together what mobility must bring us, what it must teach us? Shared electric mobility is often seen as a solution to the mobility issues we have on sustainability, car use inefficiency and parking issues. But these innovations are still focused on making mobility as efficient as possible. If we do not change our way of thinking, nothing will happen. But we have a choice. We can start today. We can be aware of alternative ways to think about mobility. And how we can use this thinking to try out new ideas. And from those ideas, we can learn. And from this learning, we can open up to think about even more radical ideas concerning mobility. Are you ready to go on this shared journey?

How Can We Be Faster, Cheaper, and Make It Easier?

MyWheels is a perfect mobility innovation. But only if you see the goal of mobility as it bringing you from point A to B the fastest. Mobility via MyWheels is also proposed to be easy, and cheap. By giving its users access to around three thousand shared cars in the Netherlands, there is “always a car available. Wherever and whenever you want” (MyWheels, n.d.). The ease of having a car available at all times is not their only benefit. You only pay for what you drive, so MyWheels presents itself as a perfect option for people who do not use their car every day. They present their service as an economical wise choice. They are flexible, as you can cancel your subscription monthly. Furthermore, they claim that using more of their shared vehicles will free up space on the street for greenery and playgrounds. This is because according to them “the more cars we share, the fewer cars we need to own” (MyWheels, n.d.). This means that according to MyWheels, having shared cars will result in car ownership becoming less attractive, and therefore the number of private cars on the streets will decrease. To summarize the claims MyWheels makes, figure 1 illustrates the causal loops that emerge according to MyWheels.

[image: ]

Figure 1: Causal loop diagram according to claims MyWheels.

Another claim MyWheels makes is that they tackle car use inefficiency with the availability of shared cars. On their website they illustrate this by saying: “Our streets are filled with them: cars that spend over 90% of their time parked” (MyWheels, n.d.). Car use inefficiency, which MyWheels aims to decrease, is indeed a problem in the Netherlands. Car ownership levels in the Netherlands are relatively high, with 481 cars for every one thousand inhabitants, measured at the start of 2017 (CBS, 2019). As shown in table 1, even though Dutch mobility users have a lot of sustainable options (the bicycle, public transport), Dutch passengers still use the car the most to drive to their destinations.

[image: ]

Table 1: Total distance travelled on Dutch territory (KiM Netherlands Institute for Transport Policy Analysis, 2023).

The Dutch high level of car ownership and the car being their preferred method of transport can be explained by car dependency. Car dependency is deeply integrated in our culture. This ‘car culture” as Mattioli et al. (2020) describe it, is sustained by two key cultural dimensions. First, behavioral habits. Driving has become part of our daily routines to travel to work, school, or leisure activities. Cars offer a lot of flexibility and convenience, which is crucial in today’s fast and dynamic world. The car is also a way to reach places which might be far away from public transport options, making the car a necessity. Second, symbolic narratives play an important role in the ‘car culture.” Cars are historically seen as a symbol of adventure and success. This narrative still exists today. This perceives cars as being necessary rather than a choice. Both behavioral and symbolic habits create a ‘lock-in” effect, meaning that people continue to prioritize car use. This creates challenges for reducing reliance on cars (Mattioli et al., 2020, pp. 10-12).

What Is the Narrative Behind It?

MyWheels promotes shared e-vehicles to reduce private car ownership. However, the innovation they propose may inadvertently reinforce private car ownership. This is illustrated in figure 2. MyWheels claims that “the more cars we share, the fewer cars we need to own” (MyWheels, n.d.). This would result in fewer problems with congestion and parking. This could over time lead to an increase in attractiveness of owning a car, undermining the initial goal. This is illustrated by the purple lines in figure 2.
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Figure 2: Causal loop diagram system model.

This issue reflects the broader problem in our mobility thinking. Our thinking is focused too much on efficiency and system optimization, while neglecting system dynamics. Te Brömmelstroet et al. (2022) see this thinking focused on efficiency as mobility being described as a disutility. It is about the amount of time that going from A to B takes us, the amount of money it costs us, and the level of comfort that mobility option provides us. According to this way of thinking, reducing travel time is a positive outcome, and innovation must be focused at reaching this goal. MyWheels is built on these promises. For example, it claims that “the more you drive, the greater your benefit” (MyWheels, n.d.). This innovation assumes its users act as homo economicus. The homo economicus thinks in a very individualistic, egoistic, and rational way about mobility. To the homo economicus, mobility needs to be as fast as possible, and as efficient as possible (Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022; Holden et al., 2020). The homo economicus would want a car available anytime he desires one, so MyWheels has to offer a lot of cars to make sure that the homo economicus keeps its freedom of taking any car he wants, whenever he wants. MyWheels wants to attract more homo economicus minded users by claims like “you are not committed to anything” and it having the “largest choice of the nicest car models” (MyWheels, n.d.).

Do We Have a Choice?

As a user, you have a choice to see the use of shared cars not to make mobility faster, cheaper, and easier, but as something you can shape together as humans. Te Brömmelstroet et al. (2022) present this as the mobility as a commons. Nikolaeva et al. describe communing mobility as “a process that encompasses governance shifts to more communal and democratic forms while also seeking to move beyond small-scale, niche interventions and projects” (Nikolaeva et al., 2019, p. 8). To common the meaning of mobility, social actors must actively push to rethink the social impacts of mobility and the ways its represented. The meaning of mobility needs to be shifted to rethink its potential as a common contribution to society. In order to do this, innovations must be focused at seeing mobility beyond its utilitarian value. Instead, the focus of the innovation must be that when it is undertaken collectively, it fosters a feeling of community, and it supports the livability, sociality, and the prosperity of places (Nikolaeva et al., 2019, pp. 7-10; Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022, p. 6). Mobility as a commons is closely related to seeing mobility as a social interaction. This narrative emphasizes the street as the public space where people encounter others. Through mobility, people can interact with people, and they develop ways of knowing their social environments (Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022; Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2017).

This alternative narrative of mobility as a commons makes us rethink the value of mobility as a whole, but also rethink the role mobility can play in connecting communities and keeping them diverse (Nikolaeva et al., 2019, p. 11). When applying this view, together with seeing mobility as a form of social interaction to the innovation by MyWheels, their goals and values must be changed. This is illustrated in figure 3.
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Figure 3: Causal loop diagram MyWheels, narratives of mobility as a commons and mobility as interaction.

MyWheels is already trying to make their shared cars a shared responsibility, as you can sign up to be a ‘Key Figure’. These are volunteers who hold responsibility over a MyWheels car in their neighborhood. They help out other users with minor problems with the cars and contact MyWheels if something is wrong with the car (MyWheels, n.d.). When analyzing this through the lens of the mobility as a commons, the approach of the Key Figures falls short on communal decision making and true resource sharing, as the cars are still owned by MyWheels. The strategy of MyWheels with their Key Figures is still a top-down model that prioritizes the effectiveness of their cars (for example them not breaking down). Furthermore, a reward of being a Key Figure is getting discounts for renting MyWheels cars. This shifts the focus from working together as a community, to individual rewards for taking care of a shared car. Mobility is turned into a thing people can profit from, and something the entire community can benefit from.

Mobility as a Commons and Interaction in Practice

In order to bring the narrative of mobility as a commons and mobility as an interaction in practice and produce ways to learn from this, a practical experiment should be conducted. Nevens et al. (2013, p. 144) see experimenting as a crucial step towards changing a system. They define these transition experiments as real-life developments of alternative ways of working and thinking. These practical experiments have a high level of risk, and trigger to enable take-off, the acceleration of a transition. Another particularly important feature of these experiments, is that they are able to monitor and assess whether the outcome fits the criteria of the new system.

This idea aligns with two of the characteristics Bertolini (2020) beliefs an experiment should have: it should be strategic and challenge driven. This means that the experiment should be a step towards a long-term change pathway, but also that it should be able to teach us lessons about how to reach these fundamental changes in the system. Furthermore, an experiment should be both radical, and feasible. Radical in the sense that the experiment is fundamentally different from dominant practices, and feasible in the sense that the experiment should be able to be done on a short term with resources that are already available. Lastly, a transition experiment should be communicative and mobilizing. This means that people should know about the experiment and this can help raise public awareness and support (Bertolini, 2020, pp. 744-746).

Thinking of an experiment that meets all these criteria is not easy. We should start small in order for it to still be feasible, but at the same time it must be radical enough to enable change. So, what if we start with closing off one street for two weeks. The only car that would be allowed in that street would be a shared-electric vehicle. The feasibility of this experiment is ensured by starting small: instead of letting the neighbors buy a car together, they can first use one of the electric cars owned by one of the neighbors themselves. In that way, immediate financial or organizational commitments will not be required. The neighbors will form a group together to initiate this experiment. They will inform the other neighbors by holding a meet-up with the entire street. There they will discuss all important matters, and also the duration of the experiment.

All sharing one car asks a lot from the neighbors. They would have to actively coordinate together, plan carpools, and create schedules. This challenges the norm of car ownership and having freedom of driving whenever and wherever you want. Therefore, the experiment is radical in its vision, as it forces the neighbors to think together about how they want to shape their own mobility. That makes the experiment challenge-driven too. Experimenting with this will enable all sorts of feelings for the neighbors. They might face challenges, experience positive and negative feelings about sharing one car with their neighbors. However, this will all lead to a long-term change pathway, as they all start learning to think differently about mobility and what it may mean to them. The experiment is strategic as well, as it can serve as a model or as an example for broader systemic change. This small-scale initiative of sharing a car with your neighbors will teach us a lot of things, things we might not expect to happen in the first place. The next part of this essay will dive deeper into that.

Finally, how can this experiment be communicative? When it is only taking place in one street, surely not everyone will hear about it. Therefore, neighbors must take an active role in sharing their experiences with shared e-vehicles. Through interviews, videos and blogs neighbors can highlight the community spirit it fosters, but also be real about the struggles that can arise when only sharing cars. This can inspire other people who might also want to experiment with this, who now know it is achievable. It could open up spaces for more greenery, for walking, and overall, more social interaction.

How To Learn

But what will doing this experiment actually show us? First, you would not expect mobility as a commons to be implemented as a new narrative immediately. Certain tensions will arise. For example, when starting off with one shared car owned by one of the neighbors, it might be inevitable that that person still feels the most responsible for that car. A lot of challenges will arise from that. Who will clean the car? Who will do the maintenance? Who decides who can use the car and when? Can people let their pets in the car? Tensions like these are inevitable, also considering that the experiment challenges well established norms of mobility, like having freedom and individual ownership over your car.

According to Chambers et al. (2022) exploring tensions like these can function as a catalyst for social learning and transformation. These tensions should be understood as complex interdependencies, and not as something that needs to be defended or avoided. By focusing on co-productive agility, different tensions can be explored to support transformations in practices and structures. (Chambers et al., 2022, pp. 2-3). Chambers et al. (2022, pp. 9-13) have identified four collaborative pathways to go from tensions to transformations.

The first pathway is to elevate marginalized agendas. This means looking at agendas that are underrepresented or overlooked. These perspectives must be elevated, whilst still maintaining their integrity. Elevating these perspectives will broaden struggles for justice. The second pathway is to question dominant agendas. These agendas should be questioned in order to cultivate legitimate spaces for transformation. In the proposed experiment, the dominant narrative of individual car ownership is challenged. By assessing a shared e-vehicle system, participants are forced to be aware of their own assumptions of needing a private owned car. Furthermore, the experiment would elevate marginalized agendas, as for this experiment people would not need to own their own private car, and this elevates the needs of people who for example are dependent on such shared options. For example, people who cannot drive themselves or people who cannot afford a car.

The third narrative is to navigate conflicting agendas. This is to navigate conflicting agendas for change. We must look at systems that create (un)just relations and bring together actors to decide and undertake transformations. Tensions between opposing perspectives must be identified to find a common ground. In this experiment, tensions will arise between the participants, as mentioned earlier. Tensions like differing levels of commitment must be discussed in a weekly meeting. Resolving these tensions could lead to the development of community-driven rules for sharing the car. The last pathway Chambers et al. (2022) identify is that of exploring diverse agendas. This will lead to an understanding that different perspectives exist. The ideas that are present should be diverse, but the community must work together to create a socially cohesive identity. Different stakeholders of the experiment (as illustrated in table 2) should come together and discuss mobility as a commons and their view on it. By sharing all these experiences, the experiment acknowledges that diverse groups have different needs in mobility systems.

Table 2: Learning table stakeholders.



	Stakeholders

	What do they want to learn?

	Why is this important?

	How will they monitor the experiment (what will they measure and how)





	Urban planners

	The spatial, social, and environmental impacts of rethinking mobility as a commons.

	When observing the spatial impacts of shared mobility systems, planners can get insights on how to design streets which prioritizes green, pedestrians, cyclists, and social interactions.

	
Observe how public space is used.

Use GIS tools to assess data on pedestrian and cyclist activity. Conduct interviews with neighbors to understand lived experiences.





	The neighbors (the participants)

	How to collaboratively manage their shared e-vehicle. But also the benefits of sharing the vehicle. Ways to adapt their own mobility behavior.

	Learning how to coordinate this experiment together will be a foundation for scaling up this experiment (to maybe the whole neighborhood). This is also important for challenging the dominant narrative of efficiency.

	They document their daily experiences. They can also hold meetings to discuss important points and tensions.




	The innovator (MyWheels)

	
How this commons way of sharing mobility differs from their own platform. The challenges that arise from arranging mobility as a commons.

How to balance profitability with the social and environmental goals of mobility as a commons.


	This experiment will offer them a prototype for adapting services to support collaborative rather than purely transactional mobility models.

	
They can collect data on vehicle usage, maintenance demands etc.

They can conduct interviews with the neighbors to identify learning points and areas for improvement.







Table 3: Learning table experiment closing off the street.


	Experiment: Closing off one street for shared e-vehicle use only


	Narrative: Mobility as a commons



	
	What do you want to learn?

	Why is this important?

	How will you shape the experiment to learn this?

	How will you monitor the experiment (what will you measure and how)?




	About the experiment

	In what way the behavior changes of the neighbor who use the car. How much they negotiate, etc.

	This determines whether the experiment can lead to long term changes. Are people willing to use the cars?

	Involve every neighbor in the street. Make them in charge of how they want to manage everything.

	Interviews with neighbors about their experiences with the shared car.




	About the system/narrative

	Explore the potential of mobility serving as something that is not only efficient, but also sociable, creates a livable environment.

	This will guide the neighbors towards a long-term change of thinking of the meaning of mobility for them.

	Encourage that people engage together in using the car. Encourage them to use the spaces which were otherwise there for their cars in a different way.

	Observation of how the space in the street is used. Observe interactions between neighbors.




	About the planning approach

	In what ways the neighbors working together (how they self-organize, communicate) leads to effective mobility projects.

	By understanding this, planners could use this knowledge to apply into participatory planning processes.

	Make sure the neighbors really self-organize this and shape mobility together.

	Observation of how the space in the street is used, observe interactions between neighbors. Interview neighbors about their experiences with self-organizing their shared e-car.





Table 3 illustrates what this experiment will teach us about the experiment itself, underlying narrative, and the planning approach. Most likely, we will learn about this experiment that the narrative of mobility as a commons is not something we reach in one day, month, or week. More experiments will be needed for that. However, the neighbors will still learn a lot about the experiment, the underlying narrative and the planning approaches.

Conclusion and Reflection

All of the above has shown both the challenges and the opportunities that arise when rethinking mobility as a commons. This rethinking makes us move away from the dominant narrative of mobility as a disutility, and us acting as homo economicus. Cars are still integral to modern life, despite them serving only one real purpose that matters to us: efficiency. The proposed experiment of closing a street to evaluate the concept of mobility as a commons shows how alternative narratives can challenge well established norms and how realizing this can foster learning. Social actors should reimagine mobility together to see it not as a disutility, but as a shared resource that can make communities stronger, and which can promote sustainability.

This reimagining of mobility as a commons makes us rethink the reasons why we travel. But also how we value public space. Should it be a place for cars, or should we reclaim this space? This reimaging of mobility as a commons also makes us rethink how we view mobility in general. We need to see it as something transformative, not as a problem that needs to be optimized.

So let us go back to the first question. Imagine calling a taxi. What if we focus on the shared experience it offers, the sustainability of the vehicle, the social interactions you can have with the taxi driver? This shift in thinking reflects a shift of thinking from a taxi being a personal utility, to a collective benefit.

This is all not a rejection of mobility, but rather a call to rethink its meaning and purpose. Rethinking mobility as a commons and as an interaction is not enough for this, more narratives need to be explored, more experiments must be conducted, and more learning must be done. In this way, we can be one step closer towards a mobility system that is all but only efficient: fun, exciting, sociable, equitable, inclusive, etc. Rethinking mobility takes courage, but you are already one step closer. Are you ready to share the road ahead?
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From Car Dependence to Autonomous Mobility

[image: ]




By Paula Buglio



In 2023, the World Health Organization reported that road traffic injuries are the leading cause of death of children all over the world (World Health Organization, 2023). Children are among the most vulnerable and least considered groups in mobility planning practices, as they have to live with the adult-centric nature of practices that tend to neglect their needs and agency. Car-centric solutions favoring safety and efficiency rather than social involvement further alienate children from public spaces and mobility systems and, thus, from decision-making. This essay delves into how this complex interaction works to explore the narratives that underlie school transportation planning and can deepen or extend existing inequalities, arguing that learning processes are indispensable to building viable and transformative alternatives.

Lack of Inclusivity in Mainstream Mobility Thinking

One of the most critical issues in urban transport planning today is its lack of inclusivity. How transport systems are planned today fails to understand the diversity and complexity of human experiences in daily mobility, where individual circumstances such as age, disability, income, and gender interact with the urban physical context (Kakar et al., 2021). On the contrary, transport systems are designed to meet efficiency and cost-effectiveness goals, highlighting the role of mobility in economic growth and individual gains, missing an understanding of its role in reproducing inequalities (Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022).

Thus, intersecting and diverse factors create transportation disadvantages, and complex socio-economic and political structures shape and perpetuate them (Cooke & Nyhagen, 2024). These relations between the different forms of inequity affect transport options, restrict individual agencies, and limit marginalized groups” rights to the city (Oviedo & Uteng, 2019).

However, these diverse experiences are poorly understood in mainstream urban transportation models, as they center on experiences shaped by a narrow set of identity categories (Kakar et al., 2021). Furthermore, the dominance of hegemonic interests and the representation of the needs of dominant social identities - namely, men, adults, able-bodied, and high-income - is a norm for designing and operating mobility systems (Oviedo & Uteng, 2019; Te Brömmelstroet et al., 2022). Consequently, the lack of representation of the diversity of urban mobility experiences in decision-making perpetuates the restrictions of less favored groups and reinforces cycles of exclusion and segregation (Kakar et al., 2021).
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