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Abstract 

Background  Transport and mobility contribute a significant share of greenhouse gas emissions, and fossil fuel 
consumption must be reduced for mobility to meet sustainable development goals. Strengthening public transport is 
a key element of the required mobility transition, including technological innovation. To address the related institu-
tionalisation processes, we analyse the interplay between technological development and the intensifying mobility 
transition debate. We focus on the challenges for the roles of public transport professionals, who are essential for the 
implementation of sustainable mobility measures at the local level.

Case selection and methods  We present two cases: First, we address urban ropeways as an incremental option to 
extend public transport networks. In a series of three expert workshops (23 participants in total), local public trans-
port professionals discussed the potential of urban ropeways, and challenges concerning the related institutional 
framework. Second, we chose an exploratory approach to understand how public transport professionals engage 
in the debate on the potentially disruptive role of automated driving in the future of public transport. This included 
an analysis of strategy documents and experimentation, as well as observations at sectoral events and stakeholder 
forums. In both cases, we focus on the specific context in Germany, which ensures a coherent institutional framework 
and a consistent analysis.

Results  We found a general openness among public transport professionals to consider the potential of mature 
urban ropeway technology. However, critical gaps remain in planning instruments and the densely regulated pub-
lic transport planning regime. Concerning automated driving, a strong technological focus can be observed in the 
related transport policy debate. At the local level, despite numerous technical tests, there is hardly any discussion 
of more far-reaching requirements regarding integration of the technology into the mobility system in a way that 
ensures sustainability-oriented goals are met.

Conclusions  Beyond both incremental and potentially disruptive technological drivers, the proactive and targeted 
design of corresponding institutionalisation processes proves to be a key challenge for achieving a sustainable mobil-
ity transition. Institutionalisation and the related roles of public transport professionals must be considered in relation 
to the mobility transition’s substantive goals and the associated political discourse.
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Background
A mobility transition has long been recognised in the 
expert debate as an essential prerequisite for more sus-
tainable mobility. Transport and mobility contribute a 
significant share to energy consumption and greenhouse 
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gas emissions. Therefore, in order to achieve sustainable 
development goals and mitigate climate change, reduc-
ing fossil fuel consumption is a key element of sustain-
able mobility [1]. Undisputedly, a sustainable mobility 
transition includes strengthening public transport, both 
through the expansion of conventional services and 
through new forms of service and use [2, 3]. In practice, 
however, there is a persistent implementation gap, under-
mining the far-reaching ambitions articulated by many 
actors in the sector.

From the perspective of innovation research, under-
standing this discrepancy requires analysing institu-
tionalisation processes in the existing regime of public 
transport actors, technologies, formal frameworks and 
practices [4]. In this article, we address the challenges 
related to the institutionalisation of new technologies or 
services, and how these may slow down or influence dif-
fusion pathways. To do so, we consider specific innova-
tions that promise to contribute to a sustainable mobility 
transition. Due to the complex interrelations between 
regulatory contexts, public transport structures, eco-
nomic structures, etc., inherent to the mobility system, 
and in order to ensure a consistent analysis, we focus our 
study on the specific situation in Germany.

Beyond creating suitable framework conditions, the 
implementation of the multitude of small measures that 
will ultimately build the sustainable mobility transition 
is particularly in the hands of various actors at the local 
level, in cities and municipalities, where a significant 
share of citizens’ mobility takes place [5]. Considering 
public transport, these actors are not limited to transport 
companies, transport associations, or specialist planning 
offices, but also include public administration at various 
levels, all of which have varying responsibilities in infra-
structure planning and public transport provision [6–8]. 
In the following, we refer to this group of actors as public 
transport professionals. The relevance and the theoretical 
embedding of this perspective are explained in the next 
section.

Our focus is on an area of conflict experienced by pub-
lic transport professionals in their everyday practices: 
various technological innovations for public transport are 
developing rapidly, sometimes also politically promoted; 
but the complex regulatory frameworks and well-estab-
lished planning routines used by public transport pro-
fessionals do not easily fit with these innovations (cf. e.g. 
[9, 10]). Linking this issue back to the mobility transition 
debate leads us to the following research question: What 
role do the limits of existing regulatory frameworks and 
organisational structures and routines play when public 
transport professionals are confronted with the intersec-
tion of technological developments and alternative public 

transport options on the one hand, and the expectations 
directed towards a mobility transition on the other?

The role of local public transport professionals
Cities and municipalities are currently confronted with 
two major issues in the field of mobility that are unfold-
ing in parallel, interacting with each other: technological 
developments on the one hand, and the public debate on 
a sustainable mobility transition on the other.

Technological developments range from incremen-
tal developments in individual modes of transport (e.g. 
new drivetrain technologies, use of ropeways in public 
transport) to new types of mobility services (e.g. bike- 
and scooter-sharing, ride-pooling, multimodal apps), 
and to developments in the field of automated driving 
(with expectations ranging from a ‘third place’ to auto-
mated taxis). At the same time, there is increasing pub-
lic debate on a mobility transition, which is characterised 
by a normative orientation towards sustainability [3]. 
However, the terms used require careful attention. Some 
aspects relate to technological improvements for more 
efficiency in existing transport modes (particularly con-
sidering drivetrain technology), but the concept of a sus-
tainable mobility transition explicitly widens this claim 
and includes the rebalancing of transport modes and the 
reconsideration of framework conditions in the mobility 
system in general [2, 11, 12].

The interaction between technological development 
and the mobility transition debate creates a need for soci-
etal negotiation, and conflicts of interests between vari-
ous actors are to be expected. A broad debate is taking 
place in research and politics as well as in municipal and 
public transport practice, which is dedicated in particular 
to technological possibilities and developments, as well 
as new business models, but also to regulatory require-
ments to enable new solutions. In contrast, little atten-
tion has been paid to how the various technical elements 
could be integrated into a sustainable mobility transition. 
This shortcoming has been identified as a major criticism 
of the current discourse. For example, Schwedes [13] 
observes an overall retreat to a technological focus in 
current transport policy. Stickler [14] substantiates this 
finding with regard to the debate on automated and con-
nected driving. Regulations particularly in road transport 
(and committees for their further development) appear 
equally ill-equipped for a sustainable mobility transition 
[15–17].

The dissonance becomes even more apparent when 
considering that, at a strategic level, sustainable mobility 
has been incorporated into policy documents at diverse 
levels, including European and national governments as 
well as regions and municipalities. However, not least as 
a result of the horizontal and vertical segmentation of 
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responsibilities for transport policy and its side-effects, 
there is a lack of concretisation, operationalisation and 
discussion of trade-offs, both within the field and in 
interactions with other policy fields. No single institution 
takes ownership for an integrative perspective (cf. [18]). 
As a problem in its own right, this segmentation might 
promote the narrowed technological perspective of key 
actors, further contributing to the observed dissonance 
between the technology-centred innovation discourse 
and overarching sustainability goals. Consequently, pub-
lic transport professionals at the local level cannot rely 
on a coherent framework that comprehensively corre-
sponds to those sustainability goals. There is a ‘discursive 
gap’, where a framework for a coordinated negotiation 
of interactions between the various developments and 
trade-offs is missing.

Institutions in the socio‑technical regime
As a heuristic framework for analysing transformation 
processes, the mobility system can be understood as 
a socio-technical system. Geels [19] proposed the so-
called multi-level perspective to describe technological 
innovation trajectories  within such systems. This per-
spective considers, (a) socio-technical niches as pro-
tective spaces (cf. [20]) where learning takes place and 
innovations may gain momentum, (b) socio-technical 
regimes as sets of deeply anchored rules and routines 
through which technologies, companies, institutions, 
politics, users and interest groups in a specific field are 
coordinated and harmonised with each other, and (c) the 
socio-technical landscape, with general policies, societal 
values, economic trends, etc., influencing the niche and 
regime levels [19]. Within the multi-level perspective, in 
order to understand potential transition as well as bar-
riers, the socio-technical regime level and its associated 
processes of change are essential. In essence, its deeply 
interwoven elements lead to a high degree of stability and 
rather incremental development, due to path dependen-
cies [19, 21]. Nevertheless, transformation processes can 
take place in different ways, for example through the 1:1 
exchange of individual technologies, or through more 
complex reconfigurations or disruptive change [22].

Institutions are a defining element of socio-technical 
regimes. They include fixed regulation and established 
routines of action, but can also be informal [4, 23]. Con-
sidering the mobility transition debate, they are par-
ticularly important: In principle, a purely technological 
change is conceivable (e.g. replacing drivetrain technol-
ogy, or efficiency gains through automation), leaving the 
basic structure of the socio-technical regime unchanged 
(technological substitution pathway, cf. [22]). From the 
perspective of sustainable mobility, however, such a path-
way falls short of solving major challenges in the mobility 

system (e.g. land consumption, noise, pollution, urban 
sprawl) due to the far-reaching path dependencies of 
today’s dominant automobility [21]. A more fundamen-
tal transformation is therefore indispensable, especially 
since greenhouse gas emission reduction targets may not 
be achievable within the necessary timeframe when rely-
ing only on technological change.

For the same reason, the technological side of innova-
tion, as driven by ‘enactors’ [24], can be considered of 
less interest for the analysis of dissonance between tech-
nological change and the mobility transition debate, as 
introduced above. Our analysis focusses on the societal 
and political processes dealing with the technology (e.g. 
regulatory framework conditions, new infrastructures), 
for which the ‘selectors’ [24], i.e. innovation actors who 
assess, fund and regulate new technologies, are more 
relevant. Regarding a mobility transition, the selec-
tors include regulatory bodies, local councils and public 
transport authorities, and transport planners and opera-
tors, all of which are involved in making choices about 
the technological elements of future mobility systems. 
While enacting and selecting are co-evolutionarily inter-
twined [19], the mobility transition debate’s normative 
orientation towards sustainability requires directional 
decisions to be consciously made, in particular by public 
sector selectors [25, 26].

Public transport professionals and professional practices
At the local level, public transport professionals generally 
act within complex frameworks of professional practices 
and routines [7, 27–31]. However, they are confronted 
with challenges that may be incongruent and come with 
trade-offs, leading to conflicts when relating concrete 
projects to the normative framework of sustainable 
mobility (which itself is partially open to interpretation). 
We therefore argue that local decision-making particu-
larly shapes the actual transition process. This raises 
questions of how normative orientation is ensured and 
how, for example, different transport policy priorities, 
and possibly underlying divergent normative positions, 
are negotiated.

This focus follows the assumption that it is at a particu-
lar level of planning, where officials, etc., actually require 
this negotiation (cf. e.g. [32]). While incongruities may 
well be identified (but only partially resolved) at a stra-
tegic level, the implementation of projects and measures 
requires actual choices to be made. Public transport pro-
fessionals at the local level therefore also need to be dis-
tinguished from the officials, etc., involved in formulating 
higher level policies (cf. [33]). It should also be noted that 
political processes also need to be considered and related 
to professional practices, especially in the case of socially 
controversial issues [34, 35].
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The relevance of this perspective towards professional 
practices is twofold. It provides insights into a more com-
prehensive understanding of the societal acceptance (in 
a broad sense) of technological change and a sustainable 
mobility transition [36, 37]. In order to become effec-
tive, socio-technical change needs acceptance not only 
in civil society, but also among professional actors who 
also shape transformation. This becomes visible in other 
elements of a mobility transition, for example regarding 
qualitative changes in the provision and promotion of 
cycling infrastructure [28, 38–40], or the emerging field 
of mobility-as-a-service [9, 41, 42]. Thus, the perspective 
towards professional practices also promises concrete 
starting points for the future design of mobility transition 
measures. It adds an explicit consideration of current 
practices and how to proactively engage with emerg-
ing trade-offs, which in turn may reveal where further 
changes to framework conditions could be required.

Analytical framework
Joining the considerations introduced above, our analyti-
cal focus is on the triple interface of technological devel-
opments, the mobility transition debate, and the role of 
public transport professionals. The relations between 
these elements have been discussed from a multitude of 
angles: For example, Holden et  al. [3] relate technologi-
cal developments to their relevance in a mobility transi-
tion, including both potential and limits. Other studies 
analyse how sustainable mobility goals are or could be 
translated into changing practitioner routines (e.g. [28, 
31, 38, 39, 43]), but lack specific consideration of tech-
nological developments as a driver. In some studies, for 
example the mobility-as-a-service studies mentioned 
above [41, 42], this is a dedicated focus, but they lack 
comprehensive consideration of the relation between the 
technology and its potential for a mobility transition. At 
the triple interface, what makes public transport profes-
sionals specifically relevant is their dual role, combining 
a) their planning practices and responsibilities towards 
a mobility transition, and b) their selector role in tech-
nological innovation processes. This is also why we spe-
cifically consider public transport professionals and not 
only their practices, keeping in mind earlier criticisms 
of agency being obscured in the multi-level perspective 

and respective analyses of transition processes (cf. [44]). 
Similar approaches bringing together the three elements 
are rare, or set a different focus: For example, Pel et  al. 
[26] include transport professionals in their analysis of 
the “Dutch ‘Driverless Car’ transition”, but focus on the 
synchronisation between the public and the private sec-
tors. Docherty et al. [9] also include the three elements in 
their analysis concerning smart mobility, but do not con-
sider local public transport professionals and their prac-
tices in detail. The main value added by our study is thus 
our specific lens on the triple interface, as summarized in 
Table 1, which aims at an improved understanding of its 
role in institutionalisation as a key element of transition 
processes.

Furthermore, the analytical framework includes a 
differentiation between incremental and disruptive 
transformation. Concerning the technology side, this 
considers the bandwidth of technological promises from 
minor efficiency improvements to game-changing new 
technologies and services. At the same time, however, the 
magnitude of change required to meet the sustainability 
goals linked with a mobility transition [1, 3] also calls for 
both incremental improvements and disruptive change. 
Since incremental and disruptive change will most likely 
challenge local public transport professionals and their 
practices in different ways (cf. [22]), the explicit consid-
eration in the analytical framework ensures this is also 
reflected in the case selection for the present study.

Methods
Case selection
In order to study the role of institutionalisation processes 
at the triple interface introduced above, we look at inno-
vation processes for two technological options that have 
recently become the subject of local transport policy 
strategies. First, we look at urban ropeways as an incre-
mental option added to conventional public transport, 
using steel cables to support and move passenger cabins 
between stations. Despite a general openness of public 
transport professionals, a number of systematic planning 
challenges can be identified. Being positioned as a prom-
ising public transport tool in both the political arena 
and the media, the innovation process provides useful 
insights into concrete challenges in the public transport 

Table 1  Analytical framework
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regime. Second, we discuss automated driving with its 
potentially disruptive effects, including the way public 
transport is organised. Despite technological progress, 
this technology must still demonstrate its technical and 
economic feasibility under real-world conditions. Moreo-
ver, uncertainties concern changing actor roles or regu-
latory requirements. However, far-reaching expectations 
regarding the technology’s contribution to the mobility 
transition and more efficient mobility are already being 
articulated in the political arena—even though it is not 
yet clear whether the transformative potential of auto-
mated driving will rather strengthen individual transport. 
Both cases share the link between a certain technologi-
cal development and specific potential for a mobility 
transition, and both may challenge public transport pro-
fessionals in specific but different ways. The inclusion 
of one incremental and one potentially disruptive case 
aims to cover a richer bandwidth of potential challenges 
for public transport professionals. As mentioned above, 
the complex institutional environment leads us to focus 
on the specific context in Germany, ensuring a consist-
ent analysis. Necessarily, however, the different charac-
teristics of the two cases imply different methodological 
approaches, which are detailed below.

Methods—urban ropeways
The urban ropeway case discussed in this article builds 
on material collected by Reichenbach and Puhe [45]. In 
order to analyse the interactions between public trans-
port professionals and their planning challenges, hypo-
thetical planning processes for urban ropeways were 
discussed in three expert workshops in different cities.1 
A qualitative research approach was chosen to explore 
public transport professionals’ views and reasoning about 
urban ropeways. For each of the workshops, which were 
conducted in 2017, a group of seven to eight selected 
public transport professionals was invited (23 partici-
pants in total). This represented typical involvement in 
public transport planning in the respective cities, includ-
ing representatives from administration, local public 
transport operators and associations, and non-govern-
mental organisations with an interest in public transport 
planning. The workshops started with a brief introduc-
tion about urban ropeways by the project team. The par-
ticipants were then asked to identify potential corridors 

for urban ropeways in their respective cities. The main 
part of the semi-structured discussions was guided by 
open questions concerning the respective urban ropeway 
project’s hypothetical impacts on the mobility system and 
the city as a whole, as well as opportunities and potential 
challenges, especially concerning the hypothetical plan-
ning process.

The workshop discussions were digitally recorded and 
transcribed. Analytical categories were built iteratively, 
with a dedicated focus on distinguishing between local 
factors, general perceptions of the suitability of urban 
ropeway technology, and considerations regarding the 
socio-technical regime, particularly concerning planning 
routines (cf. [45]). For the present study, we focus on the 
latter.

Methods—automated driving
Despite decades of technological development oriented 
towards automated driving, the professional debate on 
its role in a mobility transition is still rather young and 
in vivid progress. Therefore, we chose an exploratory 
approach to analysing the relation with public transport 
professionals and their practices and routines.

A brief historical overview provides some background 
regarding the technological development pathways that 
have prepared the current state of the automated driving 
debate. Partly building on a literature review by Reichen-
bach [46], we then relate this to the current uncertainties 
regarding the effects of automated driving on the mobil-
ity system, and discuss the relevance of our observations 
for public transport professionals. One approach already 
chosen by public transport professionals to face the pre-
sent technological challenges is to promote local field 
trials and real-world laboratories. Even though many of 
these focus on technical issues, and despite the hetero-
geneity of local or regional constellations, they often also 
provide insights into organisational configurations and 
institutional challenges (cf. [46]). Furthermore, we evalu-
ated strategy documents, particularly those of the Asso-
ciation of German Transport Companies (VDV), with 
a focus on whether institutionalisation challenges and 
changing professional practices were considered. This 
was supplemented by observations at various academic 
events and stakeholder forums in the public transport 
sector. We paid specific attention to how general per-
ceptions of potential opportunities and/or threats from 
automated driving were voiced, and if more specific 
reflections were articulated regarding how public trans-
port professionals may be challenged in their roles and 
routines.

As a guiding principle for our exploratory analysis of 
the case, we followed a rationale of capturing new argu-
ments and lines of thought until a reasonable degree of 

1  Three cities in the state of Baden-Württemberg were selected for the analy-
sis, ensuring similar actor constellations and a consistent regulatory frame-
work. A pre-selection of cities was made where urban ropeways seemed 
generally conceivable, for example due to major natural barriers and already 
ongoing discussions about extending public transport. The final selection 
included Stuttgart (gaps in commuter rail and light-rail networks), Constance 
(new backbone for public transport considered), and Heidelberg (comple-
menting the tram network).
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saturation was reached. We explicitly acknowledge the 
limitations of this approach; however, we are confident 
that it provides a useful lens that is able to capture the key 
elements of the ongoing debate without a major time-lag.

Results
Urban ropeways: uncertainties regarding internal public 
transport routines
In recent years, urban ropeways have been increasingly 
discussed as an option to expand public transport net-
works where conventional modes of public transport 
reach their limits. Combined with its technical charac-
teristics of low land consumption and energy-efficient 
operation, the technology promises to contribute to 
more sustainable urban mobility [47–49]. Obviously, 
this contribution is limited, but still relevant, consider-
ing a specific range of applications where the techno-
logical advantages become effective, for example crossing 
topographical barriers or serving as point-to-point shut-
tle services to complement urban rail networks. At first 
glance, urban ropeways may still be considered a simple 
incremental innovation to conventional public trans-
port with its typical fixed routes and stations. However, 
the public transport sector in Germany is characterised 
by a complex institutional structure built over decades 
that does not consistently include urban ropeways. As a 
result, implementing urban ropeways comes with signifi-
cant challenges in the planning process [45, 47].

During the expert workshops, uncertainty emerged as 
a recurrent theme and a primary challenge. The uncer-
tainties addressed by public transport professionals were 
twofold, including both a lack of experience, and funda-
mental doubts regarding the suitability of current rou-
tines and instruments.

Uncertainty due to a lack of experience is no surprise. 
While being an established technology in other fields, 
ropeways have not been common in public transport 
in Central Europe. Accordingly, there has been no need 
for public transport professionals to concern themselves 
with ropeway technology. Therefore, the novelty of the 
topic comes with a lack of concrete experience, illustrated 
by a multitude of questions concerning the detailed tech-
nical and operational possibilities, costs and construction 
methods, or safety requirements. Although such ques-
tions can be a major challenge at the local level, they can 
generally be answered by specialist planners and are not 
open questions regarding ropeway technology itself. This 
kind of uncertainty is therefore also not a primary issue 
concerning institutionalisation processes in the public 
transport regime. Experience will naturally build over 
time, if urban ropeways become a common public trans-
port option. In order to make this happen, however, there 

are a number of structural uncertainties to be overcome, 
which are addressed in the following.

Fundamental procedural uncertainties
Today, German public transport planning is character-
ised by complex regulations and professional practices 
and routines. Using these, established means of public 
transport can be planned reliably. The underlying mecha-
nisms, however, also result in struggles when considering 
technological innovations, despite the general fit of urban 
ropeways with the public transport logic of fixed routes 
with stations.

The responsibility of public agencies and the use of tax-
payers’ money have led to a system that extensively relies 
on empirical reference values, particularly when justify-
ing transport investments, including a standardised tool 
for cost–benefit analyses. This is a major challenge for 
urban ropeways, because the necessary calculations can-
not (yet) be carried out with the same depth and relia-
bility that would be required for solid assessments and, 
in particular, comparisons with alternative means of 
transport. For example, parameters for transport model-
ling concerning the user acceptance of urban ropeways, 
affecting modal shift calculations, cannot be based on 
the same level of evidence, compared with established 
means of public transport. Similarly, the guidance on 
cost–benefit analysis provides detailed reference val-
ues for construction- and operating costs, depreciation 
periods, accident costs, environmental costs, or noise 
emissions for established means of transport, but not for 
urban ropeways. Some criteria are not considered at all, 
despite their potential relevance when comparing urban 
ropeways.

While building-up experience is a common step in 
innovation processes, the specific routines in public 
transport planning result in a critical ‘chicken-and-egg’ 
problem due to its fundamental reliance on empirically-
validated reference values. Because of the fundamen-
tal relevance of these planning tools, particularly when 
applying for public subsidies and justifying investments, 
they cannot easily be skipped, and learning is inhibited.

Relating uncertainties to public transport professionals’ 
general openness
While the uncertainties sketched above may read like 
general scepticism of a whole sector characterised by 
structural inertia, a contrasting general openness towards 
innovative solutions must be highlighted that could be 
observed among public transport professionals. The 
potential of urban ropeway technology has been rec-
ognised as a possibility to expand public transport net-
works and close existing gaps. This openness alone is an 
important step towards full institutionalisation, in that 
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ropeways are no longer intuitively dismissed as sim-
ply a means of transport for tourism. It also includes an 
explicit willingness to consider in detail the possibilities 
as well as the planning challenges.

However, this does not solve the problem of unsuit-
able planning instruments. Despite local ideas on how 
ropeways could provide a building block for a sustain-
able mobility transition, the gaps in the formal frame-
work conditions, unclear responsibilities, etc., remain 
further. Acting as a pioneer requires accepting trial-and-
error procedures and interpreting existing regulation. 
It is noteworthy that public transport professionals did 
not fundamentally call the usefulness of the regulatory 
framework into question, since its reasoning (e.g. effi-
cient use of public funding) remains relevant. However, 
the framework was perceived to be too restrictive, par-
ticularly when considering new technological options. 
This issue is a consistent source of criticism beyond 
urban ropeways [50].

Regardless of the criticisms voiced, public transport 
professionals at the local level can only work within the 
current formal framework, using the instruments that 
are available to them. Considering the potential identified 
in urban ropeways, a need for their support by political 
actors was also deemed necessary. This could be carried 
out through both further development of the regulatory 
framework and supporting experimentation at the level 
of local councils, etc.

Notably, this issue has been noticed at the national reg-
ulatory level, where urban ropeways are for the first time 
considered in the ongoing revision of the standardized 
tools mentioned above [45]. Furthermore, following a 
parliamentary initiative, urban ropeway projects are now 
eligible for federal investment subsidies.

Automated driving: moving beyond a technology 
perspective
The idea of automated driving in road traffic is not 
new. It can be traced back at least to the 1930s. Follow-
ing isolated efforts in the 1970s, especially in Japan and 
the United States of America, a strong wave of activities 
for vehicle automation can be observed in the 1980s. At 
that time, research and development on ‘artificial intel-
ligence’ enjoyed an upswing, and information and com-
munication technology (ICT) increasingly became the 
trigger and object of industrial policy. Associated with 
this were specific application programmes, among oth-
ers for driverless vehicles in the military sector, and also 
for private and public transport. One of the central, if not 
the most important, funding projects in this field in Ger-
many in the 1980s was the Eureka research programme 
‘Prometheus’ (1987–1994). This was understood as an 
integrated transport concept in which the social and 

ecological consequences of individual transport were 
to be reduced, and its advantages further utilised by 
exploiting the benefits of new technologies, in particular 
by combining transport technology with ICT [51]. The 
work carried out at that time, which also included fully 
autonomous vehicle guidance in real road traffic as well 
as a general analysis and problem definition of ICT appli-
cation in road traffic, had a significant influence on fur-
ther research and development activities in Germany and 
beyond (e.g. regarding telematics, intelligent transport 
systems, and automated driving).

In the new millennium, following a decade of low pub-
lic visibility, a renewed ‘renaissance’ of automated driv-
ing began, initially motivated primarily by new technical 
possibilities. This time, the developments are particu-
larly driven by two large industrial sectors: the automo-
tive industry, and companies in the so-called platform 
economy. In the countries where the globally important 
players in these sectors are based, they are considered 
key industries and therefore enjoy direct and indirect 
political support. As early as 2015, the German govern-
ment adopted its “Strategy for automated and connected 
driving” [52], which emphasised the importance of these 
developments for industrial and transport policy, stat-
ing that Germany should shape the digital innovation 
cycle in this area and become a lead market. To this end, 
numerous political fields of action were proposed and 
implemented, concerning innovation and legal issues. 
This approach was reinforced in the 2019 action plan 
“Research for Automated Driving” [53], which formu-
lated three guiding principles: (1) automated driving 
must be safe, (2) automated driving must be efficient, 
sustainable, clean, barrier-free, affordable, and oriented 
towards the needs of citizens in the best possible way, 
and (3) Germany’s technological leadership concerning 
the automotive industry should also be secured concern-
ing automated driving.

The latter points illustrate a striking phenomenon in 
the current developments on automated driving: the 
existence of a widely shared (and only slightly varying) 
expectation statement which permeates policy docu-
ments and public statements by innovation actors world-
wide. According to these, automated driving should, 
among other things, improve road safety (significantly 
reduce the number of traffic-related fatalities and seri-
ous injuries), make traffic more efficient and reduce 
environmental impacts, enable (individual) mobility for 
population groups that have so far been excluded for 
various reasons (age, physical or cognitive capacity), and 
allow new forms of time use during the change of loca-
tion. These expectations not only come about with major 
goal conflicts; a selective combination (or even just dif-
ferent weights put on the different aspects) also allows 
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representatives of fundamentally different interests and 
‘mobility futures’ to each recognise ‘their’ future technol-
ogy in automated driving. The variance of expected (new) 
mobility services is interwoven with a whole variety of 
different automation concepts. These can be further dif-
ferentiated in two regards: First, concerning the techno-
logical approach (and thus traffic performance and the 
current (socio-)technical maturity), and second, concern-
ing how the execution of the driving task is distributed 
between human and machine (entailing consequences 
with regard to e.g. responsibility, liability, and ethical 
issues).

Regardless, there seems to be a broad consensus that 
automated driving, should it be commercialised, will 
lead to far-reaching changes in the mobility system (and 
beyond). However, it is both unclear and controver-
sial whether or how far automated driving will support 
or hinder a transition to more sustainable mobility (cf., 
among others, [9, 54–57]). Some experts argue that (pub-
lic) mobility services based on automated driving will 
lead to a significant decrease in private car ownership and 
reinforce a regime of seamlessly connected intermodal 
on-demand mobility options without users owning the 
vehicles, thereby reducing some of the negative impacts 
of current mobility (automated driving ‘heaven’). Oth-
ers argue that automated driving will lead to a significant 
decline of public transport and an intensification of car-
based mobility with negative impacts on health, the envi-
ronment and land use, as automated driving will provide 
highly efficient and extremely convenient individual 
transport (automated driving ‘hell’). However, these dif-
ferentiations and nuances regarding the expected effects 
on the mobility system have hardly found a place in the 
political discourse so far, which continues to focus on 
technological potential and industrial policy [14].

Public transport professionals’ scope for action
Considering the scenarios sketched above, one of the 
most important questions concerning the future of the 
mobility system is whether automated driving will fur-
ther consolidate current (auto)mobility patterns and thus 
perpetuate existing traffic problems, or whether (new) 
mobility services will be enabled and implemented that 
can contribute to alleviating or eliminating the unde-
sired effects of current mobility. If automated driving 
is to have the latter effect, then public transport opera-
tors and authorities are particularly challenged in their 
selector roles, deliberately shaping the innovation pro-
cess. They could have a considerable influence on the 
design and speed of implementation of new mobility 
services if they were to become aware of these options 
and actively use them. At the same time, however, coor-
dination between them is challenging, particularly due to 

their embeddedness in local and regional policy contexts, 
in which problem perceptions, solution strategies and 
options for action can differ greatly, and reflective capaci-
ties may be limited.

In acknowledging the possibility of fundamentally 
changing supply and demand structures in the mobility 
system (with automated driving being more than a simple 
replacement of, or supplement to, any existing transport 
mode), such a perspective directly points to the related 
transport policy opportunities and challenges. However, 
anticipating automated mobility impacts comes with 
significant limitations, since relying on extrapolations 
of current and historical trends and interrelations can-
not fully reflect the underlying social processes involved 
in the expected changes to the mobility system. These 
uncertainties in deriving transport policy effects are thus 
confronted with routines of (transport) policy monitor-
ing, legal requirements and administrative practices. 
Under these circumstances, acting in favour of trans-
formative innovations is not only riskier for public trans-
port professionals than pursuing incremental innovation 
approaches, but the appropriate incentive and reward 
structures are also generally lacking.

Technically‑oriented experimentation in public transport
Notwithstanding the limited knowledge about the poten-
tial future role(s) of automated driving, the technology 
is well-recognised as an important issue within public 
transport, likely affecting public transport profession-
als. Automated driving technology is being tested in 
countless projects by public transport operators (often 
together with industry or research actors), with a strong 
focus on the technical requirements of “driverless public 
transport” [58]. Mostly, these projects look at the vehi-
cles’ technical requirements and the feasibility of operat-
ing in traffic, and less at the meaningfulness of the new 
service for passengers. Since the operational routes and 
areas can typically be well-defined (e.g. certain lines or 
neighbourhoods), SAE International’s level 5 (full driving 
automation, most complex technological requirements) 
is not generally necessary, and level 4 (high driving 
automation) is used for the trials (cf. [59]). Despite the 
driverless operation being limited to specified areas, 
already level 4 is of great interest for public transport 
applications.

A second field of experimentation does not yet relate 
specifically to automated driving, but also prepares its 
technological basis for future mobility services. This 
involves new, flexible forms of public transport (beyond 
conventional dial-a-bus services etc.), which are also 
being tested in numerous projects, and in some cases 
have already been installed as a permanent service. These 
projects also point to established operators’ increasing 
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openness to new mobility services. For passengers, digi-
tal solutions bring more convenient and flexible booking 
options, mostly via smartphone apps (which accounts 
for the increase in attractiveness and thus the great 
additional potential seen, compared to conventional 
on-demand transport). For public transport profession-
als, however, this also requires new or greatly intensified 
cooperation, for example considering specialised ICT 
service providers for vehicle dispatching software. These 
forms of cooperation add to the already complex network 
of actors established around conventional public trans-
port services (e.g. data provision regarding timetable 
information and route planning).

Two examples from the greater Stuttgart area illus-
trate this new kind of cooperation: In the Schorndorf 
real-world laboratory, the city and a medium-sized bus 
company worked together with several research partners 
and the local population to optimise routing and the vir-
tual bus stop network [60]. The on-demand service ‘SSB 
Flex’, run by Stuttgarter Straßenbahnen AG (SSB), Stutt-
gart’s public transport operator, used Moovel’s platform 
for both dispatching and the user app. As a company, 
Moovel illustrates the dynamics of the sector: started as 
part of the Daimler Group, activities were merged with 
Daimler’s competitor BMW from 2019. In 2020, Moovel’s 
mobility platform business was taken over by Mobimeo 
(part of the Deutsche Bahn Group), while SSB switched 
to rival provider ViaVan for the operation of SSB Flex in 
2021. While the two services (and similar ones) use con-
ventional vehicles and drivers, they gain their economic 
attractiveness from the perspective of future automated 
operation. Automation is also expected to allow for ser-
vice extensions (e.g. regarding population density or ser-
vice hours) beyond current economic feasibility. Because 
of this link with potential future service concepts, public 
transport authorities are often directly involved in the 
latter projects.

Between a vision of the future and today’s planning practice
At the industrial level, the VDV is strategically concerned 
with the possible disruptive effects of automated driv-
ing. For example, a comprehensive statement from 2020 
covered regulatory issues, operational requirements and 
responsibilities, pilot operation, municipal control, data 
management and software, and keeper obligations [61]. 
Yet, despite the general awareness of the relevance of 
the topic, discussions on the occasion of sectoral events 
reveal the challenges in translating this insight into 
action. At a summit in 2021 (“VDV Digitalgipfel”), a 
comparison was made with digital ticketing (and the 
passenger benefits associated with it), with many years 
between first general discussions and actual implementa-
tion, building on a multitude of small steps and complex 

legal arrangements. Concerning automated driving, the 
industry can only hope that things will be different, but 
concerns are voiced that it may not be able to keep pace 
with technological development. Keeping this in mind, 
a multitude of questions will arise anew in the sector, 
despite its many well-established routines. For example, 
experiences from conventional modes of public trans-
port concerning subjective safety may not be valid for 
automated shuttles. The typical small to medium-sized 
bus companies, especially in rural areas, with their local 
identities and political support, do not appear to be well-
equipped for entering automated driving technology—
which may, as another example, affect current public 
tendering practices.

At the municipal level, automated driving is also recog-
nised as an important issue. However, municipal repre-
sentatives regularly voice how intangible the topic is for 
them and how many uncertainties it carries. Moreover, 
day-to-day planning processes are (or have to be) priori-
tised, leaving little room for dealing with strategic ques-
tions. This is exemplified by a recent publication of the 
German Road and Transportation Research Association 
[62], which discusses opportunities and risks briefly—but 
seems to lag far behind the current scientific debate.

Our observation is supported by a recent survey among 
public transport professionals in the German federal state 
of Saxony-Anhalt, where respondents questioned the 
technological readiness of automated shuttles and suit-
ability for their requirements, despite a general interest in 
the technology [63]. This is also in line with international 
findings of significant uncertainties regarding automated 
driving technology, eventually prohibiting a systematic 
consideration of potential challenges by public transport 
professionals [64, 65]. To put this into perspective, such 
findings must be contrasted with the rather limited cases 
where public transport professionals proactively engage 
beyond technological experimentation with automated 
driving, for example the new forms of collaboration and 
planning (incl. tendering) for an automated shuttle ser-
vice in an urban development area in the Stockholm 
region [66].

Regulatory issues for new forms of public transport supply
Regulatory issues are also being discussed by the VDV 
and other associations in the sector, especially in the con-
text of an amendment of the German Passenger Trans-
port Act. Its organisational framework is concerned with 
how, by restricting, enabling or promoting certain forms 
of service, public transport can be designed in a way that 
benefits sustainable mobility [67], linked to the federal 
states’ respective laws. In contrast, the law on autono-
mous driving, which was passed in May 2021, only deals 
with operational issues, and not with the organisational 
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integration into public transport and sustainable mobil-
ity, although the law does focus on public transport 
applications.

A number of further questions arising from auto-
mated driving have not yet been discussed in a recog-
nisable way: With a view to standardised cost–benefit 
analyses, it could for example be asked how public trans-
port investments building on automated driving solu-
tions (beyond technology testing with separate funding) 
should be planned within the current regulatory frame-
work which heavily relies on empirical reference values 
(cf. the findings on urban ropeways presented above). 
Again, similarities with digital ticketing become appar-
ent, since investments in booking platforms, etc., likewise 
do not fit seamlessly into today’s established financing 
mechanisms—despite the more advanced technological 
development.

Discussion
In the discussion, we want to explore what can be learned 
from comparing our observations regarding urban rope-
ways and automated driving in public transport, with a 
more general view towards transformation processes in 
a sustainable mobility transition. Which need for action 
does the disruptive potential of automated driving create, 
and what is the role of institutionalisation processes?

Institutionalisation challenges
From both of the perspectives presented, the thematic 
diversity of the various facets that join the technology 
and its development becomes clear. For urban rope-
ways, the challenges are clearly definable: The innovation 
seems to be just an incremental supplement to conven-
tional public transport repertoires; yet, a lack of experi-
ence and the need for adaptation of planning instruments 
contribute to an implementation gap. In contrast, auto-
mated driving in public transport illustrates the disso-
nance between technological innovation and mobility 
transition discourses, as discussed in the Introduction: 
Beyond a focus on technological development, consid-
eration of the necessary institutionalisation processes 
(in order to shape the transformation in a sustainability-
oriented manner) remains diffuse and lags behind. This 
is striking, since only institutionalisation determines how 
technologies (and experimentation with them) ultimately 
become, or can become, innovations that modify the 
existing regime in one way or another, and thus become 
effective. Notably, the close link between transition and 
institutionalisation has been discussed for a wide range 
of socio-technical transition processes: For example, the 
interplay of agency and institutionalisation processes 
has been analysed in the water sector [27, 68], a specific 
attempt to change regulations has been analysed in the 

Dutch taxi sector [69], and alternative institutional logics 
have been discussed regarding their role in endogenous 
regime change [70].

While the consideration of necessary institutionalisa-
tion steps may be left to an internal debate about suitable 
public transport solutions in the case of urban ropeways, 
it is much more critical in the case of automated driving. 
Its disruptive potential at the level of the mobility system 
clearly includes scenarios opposed to the requirements of 
sustainable mobility. Bringing automated driving in line 
with a sustainable mobility transition therefore requires 
synchronization efforts [26].

Contrasting both technologies with conventional pub-
lic transport,  Table  2 highlights the most important 
institutionalisation challenges. The comparison under-
scores the differences not only in magnitude, but also in 
the areas to be considered in the synchronization tasks.

Both urban ropeways and automated driving in pub-
lic transport bring about specific institutionalisation 
challenges as an inherent element of their respective 
innovation processes. Considering urban ropeways, insti-
tutionalisation takes place essentially within the existing 
public transport regime. However, strategically using 
their potential to extend public transport more gener-
ally already requires targeted frameworks to facilitate 
this. On the other hand, more is at stake when consider-
ing automated driving (cf. ‘heaven’ or ‘hell’ debate). Yet, 
the main challenges do not lie in supporting (or not) the 
technology’s disruptive potential per se, but in shaping 
the transformation process. Recalling the sustainability 
orientation of the mobility transition debate, this requires 
a well-founded normative compass, particularly on the 
selector side, in order to ensure that the disruption sup-
ports more sustainable mobility (“directionality”, cf. [26]) 
and moves beyond alternative drivetrains and more effi-
cient car traffic (cf. [12]).

The question remains whether the greater disruptive 
potential of automated driving (compared to the urban 
ropeway niche) and the need for action are perceived 
by public transport professionals, as well as policy-
makers and regulators, in such a way that they engage 
in the debate early on and proactively adapt the frame-
work conditions of current professional practices. The 
current rise of climate policy may be a supportive trig-
ger in this regard (cf. [28]); however, even if the need 
for action is more widely recognised, goal orientation 
remains a challenge because it requires a change of 
perspective from technology to mobility by a multi-
tude of actors. Up to now, formal institutionalisation 
of a mobility transition orientation has not become vis-
ible in Germany, for example considering the friction 
between cycling promotion and car-orientation which 
is engraved into road traffic regulation. There is thus a 
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risk of missing the moment when important questions 
about the integration of automated driving into the 
mobility system need to be answered (and even asked 
in the first place). While there are early signs of a rising 
debate, its comprehensiveness and persistence are dif-
ficult to assess. In particular, it is not yet clear to what 
extent the approaches to regulating new types of public 
transport services will remain tied to an internal public 
transport perspective, or if interactions in the mobility 
system (also with regard to the parallel development 
of individual mobility tools) will be included consist-
ently. If adhering to current structures, this may inhibit 
important elements of institutionalisation, such as 
adapting professional practices in evaluating transport 
policy measures across transport modes.

In order to conceptualize this challenge, we first refer to 
an approach developed with a view towards the enactor 

side of innovation processes: Smith and Raven [20] dis-
tinguished a “fit-and-conform” strategy (developing one’s 
own technology in such a way that it fits smoothly into 
the existing regime) and a “stretch-and-transform” strat-
egy (actively influencing the regime framework in order 
to help one’s own niche achieve a breakthrough) in sup-
porting niche innovations. Both strategies are also visible 
in the field of digitalisation and automation of mobility 
[71]. We suggest that a similar distinction can be made 
for selector strategies: A “directional decision-making” 
strategy would consistently consider interactions in 
the mobility system, including proactive support for 
the institutionalisation of new professional practices. 
This corresponds to a “stretch-and-transform” strat-
egy by enactors. It also includes “directionality” [26] as 
a second point of reference in a twofold way: First, it is 
itself guided by a strong normative orientation towards 

Table 2  Comparison of transformative potential and institutionalisation challenges

Technological 
challenges

Transformative 
potential

Challenges for a 
mobility transition

Challenges for public 
transport professionals

Conventional 

public 

transport

Established techno-

logy; in some places 

reaching capacity 

limits 

Incremental 

(service extension)

Insufficient for 

mobility transition 

under current (e.g. 

financial) framework

Established planning instruments 

& extensive experience; limited 

implementation capacities

Urban 

ropeways 

Adjusting established 

technology to a new 

field of application 

Widening public 

transport portfolio, 

applications where 

conventional options 

are not viable 

Filling knowledge gaps 

& adjusting framework 

details – within public 

transport regime

General mechanisms & criteria 

applicable; lacking experience 

Automated 

driving in 

public 

transport

Early phase of techno-

logical development, 

many unsolved issues 

Disruptive potential, 

linked with major 

uncertainty regarding 

its orientation

Ensuring ‘heaven’ & 

prohibiting ‘hell’ –

across socio-technical 

mobility system

New instruments, competences & 

responsibilities required to ensure 

integrated system

↓

Strategic reconsideration of socio-technical institutions (in prospect of 

automated driving) may simultaneously facilitate incorporation of mode-

consistent public transport innovations & conventional service extensions 
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sustainable mobility; second, it provides orientation and 
shapes how technology may further transform the regime 
(Fig. 1). In contrast, a “passive enabling of technologies” 
strategy would correspond to a “fit-and-conform” strat-
egy on the enactor side, leaving the fundamental struc-
tures of the existing regime untouched.

Lyons and Davidson [72] suggested a similar distinc-
tion between policy modes following a “regime-compli-
ant pathway” or a “regime-testing pathway”, emphasising 
the better suitability of the latter for dealing with the 
uncertainties inherent in transformative processes. The 
importance of strategic agenda-setting is also one of the 
conclusions drawn from the Swedish case mentioned 
above [66]. In view of the challenges of a sustainable 
mobility transition, selectors’ decision-making responsi-
bility should be appropriately satisfied (cf. [25])—imply-
ing a “directional decision-making” strategy—in order to 
move ahead of an otherwise threatening technological 
disruption that lacks normative orientation. The proac-
tive adaptation of professional practices as an independ-
ent policy component would thus become part of shaping 
disruption and form one element of an actual mobility 
policy (instead of current transport policy) (cf. [18]).

Limits of the perspective towards (local) public transport 
actors
The examination of institutionalisation processes, espe-
cially with regard to professional practices at the local 
level, provides valuable insights regarding the challenges 
for a sustainable mobility transition that are associ-
ated with them. However, it is undisputed that there are 
various other challenges or obstacles (as well as drivers) 
affecting a sustainable mobility transition. The analysis 
presented in this article does not allow for a definitive 
assessment of all relationships between those factors. 
Our perspective towards public transport profession-
als provides only a limited piece of the puzzle, precisely 
because transport policy is a socially controversial topic 
(cf. [34]). The same, however, holds true for any narrow 
analysis, for example focussing on only customer pref-
erences, user needs, or regulation. Particularly for auto-
mated driving in public transport, an analysis focussing 
on the interdependencies of the various perspectives 
would thus be worthwhile.

One important area to be considered is how profes-
sional practices are embedded in a wider policy con-
text, including legislative processes, (partially lacking) 
political will, increasing political polarisation (affecting 
transport policy), or challenges engraved into federalism 

Fig. 1  Directional decision-making in the socio-technical regime (own adaptation, based on [19]). ( © Springer Nature, originally published in [73], 
reproduced with permission from Springer Nature, not covered by CC-BY license)
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and the related distribution of regulatory responsibili-
ties (cf. [35]). For example, urban ropeway investments 
in Germany have become eligible for public funding fol-
lowing a parliamentary initiative, but have not been sys-
tematically reflected by the related cost–benefit analysis 
guidance until most recently. In turn, the debate on auto-
mated driving is deeply interwoven with the debate on 
the future of automobility more generally, which, in 
addition to transport policy, is deeply interrelated with 
industrial policy, particularly in Germany. From a theo-
retical perspective, this also means that there is no clear 
dichotomy between the two strategies discussed above: 
passivity from a mobility angle may for example be linked 
with clear directionality driven by a motivation to pro-
tect the automotive industry. In practice, this comes with 
obvious trade-offs and divergent interests, and for the 
authors a consistent national diffusion strategy is not yet 
visible. In any case, there is reason to suspect that a reli-
ance on selective processes purely based on competitive 
processes would be extremely critical from a sustainable 
mobility transition standpoint.

In addition to sectoral policies, different policy levels 
also play a role. Discrepancies between a strategic orien-
tation towards sustainable mobility and the actual regu-
latory framework conditions set at a supranational or 
national level may result in significant obstacles for local 
policy actors and public transport professionals who 
want to implement certain measures. It is therefore worth 
asking where a lack of instruments may be matched by a 
lack of ambition in the policy system, addressing power 
relations between actors (cf. [74]).

Conclusions
Our analysis shows the importance of public transport 
professionals in the mobility system. They are the ones 
who actually implement the building blocks of a sus-
tainable mobility transition at a local level. However, the 
work of public transport professionals is clearly guided 
by frameworks at the socio-technical regime level, shap-
ing professional practices and the development of policy 
instruments. Moreover, the institutionalisation processes 
(or sometimes their absence) at the regime level closely 
relate to developments in the wider political landscape. 
In this article, the insights on urban ropeways and auto-
mated driving serve as examples, but many other top-
ics in transport and mobility bring  similar challenges, 
including cycling policy, the promotion of car sharing, or 
negotiating between procurement laws and a passenger-
oriented provision of public transport services.

Beyond the detailed challenges linked with individual 
technologies or planning tools, a sustainable mobility 
transition is thus primarily a matter of comprehensive 

synchronisation at a strategic level (cf. [26]). In this 
regard, Hausknost and Haas [25] call for new institu-
tions “for transformative innovation […] to improve 
the capacities of complex societies to make binding 
decisions in politically contested fields” (p.  1). Our 
contribution shows the concrete need to go beyond 
the visionary level of policy goals and  to consider the 
routines and practices of transport professionals in this 
synchronization process.

Hence, further research is needed at the triple inter-
face of technological developments, the mobility tran-
sition debate, and professional practices across the 
mobility system. Future research addressing transition 
governance approaches and technological innovation 
should more explicitly consider the role of professional 
practices in innovation processes, taking into account 
wider political processes and power relations, as well. 
Particular attention should be paid to further develop-
ing, testing, and refining tools and processes in support 
of consistent sustainability-oriented institutional learn-
ing and directional decision-making.

Abbreviations
ICT	� Information and communication technology
VDV	� Association of German Transport Companies [Verband Deutscher 

Verkehrsunternehmen]
SSB	� Stuttgarter Straßenbahnen AG

Acknowledgements
Maike Puhe (Karlsruhe Institute of Technology) was involved in the design and 
data collection in the “Hoch hinaus” project, concerning urban ropeways and 
the respective expert workshops, in particular (cf. [45]). Julie Cook (Julie Cook 
Academic Editing & Proofreading Services) assisted by conducting a language 
check of the manuscript. The article builds on a workshop contribution from 
2021 (cf. [73]) and has been revised and expanded before submission to this 
journal.

Author contributions
MR was the lead author of the manuscript. The analytical approach was devel-
oped jointly by MR and TF. Sects. “Methods—urban ropeways” and “Urban 
ropeways: uncertainties regarding internal public transport routines” on urban 
ropeways were written by MR. Sections “Methods—automated driving” and 
“Automated driving: moving beyond a technology perspective” on automated 
driving were written jointly by TF and MR. The discussion and the conclusions 
were written by MR with contributions by TF. Both authors read and approved 
the final manuscript.

Funding
Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt DEAL. We acknowl-
edge support by the Publication Fund of the Karlsruhe Institute of Technol-
ogy. The insights regarding urban ropeways are based on a selection of the 
results of the “Hoch hinaus” project (funding: Ministry of Transport Baden-
Württemberg). The insights regarding automated driving particularly relate to 
the “Tech Center a—drive” project (funding: Ministry of Science, Research and 
the Arts Baden-Württemberg). Neither funding body had a role in design-
ing the study, collecting, analysing and interpreting data, or writing the 
manuscript.

Availability of data and materials
The transcripts from the expert workshops (cf. Sect. “Methods—urban rope-
ways”) are not publicly available due to privacy reasons (transcripts contain 



Page 14 of 16Reichenbach and Fleischer ﻿Energy, Sustainability and Society           (2023) 13:14 

internal information of the participants’ institutions). Not applicable for Sect. 
“Automated driving: moving beyond a technology perspective”.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable. No medical research was conducted. Participants of the expert 
workshops (cf. Sect. “Methods—urban ropeways”) participated in their roles 
as representatives of the respective institutions and no ethical approval was 
required.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 23 December 2021   Accepted: 26 April 2023

References
	1.	 Brand C, Anable J, Ketsopoulou I et al (2020) Road to zero or road to 

nowhere? Disrupting transport and energy in a zero carbon world. 
Energy Policy 139:111334. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​enpol.​2020.​111334

	2.	 Canzler W, Knie A (2018) Die Zukunft urbaner Mobilität—Ansätze für 
eine ökologische Verkehrswende im digitalen Zeitalter. böll.brief Grüne 
Ordnungspolitik, Berlin. https://​www.​boell.​de/​de/​2018/​04/​16/​die-​zukun​
ft-​urban​er-​mobil​itaet-​boell​brief-​gruene-​ordnu​ngspo​litik-6. Accessed 7 
June 2018

	3.	 Holden E, Banister D, Gössling S et al (2020) Grand narratives for sustain-
able mobility: a conceptual review. Energy Res Soc Sci 65:101454. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​erss.​2020.​101454

	4.	 Fünfschilling L, Truffer B (2014) The structuration of socio-technical 
regimes—conceptual foundations from institutional theory. Res Policy 
43:772–791. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​respol.​2013.​10.​010

	5.	 Nobis C, Kuhnimhof T (2018) Mobilität in Deutschland—MiD. Ergeb-
nisbericht. Studie von infas, DLR, IVT und infas 360 im Auftrag des 
Bundesministers für Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur (FE-Nr. 70.904/15), 
Bonn, Berlin. http://​www.​mobil​itaet-​in-​deuts​chland.​de/​pdf/​MiD20​17_​
Ergeb​nisbe​richt.​pdf. Accessed 23 April 2019

	6.	 Hrelja R, Khan J, Pettersson F (2020) How to create efficient public trans-
port systems? A systematic review of critical problems and approaches 
for addressing the problems. Transp Policy 98:186–196. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​tranp​ol.​2019.​10.​012

	7.	 Hrelja R, Monios J, Rye T et al (2017) The interplay of formal and informal 
institutions between local and regional authorities when creating well-
functioning public transport systems. Int J Sustain Transp 11:611–622. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15568​318.​2017.​12923​74

	8.	 McLeod S, Scheurer J, Curtis C (2017) Urban Public Transport. J Plan Lit 
32:223–239. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​08854​12217​693570

	9.	 Docherty I, Marsden G, Anable J (2018) The governance of smart mobility. 
Transp Res Part A: Policy Pract 115:114–125. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tra.​
2017.​09.​012

	10.	 Ydersbond IM, Auvinen H, Tuominen A et al (2020) Nordic experiences 
with smart mobility: emerging services and regulatory frameworks. 
Transp Res Procedia 49:130–144. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​trpro.​2020.​09.​
012

	11.	 Hochfeld C, Jung A, Hitpaß-Klein A et al. (2017) Mit der Verkehrswende 
die Mobilität von morgen sichern: 12 Thesen zur Verkehrswende, Berlin. 
https://​www.​agora-​verke​hrswe​nde.​de/​12-​thesen/. Accessed 11 Feb 2021

	12.	 Manderscheid K (2020) Antriebs-, Verkehrs- oder Mobilitätswende?: Zur 
Elektrifizierung des Automobilitätsdispositivs. In: Brunnengräber A, Haas T 
(eds) Baustelle Elektromobilität: Sozialwissenschaftliche Perspektiven auf 
die Transformation der (Auto‑)Mobilität. transcript, Bielefeld, pp 37–67. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​14361/​97838​39451​656-​003

	13.	 Schwedes O (2018) Verkehrspolitik als Gesellschaftspolitik. In: Schwedes 
O (ed) Verkehrspolitik: Eine interdisziplinäre Einführung. Springer 

Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp 3–24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
978-3-​658-​21601-6_1

	14.	 Stickler A (2020) Automatisiertes und vernetztes Fahren als Zukun-
ftsperspektive für Europa?: Eine Diskursanalyse der gegenwärtigen 
europäischen Politik. In: Brunnengräber A, Haas T (eds) Baustelle Elek-
tromobilität: Sozialwissenschaftliche Perspektiven auf die Transforma-
tion der (Auto‑)Mobilität. transcript, Bielefeld, pp 93–115. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​14361/​97838​39451​656-​005

	15.	 Becker UJ, Schwedes O (2020) Zur Reformbedürftigkeit der Forschun-
gsgesellschaft für Straßen- und Verkehrswesen: Plädoyer für ein 
repräsentatives Verfahren bei der Festlegung von Richtlinien im 
Straßenverkehr. IVP-Discussion Paper 2020 (3), Berlin. https://​www.​
ivp.​tu-​berlin.​de/​filea​dmin/​fg93/​Dokum​ente/​Discu​ssion_​Paper/​DP16_​
Becke​rSchw​edes.​pdf. Accessed 17 December 2020

	16.	 Fazlic N (2019) Deutsche Regelwerke und die Verkehrswende: Teil 
der Lösung oder Teil des Problems?: Die Grundlagen der Forschun-
gsgesellschaft für Straßen-und Verkehrswesen im Vergleich mit der 
Radverkehrsgestaltung in Norwegen. IVP-Discussion Paper 2019 (1), 
Berlin. https://​www.​ivp.​tu-​berlin.​de/​filea​dmin/​fg93/​Dokum​ente/​Discu​
ssion_​Paper/​DP13_​Deuts​che_​Regel​werke_​und_​die_​Verke​hrswe​nde.​
pdf. Accessed 17 Dec 2020

	17.	 Hermann A, Klinski S, Heyen DA et al. (2019) Rechtliche Hemmnisse 
und Innovationen für eine nachhaltige Mobilität - 1. Teilbericht. Texte 
94/2019. https://​www.​umwel​tbund​esamt.​de/​publi​katio​nen/​recht​
liche-​hemmn​isse-​innov​ation​en-​fuer-​eine. Accessed 23 Sept 2019

	18.	 Busch-Geertsema A, Klinger T, Lanzendorf M (2015) Wo bleibt 
eigentlich die Mobilitätspolitik?: Eine kritische Auseinandersetzung 
mit Defiziten und Chancen der deutschen Politik und Forschung zu 
Verkehr und Mobilität. Inf Raumentwickl:135–148. http://​www.​bbsr.​
bund.​de/​BBSR/​DE/​Veroe​ffent​lichu​ngen/​IzR/​2015/2/​Inhalt/​inhalt.​html?​
nn=​422250. Accessed 20 Feb 2017

	19.	 Geels FW (2012) A socio-technical analysis of low-carbon transitions: 
Introducing the multi-level perspective into transport studies. J Transp 
Geogr 24:471–482. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jtran​geo.​2012.​01.​021

	20.	 Smith A, Raven R (2012) What is protective space?: Reconsidering 
niches in transitions to sustainability. Res Policy 41:1025–1036. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​respol.​2011.​12.​012

	21.	 Zimmer F (2020) Nur das Richtige im Falschen?: Mobilität zwischen 
Innovation und automobiler Pfadabhängigkeit. In: Brunnengräber 
A, Haas T (eds) Baustelle Elektromobilität: Sozialwissenschaftliche 
Perspektiven auf die Transformation der (Auto‑)Mobilität. transcript, 
Bielefeld, pp 117–136. https://​doi.​org/​10.​14361/​97838​39451​656-​006

	22.	 Geels FW, Schot J (2007) Typology of sociotechnical transition path-
ways. Res Policy 36:399–417. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​respol.​2007.​01.​
003

	23.	 Scott WR (2014) Institutions and organizations: Ideas, interests and 
identities, Fourth edition. SAGE, Los Angeles, London, New Delhi, 
Singapore, Washington DC

	24.	 Rip A (2006) Folk theories of nanotechnologists. Sci Cult 15:349–365. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09505​43060​10226​76

	25.	 Hausknost D, Haas W (2019) The politics of selection: towards a trans-
formative model of environmental innovation. Sustain 11:506. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3390/​su110​20506

	26.	 Pel B, Raven R, van Est R (2020) Transitions governance with a sense of 
direction: synchronization challenges in the case of the dutch ‘Driver-
less Car’ transition. Technol Forecast Soc Chang 160:120244. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​techf​ore.​2020.​120244

	27.	 Brown RR, Farrelly MA, Loorbach DA (2013) Actors working the institu-
tions in sustainability transitions: the case of Melbourne’s stormwater 
management. Glob Environ Chang 23:701–718. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​gloen​vcha.​2013.​02.​013

	28.	 Jensen JS, Cashmore M, Elle M (2017) Reinventing the bicycle: how 
calculative practices shape urban environmental governance. Environ 
Politics 26:459–479. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09644​016.​2017.​13110​89

	29.	 Pettersen IN, Verhulst E, Valle Kinloch R et al (2017) Ambitions at work: 
Professional practices and the energy performance of non-residential 
buildings in Norway. Energy Res Soc Sci 32:112–120. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​erss.​2017.​02.​013

	30.	 Hrelja R (2015) Integrating transport and land-use planning? How 
steering cultures in local authorities affect implementation of 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2020.111334
https://www.boell.de/de/2018/04/16/die-zukunft-urbaner-mobilitaet-boellbrief-gruene-ordnungspolitik-6
https://www.boell.de/de/2018/04/16/die-zukunft-urbaner-mobilitaet-boellbrief-gruene-ordnungspolitik-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101454
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2020.101454
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.10.010
http://www.mobilitaet-in-deutschland.de/pdf/MiD2017_Ergebnisbericht.pdf
http://www.mobilitaet-in-deutschland.de/pdf/MiD2017_Ergebnisbericht.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2019.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2019.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2017.1292374
https://doi.org/10.1177/0885412217693570
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2017.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2020.09.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2020.09.012
https://www.agora-verkehrswende.de/12-thesen/
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839451656-003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-21601-6_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-21601-6_1
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839451656-005
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839451656-005
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP16_BeckerSchwedes.pdf
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP16_BeckerSchwedes.pdf
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP16_BeckerSchwedes.pdf
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP13_Deutsche_Regelwerke_und_die_Verkehrswende.pdf
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP13_Deutsche_Regelwerke_und_die_Verkehrswende.pdf
https://www.ivp.tu-berlin.de/fileadmin/fg93/Dokumente/Discussion_Paper/DP13_Deutsche_Regelwerke_und_die_Verkehrswende.pdf
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/publikationen/rechtliche-hemmnisse-innovationen-fuer-eine
https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/publikationen/rechtliche-hemmnisse-innovationen-fuer-eine
http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/IzR/2015/2/Inhalt/inhalt.html?nn=422250
http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/IzR/2015/2/Inhalt/inhalt.html?nn=422250
http://www.bbsr.bund.de/BBSR/DE/Veroeffentlichungen/IzR/2015/2/Inhalt/inhalt.html?nn=422250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2012.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.12.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.12.012
https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839451656-006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09505430601022676
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11020506
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11020506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120244
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2020.120244
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2017.1311089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.02.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2017.02.013


Page 15 of 16Reichenbach and Fleischer ﻿Energy, Sustainability and Society           (2023) 13:14 	

integrated public transport and land-use planning. Transp Res Part A: 
Policy Pract 74:1–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tra.​2015.​01.​003

	31.	 Paulsson A, Hylander J, Hrelja R (2017) One for all, or all for oneself?: 
Governance cultures in regional public transport planning. Eur Plan 
Stud 25:2293–2308. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09654​313.​2017.​13623​76

	32.	 van Dorp E-J (2018) Trapped in the hierarchy: the craft of Dutch city 
managers. Public Manag Rev 20:1228–1245. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
14719​037.​2017.​13837​83

	33.	 Colebatch HK, Hoppe R, Noordegraaf M (eds) (2010) Working for Policy. 
Amsterdam University Press, Amsterdam. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5117/​
97890​89642​530

	34.	 Baekgaard M, Blom-Hansen J, Serritzlew S (2015) When politics matters: 
the impact of politicians’ and bureaucrats’ preferences on salient and 
nonsalient policy areas. Gov 28:459–474. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​gove.​
12104

	35.	 Meadowcroft J (2011) Engaging with the politics of sustainability 
transitions. Environ Innovation Societal Transitions 1:70–75. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​eist.​2011.​02.​003

	36.	 Upham P, Oltra C, Boso À (2015) Towards a cross-paradigmatic frame-
work of the social acceptance of energy systems. Energy Res Soc Sci 
8:100–112. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​erss.​2015.​05.​003

	37.	 Fleischer T, Schippl J, Yamasaki Y et al. (2020) Social acceptance of auto-
mated driving in Germany and Japan: conceptual issues and empirical 
insights. In: SIP-adus (ed) SIP-adus Workshop 2020: Innovation of 
Automated Driving for Universal Services. https://​en.​sip-​adus.​go.​jp/​
evt/​works​hop20​20/. Accessed 2 Mar 2021

	38.	 Liu G, te Brömmelstroet M, Krishnamurthy S et al (2019) Practitioners’ 
perspective on user experience and design of cycle highways. Transp 
Res Interdiscip Perspect 1:100010. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​trip.​2019.​
100010

	39.	 Hahn T, te Brömmelstroet M (2021) Collaboration, experimentation, 
continuous improvement: exploring an iterative way of working in the 
Municipality of Amsterdam’s Bicycle Program. Transp Res Interdiscip 
Perspect 9:100289. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​trip.​2020.​100289

	40.	 Tschoerner-Budde C (2020) Cycling policy futures: diversifying govern-
ance, expertise and the culture of everyday mobilities. Appl Mobilities 
7:1–18. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​23800​127.​2020.​17662​17

	41.	 Hirschhorn F, Paulsson A, Sørensen CH et al (2019) Public trans-
port regimes and mobility as a service: governance approaches in 
Amsterdam, Birmingham, and Helsinki. Transp Res Part A: Policy Pract 
130:178–191. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tra.​2019.​09.​016

	42.	 Audouin M, Finger M (2018) The development of Mobility-as-a-Service 
in the Helsinki metropolitan area: a multi-level governance analysis. 
Res Transp Bus Manag. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​rtbm.​2018.​09.​001

	43.	 Glaser M, te Brömmelstroet M, Bertolini L (2019) Learning to build 
strategic capacity for transportation policy change: an interdisciplinary 
exploration. Transp Res Interdiscip Perspect 1:100006. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1016/j.​trip.​2019.​100006

	44.	 Geels FW (2011) The multi-level perspective on sustainability transi-
tions: responses to seven criticisms. Environ Innov Soc Transit 1:24–40. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​eist.​2011.​02.​002

	45.	 Reichenbach M, Puhe M (2022) Struggling with inertia: regime barriers 
opposing planning and implementation of urban ropeways. J Urban 
Mobil 2:100023. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​urbmob.​2022.​100023

	46.	 Reichenbach M (2021) Perspektiven für Reallabore zum automatisi-
erten Fahren im öffentlichen Verkehr: Diskussionspapier. KIT Scientific 
Working Papers. Karlsruher Institut für Technologie (KIT). https://​doi.​
org/​10.​5445/​IR/​10001​32693

	47.	 Reichenbach M, Puhe M (2018) Flying high in urban ropeways? A 
socio-technical analysis of drivers and obstacles for urban ropeway 
systems in Germany. Transp Res Part D: Transp Environ 61:339–355. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​trd.​2017.​07.​019

	48.	 Monheim H, Muschwitz C, Auer W et al (2010) Urbane Seilbahnen: 
Moderne Seilbahnsysteme eröffnen neue Wege für die Mobilität 
in unseren Städten. KSV Kölner Stadt- und Verkehrsverlag, Köln, 
Verkehrspraxis

	49.	 Pajares E, Priester R (2015) Urbane Seilbahnen als innovative Ergänzung 
im ÖPNV: potenzialabschätzung für den Einsatz in europäischen Städten. 
Nahverk (3):44–47

	50.	 Verband Deutscher Verkehrsunternehmen (2019) Für eine Zukunft mit 
mehr Lebensqualität: Individuelle und öffentliche Mobilität aus einem 

Guss—geteilt, elektrisch und autonom, Köln. https://​www.​vdv.​de/​infog​
rafik-​faltk​arte.​pdfx. Accessed 18 Jan 2020

	51.	 Prätorius G (1993) Das PROMETHEUS-Projekt: Technikentstehung als 
sozialer Prozeß. Gabler Verlag, Wiesbaden. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
978-3-​322-​96345-1

	52.	 Bundesministerium für Verkehr und digitale Infrastruktur (2015) Strategie 
automatisiertes und vernetztes Fahren: Leitanbieter bleiben, Leitmarkt 
werden, Regelbetrieb einleiten. https://​www.​bmvi.​de/​Share​dDocs/​DE/​
Publi​katio​nen/​DG/​brosc​huere-​strat​egie-​autom​atisi​ertes-​verne​tztes-​
fahren.​pdf?__​blob=​publi​catio​nFile. Accessed 24 Jul 2018

	53.	 Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung; Bundesministerium 
für Wirtschaft und Energie; Bundesministerium für Verkehr und digitale 
Infrastruktur (2019) Aktionsplan Forschung für autonomes Fahren: Ein 
übergreifender Forschungsrahmen von BMBF, BMWi und BMVI. https://​
www.​bmbf.​de/​upload_​files​tore/​pub/​Aktio​nsplan_​Forsc​hung_​fuer_​
auton​omes_​Fahren.​pdf. Accessed 19 Feb 2021

	54.	 Fagnant DJ, Kockelman K (2015) Preparing a nation for autonomous 
vehicles: opportunities, barriers and policy recommendations. Transp Res 
Part A: Policy Pract 77:167–181. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tra.​2015.​04.​003

	55.	 Fleischer T, Schippl J, Givoni M (2018) Interview with Prof. Moshe Givoni. 
Z Technikfolgenabschätzung Theorie Prax 27:68–71. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
14512/​tatup.​27.2.​68

	56.	 Manders TN, Cox R, Wieczorek AJ et al (2020) The ultimate smart mobility 
combination for sustainable transport? A case study on shared electric 
automated mobility initiatives in the Netherlands. Transp Res Interdiscip 
Perspect 5:100129. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​trip.​2020.​100129

	57.	 Creger H, Espino J, Sanchez AS (2019) Autonomous vehicle heaven or 
hell?: Creating a transportation revolution that benefits all. https://​green​
lining.​org/​wp-​conte​nt/​uploa​ds/​2019/​01/​R4_​Auton​omous​Vehic​lesRe​
portS​ingle_​2019_2.​pdf. Accessed 7 Jan 2021

	58.	 Verband Deutscher Verkehrsunternehmen (2021) Autonome Shuttle-
Bus-Projekte in Deutschland. https://​www.​vdv.​de/​liste-​auton​ome-​shutt​
le-​bus-​proje​kte.​aspx. Accessed 18 Jan 2021

	59.	 SAE International (2018) Taxonomy and definitions for terms related to 
driving automation systems for on-road motor vehicles: SAE document 
J3016. Issued 2014, revised 2018, Warrendale, PA. https://​saemo​bilus.​sae.​
org/​conte​nt/​j3016_​201806. Accessed 23 Apr 2019

	60.	 Brost M, Gebhardt L, Karnahl K et al (2019) Reallabor Schorndorf: Entwick-
lung und Erprobung eines bedarfsgerechten Bussystems, Stuttgart. 
https://​www.​reall​abor-​schor​ndorf.​de/​wp-​conte​nt/​uploa​ds/​2016/​08/​
2019_​Proje​ktber​icht-​Reall​abor-​Schor​ndorf.​pdf. Accessed 4 Dec 2020

	61.	 Leonetti E, Ackermann T, Schmitz M (2020) Eckpunkte zum Rechtsrah-
men für einen vollautomatisierten und fahrerlosen Level 4 Betrieb im 
öffentlichen Verkehr: Positionspapier, Köln. https://​www.​vdv.​de/​20201​
016-​vdv-​posit​ionsp​apier-​eckpu​nktep​apier-​fuer-​recht​srahm​en-​zum-​auton​
omen-​fahren-​im-​oev.​pdfx. Accessed 15 Dec 2020

	62.	 Just U, Krech M, Gertz C (2020) Chancen und Risiken des autonomen 
und vernetzten Fahrens aus der Sicht der Verkehrsplanung. FGSV-Bericht. 
https://​www.​fgsv.​de/​filea​dmin/​pdf/​006_​14.v.​pdf. Accessed 19 Feb 2021

	63.	 Beckmann S, Zadek H (2021) Acceptance of automated shuttle buses 
from the perspective of transport experts. Experience future mobility 
now. Intelligent Transportation Society of America, Hamburg, pp 838–854

	64.	 Stone J, Ashmore D, Scheurer J et al. (2018) Planning for Disruptive Trans-
port Technologies: How Prepared Are Australian Transport Agencies? In: 
Marsden G, Reardon L (eds) Governance of the smart mobility transition, 
First edition. Emerald Publishing Limited, Bingley, pp 123–137. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1108/​978-1-​78754-​317-​12018​1008

	65.	 Guerra E (2016) Planning for Cars That Drive Themselves. J Plan Educ Res 
36:210–224. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​07394​56X15​613591

	66.	 Oldbury K, Isaksson K (2021) Governance arrangements shaping driver-
less shuttles in public transport: the case of Barkarbystaden. Stockholm. 
Cities 113:103146. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cities.​2021.​103146

	67.	 Kettner B (2020) Stellungnahme des Verkehrsclubs Deutschland e. V. 
(VCD) zum Referentenentwurf zur Änderung des Personenbeförder-
ungsgesetzes (PBeFG), Berlin. https://​www.​vcd.​org/​filea​dmin/​user_​
upload/​Redak​tion/​Themen/​OEffe​ntlic​her_​Perso​nenna​hverk​ehr/​Perso​
nenbe​foerd​erung​sgese​tz/​Stell​ungna​hme_​des_​VCD_​zur_​PBeFG-​Novel​
lieru​ng.​pdf#​page=​1&​zoom=​auto,-​274,843. Accessed 8 Dec 2020

	68.	 Fünfschilling L, Truffer B (2016) The interplay of institutions, actors and 
technologies in socio-technical systems—an analysis of transformations 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2015.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2017.1362376
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2017.1383783
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2017.1383783
https://doi.org/10.5117/9789089642530
https://doi.org/10.5117/9789089642530
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12104
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2011.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2011.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erss.2015.05.003
https://en.sip-adus.go.jp/evt/workshop2020/
https://en.sip-adus.go.jp/evt/workshop2020/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2019.100010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2019.100010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2020.100289
https://doi.org/10.1080/23800127.2020.1766217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2019.09.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rtbm.2018.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2019.100006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2019.100006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2011.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.urbmob.2022.100023
https://doi.org/10.5445/IR/1000132693
https://doi.org/10.5445/IR/1000132693
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trd.2017.07.019
https://www.vdv.de/infografik-faltkarte.pdfx
https://www.vdv.de/infografik-faltkarte.pdfx
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-96345-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-322-96345-1
https://www.bmvi.de/SharedDocs/DE/Publikationen/DG/broschuere-strategie-automatisiertes-vernetztes-fahren.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
https://www.bmvi.de/SharedDocs/DE/Publikationen/DG/broschuere-strategie-automatisiertes-vernetztes-fahren.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
https://www.bmvi.de/SharedDocs/DE/Publikationen/DG/broschuere-strategie-automatisiertes-vernetztes-fahren.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
https://www.bmbf.de/upload_filestore/pub/Aktionsplan_Forschung_fuer_autonomes_Fahren.pdf
https://www.bmbf.de/upload_filestore/pub/Aktionsplan_Forschung_fuer_autonomes_Fahren.pdf
https://www.bmbf.de/upload_filestore/pub/Aktionsplan_Forschung_fuer_autonomes_Fahren.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2015.04.003
https://doi.org/10.14512/tatup.27.2.68
https://doi.org/10.14512/tatup.27.2.68
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2020.100129
https://greenlining.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/R4_AutonomousVehiclesReportSingle_2019_2.pdf
https://greenlining.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/R4_AutonomousVehiclesReportSingle_2019_2.pdf
https://greenlining.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/R4_AutonomousVehiclesReportSingle_2019_2.pdf
https://www.vdv.de/liste-autonome-shuttle-bus-projekte.aspx
https://www.vdv.de/liste-autonome-shuttle-bus-projekte.aspx
https://saemobilus.sae.org/content/j3016_201806
https://saemobilus.sae.org/content/j3016_201806
https://www.reallabor-schorndorf.de/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/2019_Projektbericht-Reallabor-Schorndorf.pdf
https://www.reallabor-schorndorf.de/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/2019_Projektbericht-Reallabor-Schorndorf.pdf
https://www.vdv.de/20201016-vdv-positionspapier-eckpunktepapier-fuer-rechtsrahmen-zum-autonomen-fahren-im-oev.pdfx
https://www.vdv.de/20201016-vdv-positionspapier-eckpunktepapier-fuer-rechtsrahmen-zum-autonomen-fahren-im-oev.pdfx
https://www.vdv.de/20201016-vdv-positionspapier-eckpunktepapier-fuer-rechtsrahmen-zum-autonomen-fahren-im-oev.pdfx
https://www.fgsv.de/fileadmin/pdf/006_14.v.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78754-317-120181008
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78754-317-120181008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X15613591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2021.103146
https://www.vcd.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Redaktion/Themen/OEffentlicher_Personennahverkehr/Personenbefoerderungsgesetz/Stellungnahme_des_VCD_zur_PBeFG-Novellierung.pdf#page=1&zoom=auto,-274,843
https://www.vcd.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Redaktion/Themen/OEffentlicher_Personennahverkehr/Personenbefoerderungsgesetz/Stellungnahme_des_VCD_zur_PBeFG-Novellierung.pdf#page=1&zoom=auto,-274,843
https://www.vcd.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Redaktion/Themen/OEffentlicher_Personennahverkehr/Personenbefoerderungsgesetz/Stellungnahme_des_VCD_zur_PBeFG-Novellierung.pdf#page=1&zoom=auto,-274,843
https://www.vcd.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Redaktion/Themen/OEffentlicher_Personennahverkehr/Personenbefoerderungsgesetz/Stellungnahme_des_VCD_zur_PBeFG-Novellierung.pdf#page=1&zoom=auto,-274,843


Page 16 of 16Reichenbach and Fleischer ﻿Energy, Sustainability and Society           (2023) 13:14 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

in the Australian urban water sector. Technol Forecast Soc Chang 
103:298–312. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​techf​ore.​2015.​11.​023

	69.	 Pelzer P, Frenken K, Boon W (2019) Institutional entrepreneurship in the 
platform economy: how Uber tried (and failed) to change the Dutch taxi 
law. Environ Innov Soc Transit 33:1–12. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​eist.​2019.​
02.​003

	70.	 Runhaar H, Fünfschilling L, van den Pol-Van DA et al (2020) Endogenous 
regime change: lessons from transition pathways in Dutch dairy farming. 
Environ Innov Soc Transit 36:137–150. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​eist.​2020.​
06.​001

	71.	 Schippl J, Arnold A (2020) Stakeholders’ views on multimodal urban 
mobility futures: a matter of policy interventions or just the logical result 
of digitalization? Energies 13:1788. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​en130​71788

	72.	 Lyons G, Davidson C (2016) Guidance for transport planning and policy-
making in the face of an uncertain future. Transp Res Part A: Policy Pract 
88:104–116. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​tra.​2016.​03.​012

	73.	 Reichenbach M, Fleischer T (2023) Zwischen Ambition und Umsetzung. 
Institutionalisierungsprozesse als Kernherausforderung der Mobil-
itätswende? In: Sack D, Straßheim H, Zimmermann K (eds) Renaissance 
der Verkehrspolitik. Politik- und mobilitätswissenschaftliche Perspektiven. 
Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden, pp 293–322. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​658-​38832-4_​12

	74.	 Avelino F, Wittmayer JM (2016) Shifting power relations in sustainability 
transitions: a multi-actor perspective. J Environ Policy Plan 18:628–649. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15239​08X.​2015.​11122​59

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2019.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2020.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eist.2020.06.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/en13071788
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2016.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-38832-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-38832-4_12
https://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2015.1112259

	From ambition to implementation: institutionalisation as a key challenge for a sustainable mobility transition in Germany
	Abstract 
	Background 
	Case selection and methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Background
	The role of local public transport professionals
	Institutions in the socio-technical regime
	Public transport professionals and professional practices
	Analytical framework

	Methods
	Case selection
	Methods—urban ropeways
	Methods—automated driving

	Results
	Urban ropeways: uncertainties regarding internal public transport routines
	Fundamental procedural uncertainties
	Relating uncertainties to public transport professionals’ general openness

	Automated driving: moving beyond a technology perspective
	Public transport professionals’ scope for action
	Technically-oriented experimentation in public transport
	Between a vision of the future and today’s planning practice
	Regulatory issues for new forms of public transport supply


	Discussion
	Institutionalisation challenges
	Limits of the perspective towards (local) public transport actors

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


